
1730 Rhode Island Ave., NW l #200 l Washington, DC 20036 l 202/775-8810

NEW POLICIES FOR THE PART-TIME
AND CONTINGENT WORKFORCE

By Virginia L. duRivage

Introduction
Full-time permanent employment is fast becoming an anachronism in today’s

changing economy. Since 1973 the rate of nontraditional employment has grown
faster than the rate of full-time work. By 1988, nearly twenty-seven million
workers, or 23 percent of U.S. workers, were employed outside the permanent full-
time labor force (Mishel and Frankel, 199 1). This workforce represents a growing
category of diverse work arrangements including part-time and temporary work as
well as low-wage self-employment.

The expansion of contingent employment is evidence of a fundamental
transformation of the arrangement of work in the advanced economies. These
changes are driven, in part, by business* need for flexibility in a competitive world
market. At the same time, a growing number of workers welcome part-time and
temporary employment as a strategy for combining paid work and family
responsibilities. Yet, for too many workers in the U.S., this flexibility breeds social
and economic insecurity. Many part-time and temporary jobs fail to provide
guaranteed employment, fringe benefits, a living wage, any accommodation of
family responsibilities, or opportunities for union representation. In some cases,
the shift toward more “flexible” forms of work relieves employers of federal
obligations under such programs as the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), the Employment Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA),
unemployment compensation, and affirmative action.



The expansion of contingent work schedules suggests that employer-employee
relations have entered a new era in which the responsibilities for health care
insurance, an adequate wage, and indeed, even job creation, have been shifted to
individual workers and their families. Many of these workers are forced into
contingent jobs by the economy’s failure to generate adequate full-time employment
and by the lack of a coherent public and private policy response to the needs of
working families. The continued growth of part-time and temporary employment
threatens to reduce the economic security of all workers and to weaken workforce
productivity and efficiency.

Labor analysts and policy experts have examined different aspects of the
issue, but to date, we lack a clear policy framework for dealing effectively with the
contingent work problem. This paper is an effort to clarify the major economic and
social issues inherent in contingent work and to formulate a set of public and
private policy proposals geared toward moving contingent workers into the
mainstream of job opportunity and federal protection.

Public and private employment policies in the United States are designed for
full-time workers with permanent attachments to the labor force. The challenge for
policymakers and for private employers is to revamp employment policy to reflect
the changing profile of the American workforce. Many of the policies suggested in
this paper may, in fact, appear intrusive to business, but are necessary when
employers are inclined to evade their responsibilities to workers. A preferred
strategy is to broaden our notions of social insurance -- health care, pensions, and
income security -- as a right extended to all as a matter of citizenship or residence
rather than a privilege conditioned by one’s work status or employment
relationship. There is indeed variation among Western European welfare states,
but to a large extent, it is these basic social provisions, extended as a right of
citizenship, rather than a privilege of employment, which have cushioned the
impact of economic restructuring on workers overseas. To a similar degree, policies
implemented at the national level in this country, particularly universal health
insurance, pension portability, wage equity, and new forms of worker
representation, can act as a buffer against economic change and ensure that
“flexibility” in the marketplace benefits workers as well as employers.
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To improve the employment and economic security of part-time and
contingent workers, Congress should:

-- guarantee hourly wage parity between part-time and full-time workers
performing the same job:

-- restore the minimum wage to its original standard of 50 percent of the
median hourly wage:

__ standardize eligibility requirements under state unemployment compensation
systems:

__ adopt pension portability measures which allow workers to carry pension
credits with them to their next job: and

_- replace the current employer-based system of health care insurance with a
universal scheme that incorporates equal access and cost containment and is
funded through tax revenues.

Contingent Work and the Problem of Pay

Employers often utilize part-time, temporary, and subcontracted employment
as a strategy to reduce overall labor costs. Lower hourly pay rates, however,
increase the economic vulnerability of marginal workers and compromise the
security of other workers. Inadequate minimum wage laws and unfair tax policies
exacerbate their economic situation.

Low Waoes and Economic Vulnerabititu. Part-time workers earn about 60
percent of the hourly wages of full-time workers, earning $4.42 per hour in 1987
compared to $7.43 for full-time workers (U.S. Department of Labor, Employment
und Eanz~s,  January 1988). Lower hourly earnings also characterize contingent
work in the temporary help supply industry. In 1987, temporary workers employed
by temporary help supply agencies such as Kelly Services or Manpower, Inc. earned
an average of $6.42 an hour compared to $8.98 for all nonagricultural workers and
$8.47 for all service employees (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988c). Much of the
hourly wage gap between part-time and full-time workers can be attributed to the
concentration of part-time workers in the lower-paid retail trade and services
industries and the disproportionate numbers of women, teens, and elders in the
part-time labor force. Yet Tilly (1990) reported that a part-time worker, identical to
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a full-time worker in industry, occupation, sex, age, and other characteristics still
earns an average of lo-15 percent less per hour (Gwen, 1978, 1979; Steuemagel
and Hilber, 1984).

Employer surveys show that a prime motivation for hiring part-time and
contingent workers is to reduce overall labor costs (Bureau of National Affairs,
1986). For example, temporary clerical workers directly hired by Cigna Corporation
in Philadelphia are paid lower hourly rates than full-time clerical workers. Part-
time airline reservation workers at the now defunct People Express and Presidential
Airlines were paid half the hourly wages of full-time reservationists (Nine to Five,
1986). Supplemental or casual workers employed by the U.S. Postal Service, who
comprise 10 percent of the total U.S. Postal Service labor force, receive less than
half the wages of permanent workers doing the same job (Goldstein, 1990).

Part-time and contingent workers are clustered at the lower end of the
economic scale. One in six part-time workers and one in five involuntary part-time
workers -- those who would prefer full-time jobs but are unable to find them -- has
a family income below the poverty level, compared to one in thirty-seven year-
round, full-time workers (Levitan and Conway, 1988). More than two-thirds of the
6.4 million workers reported working and living in poverty in 1987 were employed
in part-time or full-time, part-year employment compared to 29.9 percent of
workers above the poverty line. The growth of these jobs has contributed to
increasing income inequality in the United States. Tilly, Bluestone, and Harrison
(1986) discovered that 42 percent of the growth of inequality in annual wages and
salaries between 1978 and 1984 could be attributed to the growth of part-time
employment and the widening gap between the earnings of part-time and full-time
workers (Tilly, 1990). When workers are unable to obtain adequate full-time
employment, it increases their dependency upon public welfare benefits. For
instance, in 1985 33.7 percent of persons who experienced involuntary part-time
employment during the year received cash or in-kind public assistance, compared
to 17.9 percent of all persons with labor force experience in that year (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1987).

The Federal Minimum Waue. In 1984 28 percent of all part-time workers
earned the minimum wage or less compared to only 5 percent of full-time workers
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(Mellor and Haugen, 1986). After nearly a decade of inaction, Congress increased
the minimum wage from $3.35 to $4.25 an hour effective April 1991. However, in
order to match the real value of the minimum wage in 1981, the minimum would
have to be more than $5.00. In addition, the expansion of the tip credit from 45 to
50 percent of the hourly wage and the establishment of a subminimum wage for
younger workers have further eroded the value of the protection offered by the
minimum wage.

Business costs are an important consideration in evaluating proposals to
increase the minimum wage. Equally important, however, is the weakening effect of
an inadequate federal pay standard upon the entire wage structure. Tilly (1990)
has shown that the lower wages of part-time workers depress the hourly earnings of
full-time workers employed in the same industry. Congress should follow the lead
of several states that have raised their minimum wages to adequately reflect
the changes in living costs over the past ten years. An adequate wage floor,
permanently indexed to the rate of inflation, would substantially benefit low-wage,
full-time, and contingent workers alike.

Waue Par-&~ While most workers in the United States are covered by
minimum wage legislation, regardless of the number of hours worked, there is no
labor standard governing equal hourly pay for work of equal value whether part-
time or full-time. The International Labour  Office (ILO) (1989) reports that in
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, West Germany, Norway,
Portugal, Spain, and Sweden official labor standards and/or collective bargaining
practices ensure equal hourly pay for work of equal value. More recent efforts
include the development of equal pay guidelines for part-time and temporary
workers in the Social Charter established to govern labor standards in a united
European economy (Congressional Research Service, 1990).

In the United States, policymakers can look to the experience of labor unions
who have successfully negotiated equal hourly pay rates for part-time and
temporary workers performing similar jobs as full-time regular employees.
Temporary auto assembly workers at the United Auto Workers (UAW) organized
Mazda plant in Flat Rock, Michigan earn the same hourly amount as permanent
employees (New York Times, 1990). Part-time workers represented by the United
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Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW) and the American Postal Workers Union
(APWA) have traditionally enjoyed hourly wage parity with full-time workers
performing the same work (Nine to Five, 1986; Goldstein, 1990). In addition, the
federal government program on part-time work as well as various state employment
programs preserve standards of equal pay for part-time workers performing the
same work as full-time employees.

Workers who work less than full-time, whether by choice or force of economic
circumstance, should not be penalized by suffering lower rates of hourly pay.
Comparable worth legislation, which seeks to pay full-time workers the same wage
rates as other full-time workers performing jobs with similar characteristics, is not
designed to address the problem of pay inequity and work hours. Civil rights laws
should be amended to ensure that workers do not suffer discrimination in
hourly pay rates as a result of their work status. This was a policy widely
adopted by manufacturing employers during World War II to attract part-time
workers in wartime industries. Such policies, which were credited with reducing
employee turnover and improving economic productivity, are urgently needed today.

Health Care Coverage
In Western Europe and Canada, workers and their families enjoy health care

protection as a right of citizenship. In the U.S., health care benefits are tied to the
individual workplace, where they are keenly susceptible to economic booms and
busts. They can be rolled back, expanded, or terminated depending upon the
inclinations of the employer and the pressures of the market. In the current period,
employers have responded to escalating health insurance costs by hiring contingent
workers who receive no health benefits and by shifting these costs onto other
workers and their families through higher deductibles, higher coinsurance, higher
premiums, and reduced coverage. As a result, over the past five years the number
of persons without health insurance has increased by 50 percent, bringing the total
number of nonelderly uninsured to thirty-seven million (Employee Benefits
Research Institute, 1988). The increased number of uninsured and the
proliferation of self-employment, multiple-employment, and other contingent work
arrangements compel policymakers to reevaluate federal tax treatment of health
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insurance, and to consider health care coverage strategies which transcend
employer-employee relationships.

Contiwent Work and the Crisis of Health Care Coveraae. Three in four part-
time, full-year workers don’t receive health insurance directly from their jobs,
compared to 88 percent of part-time, part-year workers. By way of comparison,
about one in five full-time, full-year workers do not receive health care insurance
through their own employment (Congressional Research Service, 1988). Fewer than
25 percent of workers employed in the temporary help supply industry work for
businesses that provide some form of hospitalization or major medical plan (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1988c). In many cases, temporary workers must work a
minimum number of hours -- often the equivalent of more than half the year -- with
the same agency in order to qualify [Nine to Five, 1986). Seasonal agricultural
workers are the least protected group -- 82 percent receive no private health
benefits through their employment (Congressional Research Service, 1988). And,
while 82 percent of wage and salary workers are covered directly or indirectly by an
employer health plan, only 46 percent of the self-employed have private health
insurance (U.S. Small Business Administration, 1988).

Part-time and contingent workers often have indirect access to private health
insurance through a spouse’s employer-based health care plan. The Employee
Benefits Research Institute (1988) estimated that approximately 26.5 percent of
non-full-time workers have coverage through a spouse’s employer (15.7 percent for
men, 34.3 percent for women). Policymakers can take little comfort, however, in
assuming that marginal workers with full-time working spouses will obtain private
health care coverage. The most dramatic decline in health care coverage since 1979
has been among workers who received their health insurance through a spouse or
other family member. Between 1979 and 1986, the number of worker dependents
enrolled in a worker’s employer-provided health care plan dropped by three million,
from 34.3 to 31.4 million (Congressional Research Service, 1988). The increased
number of single-parent families, comprising nearly one in four of all families with
children in the United States, casts further doubt on the notion that working
women, who make up the bulk of the part-time and contingent labor force, can
count on their husbands for health insurance.
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Congress has made some attempts to fill the gaps in employee health care
coverage, but these efforts have not benefitted contingent workers. For instance,
the Consolidated Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1985 (COBRA), requires employers
with certain group health plans to offer continuing health care coverage to full-time
employees who have been laid off or forced onto reduced work hours. However,
only former full-time workers and their dependents are eligible. These families
must pay the full amount of the group health plan, often prohibitive despite its
lower rates relative to individual insurance, and benefits continue for only 18

months. An immediate improvement would be to extend COBRA protection to
laid off part-time workers and their dependents. Other reforms to COBRA could
include options to continue purchasing insurance from an old employer when a
worker finds new employment without health care benefits. Any changes in the
scope of COBRA should be accompanied by proposals to help subsidize the costs of
continued coverage as well as extending the length of time this coverage is
available.

Current Public Insurance I+-oarams Offer Little Relief to the Privately

Uninsured. Part-time and other contingent workers are caught between the cracks
of public and private insurance systems. While private systems of health insurance
are designed for permanent full-time workers and their dependents, public health
insurance, including Medicaid, is designed to provide health care access to
nonworking citizens and their families. 12.5 percent of part-time, full-year workers
obtain health insurance through public sources while 27.1 percent of persons
working only part-year receive publicly-provided health insurance. On the other
hand, 58.1 percent of nonworking adult family heads receive health insurance from
public sources.

This quirk of federal Medicaid policy, which has effectively excluded low-wage
workers and their families from public coverage, has been addressed in several
Congressional actions to expand Medicaid coverage to children of the working poor
as well as establish a new transitional Medicaid program for AFDC (Aid to Families
with Dependent Children) parents moving from welfare to work. Such provisions
will significantly help low-wage and contingent workers who are poor enough to
qualify. However, while many states have already adopted more generous Medicaid
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expansions, state fiscal crises have prompted action by the National Governor’s
Association to block Congressional efforts to expand Medicaid, while increasing
numbers of physicians refuse to serve Medicaid patients. In addition, Medicaid
supports under welfare reform will only protect workers and their families for I2
months. More effective government intervention is needed to adequately protect
low-wage, full-time and contingent workers.

Tax Policu.  Tax laws permit employers to establish different health benefits
for different groups of workers. Employees may be excluded from health plans if
they have not completed one year of service, if they work less than 17.5 hours a
week, work less than six months during the year, or are under the age of twenty-
one. As a result, in order to economize, employers frequently exclude certain types
of workers -- usually non-full-time workers -- from employer-sponsored health
plans (U.S. Small Business Administration, 1988).

Workers without employer-provided health insurance get few tax breaks for
their higher health insurance and medical costs. Families without employer-
provided health coverage must purchase more expensive individual plans for which
they receive fewer tax breaks. From 1954 to 1982, taxpayers could deduct a variety
of medical expenses, including health insurance, to the extent that total expenses
exceeded 3 percent of adjustable gross income. In 1982, under the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA), the floor was raised to 5 percent and, under the
Tax Reform Act of 1986, it was raised to 7.5 percent (U.S. House of Representatives,
1989c).

Prior to the 1986 tax reform, the self-employed could not deduct any of the
cost of health care premiums for themselves or their employees. Tax reform
enables them to deduct only 25 percent of the cost of health care premiums (U.S.
Small Business Administration, 1988). By way of contrast, other employers are
permitted to fully deduct the cost of health care premiums to their workers. In
addition, workers are not taxed for these benefits. To increase parity between
workers who receive tax-free benefits and those who do not, Congress should
increase the health care tax exemption for self-employed persons from its
current level of 25 percent of the costs of health care premiums to 100
percent.
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Similarly, tax equity suggests that part-time and contingent workers who lack
individual or dependent coverage through an employer should also be entitled to
fully deduct the cost of their health care premiums. In most instances, individual
premiums are much higher than group rates and therefore operate as disincentives
for the uninsured to buy into a health care plan. This practice places unfair
burdens on other taxpayers and employers who must subsidize the care of the
uninsured through higher insurance premiums and tax dollars. Even for workers
with health care plans, the trend toward greater employee contributions to health
care significantly strains the budgets of moderate- and low-income families who
must often sacrifice dependent coverage to make ends meet. The current tax
system should be more generous in allowing more of these families to deduct a
greater portion of their health care expenses. Congress should lower the floor of
permissible tax-deductible medical expenses from the current level of 7.5
percent of adjustable gross income to its original level of 3 percent. Proposals
should also be developed that would offer tax credits to low-income families
burdened by expensive health care premiums.

Finally, employers who currently provide health care coverage should be
prevented from restricting those benefits to certain workers by virtue of their
employment classification or work status. One proposal, introduced by
Congresswomen Patricia Schroeder (D-CO), would require employers to offer
health benefits on a pro-rated basis to part-time workers where such benefits
are currently extended to full-time employees. Another strategy would be to
ensure that the repeal of Section 89 of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 include similar
provisions to prevent health benefits discrimination by employee type.

Creatin.o  a Public-Private Universal Health Insurance Scheme. The above
discussion offers patchwork suggestions for attacking a national health care crisis
that defies small-scale solutions. The current political climate may preclude debate
over the most effective solution to the health care crisis -- national health insurance
__ which would extend comprehensive government insurance to all citizens.
Instead, several leaders in government, business, and labor, including Senator
Edward Kennedy (D-Massachusetts), Congressman Henry Waxman (D-California),
Chrysler Corporation Chairman Lee Iacocca, and Douglas Fraser, former President
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of the United Auto Workers, have argued for minimum health benefits for workers
and their dependents -- including certain categories of part-time workers -- as one
strategy to improve health care coverage for the uninsured (Jacobs, 1989). While
such an approach would expand labor standards to include health care insurance,
many employers would continue to deny coverage to short-term and contingent
workers.

For instance, under employer mandates, all regular full-time workers would
be fully covered while regular part-time workers (employees who work 17.5 hours a
week) would receive pro-rated benefits. Like the Schroeder proposal (mentioned
above), the pro-rated benefits approach leaves significant gaps in coverage for
workers who are unlikely to have the funds to subsidize the remainder of their
health care costs. Similarly, the work-based approach excludes whole categories of
workers who are deliberately misclassified as independent contractors, short-term
hires, or temporary employees for the purpose of avoiding health care coverage
costs. In addition,-  mandated benefits proposals overlook the problem of burgeoning
health care insurance costs which burden both contingent and low-wage workers
who are insured and the employers who pay for their coverage.

Congress should consider a universal health insurance scheme that
provides equal access, is funded through tax revenues, and conditions
coverage based upon residence rather than an individual employment
relationship. A social insurance approach could promote both equity and
efficiency by improving access to quality health care and by controlling its
escalating costs.

Public and corporate sentiment for reforming the health care system is
substantial. While the current political administration may resist more effective
solutions such as national health insurance (which would essentially expand
Medicare to the nonelderly as well as the elderly population), it may be possible to
expand minimum health benefits to all workers and their families with significant
Medicaid expansions and public-private insurance pools to ensure full coverage of
individuals and their families who are outside the scope of private access. This of
course would require dramatic shifts in public and private insurance policies: (1)
employers would have to regard adequate health insurance coverage as a condition
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of employment rather than a cost to be avoided: and (2) federal and state
governments would be required to think about Medicaid not as a welfare system for
the most destitute but as a public insurance system for workers and nonworkers
who fall through the cracks.

Private Pensions and Social Security
The public and private pension system in the U.S. is based on an outmoded

profile of the American worker: a lifelong breadwinner with an at-home spouse and
children -- a definition which fits less than 10 percent of the current population.
For married workers whose spouses have larger pensions longer work records and
higher earnings, economic insecurity in retirement can be minimized. But in an era
characterized by dramatic changes in work schedules and family structure, it is
misguided to base public policy on what we “hope” or mistakenly perceive to be
available to individuals through their dependency upon someone else. When labor
markets are unable to provide full-time employment for those who need it, or when
women reduce their paid work time in order to resolve work-family conflicts, these
workers should not be condemned to poverty in old age. The failure of government
policy to address these inequities ensures that such workers end up subsidizing
pension benefits for more permanently attached workers.

Coueruue.  Both retirement income and health care in the U.S. are provided
by a dual public-private system in which the private components play a pivotal role.
Despite regulation and special tax treatment of pension benefits, huge gaps in
coverage remain. In March 1988, 16.3 percent of part-time workers were included
in an employer’s pension plan compared to 48.5 percent of full-time workers
(Woodbury, 1989). 90 percent of the 1.3 million seasonal farmworkers have no
pension coverage. And although Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) data exist on
pension benefits in the temporary help supply industry, business executives in the
industry report that most temporary help agencies omit pension coverage from their
employee benefits packages (Fromstein, 1988). The poor coverage rates of part-time
and contingent workers reflect overall declines in pension benefits in recent years.
Between 1979 and 1983 the rate of pension coverage for all workers, including the
self-employed, fell from 56 to 52 percent, a drop of 1.9 million persons (Andrews,
1985).
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Tax Policu. Laws regulating private pensions favor full-time workers with
adequate earnings and a long period of continuous service with the same employer.
Under tax law, neither employers nor employees are taxed for their pension
contributions -- tax breaks which amounted to $52 billion in lost tax revenue in
1990 (Moss, 1990). Yet high-wage workers with longer years of service are more
likely to get these tax benefits. Consequently, the millions of contingent and other
low-wage workers who are statutorily or arbitrarily denied inclusion in a company’s
pension plan are subsidizing the retirement incomes of richer employees.

Throughout the 198Os, there were significant tax policy reforms which
strengthened pension benefits for contingent workers. Leased employees gained
pension coverage as a result of the Tax Equity and Retirement Act of 1982, which
requires a company with a pension plan contracting workers from a leasing or
temporary agency for more than 12 months to offer pension benefits to those
workers. Congress has shortened the number of years an employee must work
before she or he can “vest” (earn the right to a pension benefit upon retirement)
from ten to five years for single-employer pension plans. Small employers, the most
frequent employers of part-time and contingent workers, have been encouraged to
set up IRA-type pension plans for their workers through simplified employee plans.

Despite these gains, the persistently low coverage and participation rates of
part-time and contingent workers suggest that these reforms have been inadequate
in addressing the problems of pension coverage, vesting, and portability. The
Employment Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA), which sets forth rules and
standards for private pension plans, does not require companies to offer pensions
nor does it require that a company cover all of its workers. Employers are
permitted to exclude workers under the age of twenty-one, those not working at
least 1,000 hours a year, and workers covered by a collective bargaining agreement.
These exclusions were limited under the Tax Reform Act of 1986. However, it is still
possible for employers to arbitrarily exclude 20 percent of their employees from
pension plans. Technical rules promulgated by the IRS also permit greater rates of
exclusion if the nonexcluded workers represent a “reasonable classification of
employees” (Moss, 1990). These tax loopholes significantly inhibit the expansion of
pension benefits to part-time and contingent workers. The requirement of a year’s
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service excludes most temporary or casual employees. Similarly, the 1,000 hour
rule excludes those working, on average, up to nineteen hours per week throughout
the year. In fact, there is evidence that some employers manipulate part-time work
schedules to ensure that workers work less than the minimum 1,000 hours a year
(Nine to Five, 1986). According to Gottlich (1990),  recent ERISA reforms ordered
the Secretary of Labor to promulgate rules to determine a year’s worth of service in
the case of agricultural workers or workers in any industry in which the customary
period of employment is less than 1,000 hours. However, to date no regulations
have been developed.

Pension equity demands that tax benefits be more equitably distributed.
Congress should amend the Employment Retirement Income Security Act
(ERISA) to require employers who provide pension benefits to include 100
percent of their workers in a single line of business and to prohibit the
exclusion of part-time workers from pension plans where full-time workers are
covered. Other initiatives for expanding pension coverage include reducing
minimum service requirements for pension coverage to 500 hours in order to cover
part-time workers employed below twenty hours a week year-round. Finally,
Congress should require the Department of Labor to promulgate regulations
defining a year of service in seasonal and temporary employment to increase the
likelihood that seasonal workers meet participation and vesting requirements.

Vestinu.  Workers who are included in a company’s pension plan may never
get an opportunity to “vest” or get back their pension contributions. Traditionally,
public policy on pensions has been targeted to workers with long job tenures at one
company. Yet the increased mobility of American workers, especially part-time and
temporary workers, suggests that lifelong employment with one firm is fast
becoming the employment exception. More than half of all workers surveyed in
1988 reported job tenures of less than five years. And only about 25 percent of
workers in small businesses -- where part-time workers predominate -- remain even
three years (Employee Benefits Research Institute, 1990; U.S. Small Business
Administration, 1986). Economic downturns and family responsibilities, which
often break up full-time work patterns, increase the likelihood that low-wage
workers will fail to vest and will therefore forfeit pension benefits.
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EFUSA originally mandated ten year vesting. However, this was amended in
1986 to require companies with single-employer pension plans to allow workers to
vest after five years. TEFFW now requires three year vesting for many small
companies. These reforms still leave many workers without a realistic chance of
vesting. One policy solution would be to standardize pension vesting
requirements among all employers. Frequent job changes suggest that the
vesting standard under TEFRA -- three years for small businesses -- be extended to
companies with single-employer pension plans, now under a five year vesting rule,
and multiple-employer plans, now enjoying a ten year vesting period.

Portubilitu. Frequent job changes, despite reforms which have increased the
number of employees who have vested with several pension plans, still yield smaller
returns in retirement than continuous service with one employer. Pension laws do
not permit workers to carry pension credits with them to their next employer. Even
when workers are able to vest, workers often receive lump sum payments in lieu of
portable pension credits. They are often spent on short-term economic necessities,
thereby reducing later retirement income.

While it is important to reduce the number of hours required before workers
can participate in a pension plan, it is equally important to allow workers to move
with their pension benefits. Congress should examine tax strategies to promote
pension portability and adopt measures which allow workers to carry pension
credits with them to their next job.

Social Securitu. The low rates of pension coverage for part-time workers and
contingent workers increase their dependence on Social Security. Social Security,
however, was meant to supplement, not supplant, retirement earnings. The varying
work schedules of part-time and other low-wage workers bring lower earnings and
thus, lower Social Security benefits. In particular, family members who reduce
their number of paid work hours get fewer Social Security credits and thus lower
benefits. Unlike caregivers in other advanced economies, such as England, who
receive Social Security credits for family work, the part-time worker in the U.S. gets
no Social Security credits for attending to his or her family responsibilities.
Similarly, persons who are laid off or forced into part-time or other contingent work
schedules suffer losses in Social Security credits during their time away from the
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labor force. On the other hand, spouses who forego labor force participation

altogether receive Social Security benefits based upon the work histories of their

spouses.

Proponents of Social Security reform argue that women who leave the

workforce to care for family members should not have to jeopardize future economic

security (O’Grady-LeShane,  1990; Older Women’s League, 1990). They argue that

such workers should be provided “caregiver dropout years” -- Social Security credits

during years they leave the labor force to care for a family member -- in order to

boost their total earnings for determining Social Security benefits. Such proposals

could be modified to ensure partial Social Security credits for those years a worker

reduces his or her work hours rather than exiting the labor force completely. This

is particularly important given the growing propensity of women to stay in the labor

force upon the birth of a child, often in part-time jobs with lower earnings.

Congress should consider proposals to provide Social Security credits to
workers who are forced into part-time or contingent employment as a result of
economic dislocation or family necessity. When labor markets are unable to

provide workers who need full-time employment with adequate work, or when

women reduce their paid work time in order to resolve work-family conflicts

substantially ignored in workplace practices and public policy, these same workers

should not be condemned to poverty lifestyles in old age.

The Special Minimum Benefit, designed in 1981 for low-wage, long-term

workers, is determined differently from regular Social Security benefits. The

amount of the benefit is calculated by taking years of covered employment

(regardless of number of hours worked) in excess of ten but not to exceed thirty and

multiplying that by a flat amount. By limiting the maximum years counted to

thirty, rather than the actual number of years worked, marginal workers end up

with lower monthly Social Security premiums. The number of allowable work
years (currently thirty) used for determining the Special Minimum Benefit
should be changed to reflect the actual number of years worked over a workers
life.

Targeted efforts to expand pension coverage, standardize vesting

requirements, and increase pension portability, absent a more aggressive effort to
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universalize private pension plans, are likely to fail to adequately protect contingent
and other low-wage workers in old age. In 1981, President Carter’s Commission on
Pension Policy recommended that Congress establish a minimum universal pension
system (MUPS) to supplement Social Security. Under MUPS, employers would be
required to contribute 3 percent of payroll into a defined contribution plan for each
full-time employee who had been with the firm for at least one year. Vesting would
have been immediate and portability would be ensured. In France, Finland,
Denmark, Sweden, and Switzerland, universal schemes of employer-sponsored
pensions coexist with a national system of social insurance (Social Security). In
France and Finland, special private pension plans have been developed for seasonal
workers such as agricultural workers and self-employed workers. In every case,
employers contribute substantially to the pension fund (U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, 1986). A minimum universal pension scheme is preferable to
simply increasing Social Security contributions which, as a regressive tax, would
impose a significant financial burden upon low-wage workers who must pay these
taxes. Similarly, the MUPS approach is an improvement over other strategies such
as Individualized Retirement Accounts which are more costly for contingent and
other low-wage workers to maintain, and more challenging for determining policies
to ensure their portability and income adequacy. Any universal scheme must
include pension protections for part-time and temporary workers who were left out
of earlier congressional proposals for universal pension coverage. Congress should
investigate proposals to establish a minimum universal pension program to
supplement Social Security for contingent and other low-wage workers left out
of voluntary private pension plans.

Unemployment Insurance
The Social Security Act of 1935 created the unemployment compensation

system, a social insurance program which provides temporary and partial wage
replacement to jobless workers. Like Social Security, the unemployment insurance
system is designed for full-time workers with strong labor force attachments. State
eligibility requirements and employer practices often exclude contingent workers
from unemployment insurance protection.
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Couerwe. Currently, 88 percent of the total civilian labor force work for
employers who are covered under the federal unemployment insurance laws.
Certain categories of contingent workers are excluded outright. Thirty-three states
exclude casual laborers from unemployment insurance while the majority of states
deny coverage to small-scale agricultural and domestic workers employed by very
small farmers or employers (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988b). Self-employed
workers, by definition, are ineligible for coverage. Only California permits coverage
of these workers on a case by case basis (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988b).
Thirty-eight states strictly prohibit independent contractors from unemployment
compensation. In many cases, however, independent contractors are actually
working for one employer yet they are denied unemployment insurance coverage
while their “employer” pays no premiums (Christensen, 1986). The Internal
Revenue Service estimates that 38 percent of employers misclassify employees to
avoid unemployment compensation taxes as well as Social Security and workers’
compensation (General Accounting Office, 1989).

State Standards. Federal standards regulating which employees are covered
under a state unemployment compensation program do not distinguish between
part-time, full-time, and temporary employees. Individual states, however, have full
discretion over setting minimum earnings and work requirements to determine
benefits eligibility. Across the U.S., the average number of required weeks of work
during the year is twenty. In addition, many states include a minimum earnings
requirement for these weeks. Under these tests, contingent workers, particularly
seasonal and temporary workers, are less likely than full-time employees to meet
state eligibility requirements.

A majority of states place further restrictions on eligibility by setting a
minimum earnings test for the final three months of employment of each year.
Consequently, many marginal workers fail to qualify. For instance, a temporary
worker earning the industry’s hourly average of $6.42 for thirty hours of work a
week and earning a total of $770.40 per month would fail the minimum earnings
test in at least nineteen states. Similarly, a part-time worker employed up to thiriy-
five hours per week and earning the 1988 average hourly wage of $4.42 would fail
to meet minimum earnings requirements in at least half the states. Between 1981
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and 1987, in response to dwindling unemployment insurance trust funds, thirty-
five states raised their minimum earnings requirement while eighteen states
changed their earnings formulas for determining qualifying income over the course
of a year -- actions which have significantly reduced the number of unemployed
workers eligible for benefits (General Accounting Office, 1988).

Once workers meet the earnings and work tenure tests of unemployment
compensation, the system further restricts benefits by limiting assistance to
workers who are actively engaged in seeking “suitable” or full-time work. State case
law on unemployment compensation shows that workers who restrict their hours of
work to meet family care responsibilities are routinely denied unemployment
insurance benefits (Commerce Clearinghouse, 1986). Ironically, a woman who
forgoes paid employment to care for family members is more likely to receive
unemployment insurance benefits as a dependent of a laid off spouse. Fourteen
states provide dependent allowances to unemployed workers with nonworking
spouses (or in some cases, very low earning spouses) and their children.
Dependent allowances are continued in full even during weeks when the primary
breadwinner is only partially unemployed (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988b).

While voluntary part-time workers are often denied unemployment insurance
benefits, involuntary part-time workers are better served. For instance, in nine
states, workers may claim unemployment compensation when they voluntarily quit
a part-time job to seek or resume full-time work (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988b).
In the majority of states, “partially unemployed” workers, those working part-time
involuntarily, may continue to receive benefits if weekly earnings are less than the
weekly benefit amount (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988b).

Current inequities in the unemployment compensation system which
disadvantage contingent workers have resulted in a profile of unemployment
insurance recipients which is out of sync with the real unemployed. For instance,
part-time workers, who made up 23 percent of the unemployed population in 1985,

comprised just 13 percent of unemployment insurance recipients. While men make
up 56 percent of the unemployed, they comprise more than 62 percent of those who
receive unemployment insurance benefits. Whites comprise 81 percent of all
unemployed workers yet receive more than 86 percent of the benefits. And workers

19



women and minority group members from moving into better jobs. While private
employers are more likely to engage in these practices, the increased use of
subcontracting in the public sector has had particularly adverse effects on minority
workers (Dantico, 1987).

The use of temporary employees can alleviate the need for compliance with
federal equal employment opportunity laws (Administratiue  Management, 1986).
Belous (1988) reported that in his study of fifty U.S. companies using part-time and
contingent employees, only one company examined the affirmative action
implications of corporate downsizing. The federal regulations governing federal
contractors under the Office of Federal Contract Compliance are silent on the
question of job hours. In determining whether companies doing business with the
federal government are in compliance with affirmative action, employers usually
analyze how women and minority group members are utilized within the permanent
full-time labor force only, ignoring other categories of workers where discrimination
may be more apparent.

Some human resource specialists argue that the growth of a part-time and
contingent labor force signals a declining employer commitment to career
development (Daily Labor Report, 1988). Internal labor markets which provided
avenues to career advancement within the large firm have contracted in the wake of
corporate downsizing. Within small firms, where contingent work is more
prevalent, internal labor markets are nonexistent (Osterman, 1988; Marshall and
Osterman, 1989).

If the expansion of part-time and other contingent employment indicates a
broader trend away from firm-specific training and career development, to what
extent are employers and employees relying on external systems of education and
training? In the case of the temporary supply industry, computer-skilled temporary
workers are hired to work short-term as well as train regular employees on the use
of computer systems. Although prohibited by contract, many temporary workers
informally use temporary agencies to find permanent employment (Fromstein,
1988). However, the productivity interests of employers may be ill-served by a
growing casual labor force that is unfamiliar with firm culture, practices, and
product knowledge (Waldstein, 1989). Those workers who can get better jobs will

26



unemployment payroll tax (FUTA) and a state unemployment insurance tax which
varies according to the employer’s experience with employee layoffs. Workers who
are not defined as “regular” employees escape these counts. In recessionary
periods, employers are more likely to exploit such legal loopholes in order to reduce
their unemployment compensation taxes. One remedy would be to establish a
dual public-private unemployment compensation program -- a feature of several
Western European systems -- in which states guarantee a minimum
unemployment insurance benefit to all workers, augmented by a privately-
financed scheme. Another approach is a national “short-term compensation”
program that would enable employers to reduce work hours in lieu of laying off
workers and thereby reduce incentives to marginalize workers. Short-term
compensation allows employers to reduce their unemployment compensation taxes
(since taxes are based on the employer’s experience with worker layoffs) while
workers are eligible to collect unemployment insurance benefits for hours not
worked. In 1982 Congress authorized states, at their discretion, to adopt work
sharing in their unemployment compensation programs. Thirteen states now have
short-term compensation programs. Congress could require implementation of
such programs nationwide.

Employment Opportunity
The growth of part-time, temporary, and other contingent employment reflects

the lower quality of new job opportunities for U.S. workers, especially women and
minority males. The evidence suggests that there are more part-time and
temporary jobs than workers who want them. The failure of government and
business to address the needs of working families has forced many prospective full-
time workers into lesser jobs. At the same time, individuals who prefer to work less
than full-time are constrained in their job choices by inadequate part-time work.
Finally, workers in marginal employment often forfeit job security, opportunities for
advancement, and affirmative action protection.

Contin.aent Work: Job Choice or Job Constraint? Over the past two decades, as
increasing numbers of women with children entered the labor force, women have
sought full-time work. Between 1970 and 1988, the proportion of mothers working
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pool market with benefits for workers themselves. These agencies could reduce the

exploitive features of the job placement process in for-profit temporary help firms
(Williams, 1988).

Open&w Up Public Emploument and Trainin.~ Proarams. The growth of
contingent labor, along with the increase in the number of full-time jobs which fail
to provide above-poverty earnings, suggest a need to reconceptualize our notions of
public employment and training programs. Programs such as the Jobs Training
Partnership Act (JTPA) have historically served disadvantaged workers who are
unemployed, on the assumption that paid employment would relieve economic
hardship. Thus, while a contingent or full-time worker may meet the income
guidelines under JTPA, their employment, however inadequate, prohibits them from
participating in JTPA-sponsored activities. Osterman (1989) reports that 27
percent of all female household heads and nearly 13 percent of male household
heads are considered long-term, low-wage workers, yet are routinely excluded from
government programs, and often public assistance, because they work.
Policymakers should recognize that many persons who are working encounter
problems locating adequate employment similar to those of the unemployed
and open up public employment and training programs to the working poor.

Representing Part-Time and Temporary Workers
Much of the evidence presented in this report suggests that, in general,

unionized workers receive higher rates of pay and better employment protection
than do unorganized workers. For instance, in September 1989, unionized workers
averaged $5.26 more an hour in wages and benefits than nonunion employees
(AFL-CIO, 1989). However, unions and employers have traditionally viewed part-
time and temporary workers as outside the scope of collective bargaining. In
addition, labor law, which has failed to keep up to date with changing employer
practices, has hindered the organization of such workers. As a result, in 1987, only
8 percent of part-time workers were represented by labor unions compared to 21.7

percent of full-time workers (U.S. Department of Labor, 1988a). This section
discusses problems associated with extending collective bargaining rights to non-
full-time workers and suggests strategies for improving their representation.
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United States and Japan have failed to reduce hours of work -- 1,900 hours a year
compared to 1,750 in Northern Europe (Zalusky, 1986). Since 1938, members of
the U.S. Congress and the trade union movement have proposed shortening the
standard work week. In 1978 and 1983, legislation was introduced that would
have reduced the work week gradually to thirty-five and thirty-two hours,
respectively (Kahne, 1985).

Other measures to improve the full-time job base include prohibiting or
limiting the use of contingent labor among federal contractors. One option
would be to restrict the number of contingent workers to a specific percentage of
full-time employment. Policymakers can look to the experience of unions in the
manufacturing, food processing, transportation, and public sectors who have
successfully won such provisions in their contracts. An innovative approach is to
permit contractors to sue other contractors who underbid them where it can be
shown that such contractors deliberately misclassified employees as self-employed
workers to save labor costs and win contracts -- a practice prevalent in the
construction industry. The state of Connecticut recently enacted a law allowing
such private suits.

Continaent Work and Workina Families. Family members, usually mothers,
are often forced into less than full-time work both by the dearth of decent job
opportunities and by government and employer policies unresponsive to family
needs. Nearly 35 percent of women who are working part-time or looking for work
say they would work more hours if good child care were available (Presser and
Baldwin, 198 1). Young dual-earner couples are increasingly resorting to shift work
to ensure child care coverage for their children (Presser, 1989). These problems are
most severe among the one-quarter of U.S. families with children headed by a
mother only. Half of these women who worked part-time in 1983 said they would
rather work full-time but were constrained by the high costs and the unavailability
of quality child care (U.S. House of Representatives, 1989a).

The U.S. Congress has considered a number of policy initiatives to provide
support for vulnerable working families. Child care legislation has been adopted to
assist low- and moderate-income families with their child care expenses and ensure
additional support through new and expanded tax credits. Despite these gains,
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workplaces with a certain number of employees. Policymakers should require these
stewards to monitor the health and safety of all employees within a worksite,
regardless of job classification or employment relationship. Reforms to the NLRA
could authorize similar forms of representation on specific workplace issues beyond
health and safety, including the determination of wages and work schedules.

Conclusion

Contingent work is expanding in a world in which social and corporate
policies adhere to rigid definitions of worker protection. Together, the public and
private sectors should examine to what extent existing employment policies
enhance or impede worker flexibility. Reforms must begin with the updating of our
government data collection systems to get a more realistic picture of expanding
work forms. The terms applied to contingent employment and the forms it takes
are too varied and hidden from statistical view to enable public policymakers to
respond effectively- to new employment trends. Better data collection would enable
researchers and policymakers to determine to what extent new work forms match
particular workers’ preferences for job flexibility or belie deeper structural problems
in the U.S. economy.

Minimum wage laws and labor standards must be strengthened to protect
marginal workers. The growth of child labor violations and the removal of
protections against industrial homework suggest wrong-headed strategies to cope
with labor shortages and to cut business costs. The minimum wage, which
determines basic hourly wage rates for most contingent workers, must be raised
well above the recent increase if we are to make such jobs more attractive than
welfare or dropping out of the labor force. Where part-time work may provide
genuine opportunities for middle-class workers who desire flexibility, the clustering
of part-time and contingent employment at the lower end of the wage and job scale
reduces decent employment prospects for the most vulnerable.

U.S. systems of social insurance -- both public and private -- must be
revamped to include equitable coverage of part-time and contingent workers. The
dramatic declines in health insurance coverage for working persons and their
children should be reversed through a public-private system of universal health
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Policymakers should examine job sharing and other strategies for
converting full-time work into permanent part-time employment that do not
diminish full-time employment or sacrifice the working conditions of other
employees. The Conference Board, in its survey of flexible work schedules, found
that ninety-eight (22 percent) of the 502 companies it interviewed offered job
sharing to its workers (The Conference Board, 1989). The Federal Employees Part-
Time Career Act of 1978 was established to create permanent part-time positions at
all levels which paid the same hourly wage as full-time work and provided workers
with pro-rated fringe benefits. Twenty-five states, following the efforts of public
sector unions, have similar programs to create better part-time employment
options. Policymakers must be vigilant, however, in ensuring that alternative
employment options are implemented and that opportunities extend up the job
ladder. An evaluation of the federal program, conducted in 1984, found little
interest on the part of federal managers to create part-time opportunities at higher
levels. Only two out of seven evaluated agencies had examined vacant agency
positions to determine whether part-time employment was feasible and only three
agencies had established annual part-time goals and time tables (Kahne, 1985).

Phased-in retirement is an option of particular benefit to older workers.
Fewer than 6 percent of private employers in a Conference Board Survey offer this
alternative (Conference Board, 1989). Several Western European countries,
including Sweden, Belgium, Denmark, and France, allow workers to reduce their
hours of work and receive assistance from the public pension system. The program
is viewed as a way to ease the transition out of the labor force and to increase the
number of jobs at other levels (International Labour Office, 1989).

&uaZ Emnloument Onnotinitu. Men and women who choose or are forced to
accept less than full-time work often forfeit job security, opportunities for
advancement, and affirmative action protection. One allure of part-time and
contingent work for managers is the ability to hire and fire workers without
restraint, in accordance with market fluctuations. As workers largely outside the
“core” of regular or permanent employment, they get none of the promotional
benefits that accrue to permanent workers -- including seniority rights to bid for
full-time jobs. As a result, they strengthen occupational segregation by preventing
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insurance to ensure that contingent workers, who predominate among the working
uninsured, can work without fear of a child’s illness or a personal injury bringing
on financial ruin or increased health risks. Pensions and unemployment insurance
systems which tie eligibility to full-time service can be modified to ensure that
temporary and part-time workers who lose their jobs or retire are not pushed into
poverty.

Part-time and contingent employment perpetuates occupational segregation
by sex and race. When employers abandon internal labor markets as a vehicle for
job-promotion in favor of externalizing training and job hiring, equal employment
opportunity will continue to elude our most vulnerable workers. Civil rights laws
should ensure that workers do not suffer discrimination in hourly pay rates as a
result of their work classifications, that employers be barred from ignoring
contingent workers in affirmative action “head counts,” and that comparable worth
legislation be extended to part-time and temporary workers.

Lastly, the contribution of the American labor movement toward improving
the quality of working life and family living standards must be recognized and
reinforced. Unions offer the best private remedy for bringing equity to part-time
and contingent workers. Yet many of these workers are hired by management to
reduce the bargaining power of labor unions. Labor law reform can open up
opportunities for representing workers in nontraditional employment. Additionally,
labor legislation which establishes workers’ committees in all workplaces can
provide a vehicle for greater communication and participation of workers in key
management decisions affecting work schedules and work design.

As we rush toward the twenty-first century, the global economy, technological
innovations, and demographic transformations will continue to wreak havoc with
and ultimately reshape the North American labor force. Employment policies and
standards which protect rather than neglect the growing numbers of contingent
workers will improve labor force quality and thus strengthen the ability of the U.S.
to perform in a volatile world economy.
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leave their companies, thereby increasing job turnover and decreasing the pool of
workers with firm-specific knowledge (Granrose and Appelbaum, 1986).

Policymakers should consider to what extent the interests of workers are best
served by a private system of job training and placement which leaves many of
them low-paid and unprotected while ensuring relatively high profits to employers.
When employers abandon internal labor markets as a vehicle for job promotion in
favor of externalizing training and job hiring, or exclude contingent workers from in-
house career ladders, equal employment opportunity will continue to elude our
most vulnerable workers. In the federal sector, policymakers should direct the
Office of Federal Contract Comphance and the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission to promulgate regulations that clearly define who is an employee
for the purposes of conforming to federal equal employment opportunity laws.
Similarly, state and federal contractors should be prohibited or limited in their use
of contingent employees following the model of manufacturing, food processing,
transportation, and public sector unions who have successfully negotiated limits in
the use of part-time and temporary workers within their industries (Nine to Five,
1986). The federal government should act as a model for private sector employers
by repealing its ruling that temporary workers in the federal sector (which number
more than 300,000) be permitted to work without benefits or seniority rights for a
period of up to four years.

Congress should examine proposals to empower the U.S. Employment
Service, state employment offices, or community-based-organizations and
nonprofits to develop alternatives to commercial temporary agencies to ensure
decent pay rates, continuous employment, and health and pension benefits.
Surveys suggest that companies are moving toward hiring temporary or casual
workers directly as independent contractors, thus lowering total wage and benefits
costs and avoiding the higher mark-ups of for-profit temporary agencies. Under an
alternative system, employees would be considered permanent state or federal
employees, subject to the same protection and collective bargaining rights as other
public sector workers. Workers would rotate assignments in much the same
manner as construction workers who receive different work assignments through
union hiring halls. In some cases, nonprofit agencies have entered the day labor

27



appropriate bargaining units according to the content of their work rather than the
classification of their employment. In addition, the Taft-Hartley ban on secondary
boycotts should be amended to permit collective action by subcontracted employees
against a leasing employer. In the public sector, which is the most highly unionized
(43.2 percent) of industry sectors, prospects may be best for unionizing part-time
and contingent workers. Labor law in the federal sector and in some states
provides an environment more conducive to organization than the private sector. In
reforming labor law, policymakers should examine how the NLRA regulates
external labor markets operating in such industries as construction and
entertainment. In these sectors, unionized workers, like contingent workers, work
intermittently and are often not attached to a particular employer: however, unlike
other contingent workers, the NLRA preserves their right to collective bargaining.

Alternative Forms of Worker Representation. The enormous decline in union
density in the United States over the past two decades and the historically poor
rates of unionization among part-time and contingent workers suggest the need for
new strategies to ensure their representation. One approach would be to legally
mandate works counci@ with the right to participate in management decisions
related to hiring and firing, scheduling of hours, and other employment issues.
Works councils operate in Canada and in parts of Western Europe, playing a role in
a variety of workplace decisions involving occupational safety and health, layoffs,
and technological change (International Iabour Office, 1989; Adams 1985).
Unfortunately, in many of these countries, participation in works councils is denied
to part-time and contingent workers (Cordova, 1986). Any move to institutionalize
works councils in the U.S. should include these workers.

Works councils usually cover a narrow range of work issues and thus do not
substitute for collective bargaining which addresses a much broader range of
worker concerns. Rather, they can be instrumental in paving the way for union
representation. Adams (1985) cites the Canadian experience as an example. Once
workers achieve a limited set of objectives under a works council system, they may
seek collective bargaining as a means to deepen their role in the enterprise.

One of the provisions of proposed reforms to the Occupational Safety and
Health Act would require a selection of a safety steward in all union and nonunion
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There are compelling cases suggesting that employers have used part-time
and contingent workers to undercut union organizing drives or exact concessions
during contract negotiations (Costello, 1989). For instance, in a recent organizing
drive by the United Auto Workers to represent full- and part-time retail sales
workers for the Hudson Department Stores in Detroit, Michigan, management
increased its hiring of part-time, lesser-skilled workers and began phasing out older
full-time employees with higher rates of pay and employee benefits (Labor Notes,
1990). During concessionary bargaining in the 1980s with the International
Brotherhood of the Teamsters, the United Parcel Service succeeded in dramatically
increasing its part-time workforce to 50 percent of total UPS workers (Labor Notes,
1990). After a successful organizing drive at General Electric Morristown,
Tennessee’s central distribution center, the company laid off most of its workforce
and relocated to another Tennessee site, contracting out the distribution work
(Yount and Williams, 1990). In nearly every public sector case, contracting out
results in the loss of union protection for a workforce (Dantico, 1987).

Data on labor unions who do represent part-time and temporary workers
suggest that unions can be instrumental in improving the job quality and career
opportunities of these workers, without jeopardizing the opportunities for full-time
employment. In the manufacturing sector, where unions have traditionally held
greater bargaining power, unions have been successful in restricting or prohibiting
the use of part-time and contingent employees (Kombluh, 1988; Bronfenbrenner,
1988a; Nine to Five, 1986). Alternatively, unions have sought to include these
workers in their bargaining units (for example, the United Auto Workers in its
agreement with the Mazda Motors Corporation). In the public and private sectors,
unions representing service workers have successfully bargained for restrictions on
the use of part-time and contingent labor, hourly wage parity, seniority rights, pro-
rated and full benefits, and opportunities for permanent employment (Engberg,
199 1; Bronfenbrenner, 1988a; Gregory and Appelbaum, 1988; Nine to Five, 1986).

Leaal Barrier-s to Unionization. Unions face tremendous obstacles to
bargaining for part-time and contingent workers. Much of this difficulty derives
from the complex employee classification schemes associated with the
diversification of employee work schedules as well as the failure of labor law to
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