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Abstract

The short-time compensation (STC) program aims at avoiding redundancies in case of strong short-term downturns.
In the literature, STC is an instrument of both job security and flexibility. This paper investigates the impact of
worksharing on STC in France. The form of worksharing examined in this study is the reduction of the standard or
contractual hours worked per week to 35 hours in France. We quantify the average decrease in the STC recourse with
difference-in-differences estimators assessed on a balanced panel of French establishments. We highlight a substitution
effect between STC and worksharing due to their internal flexibility role. As a consequence, STC seems to be less
used as a flexibility device and the worksharing policy would refocus STC on its employment protection role.

Acknowledgements: This paper is a prolongation of a project financed by the Statistical Department of the French Labour Ministry (DARES).
All remaining errors and shortcomings remain our own. Data availability: Final panel data is available on request from the authors and the initial
databases can be requested from the institutions which produce them.

Citation: Richard Duhautois and Emmanuelle Walkowiak and Oana Calavrezo, (2009) "The Substitution of Worksharing and Short-Time
Compensation in France: A Difference-in-differences Approach”, Economics Bulletin, Vol. 29 no.2 pp. 820-833.

Submitted: Nov 05 2008. Published: May 04, 2009.



1. Introduction

The short-time compensation (STC) program is aaewf employment protection
since it aims at avoiding layoffs in the case adrstberm economic downturns or exceptional
circumstances (for instance, disasters). Emplogpptying STC can temporarily reduce their
employees’ activity below the legal working time eliminate a part of their total activity.
STC allows employees to maintain a contractual beitd their employer. They receive a
compensation for their wage loss that is partlydday the State. Most developed countries
use some form of an STC program: the “Chémaged¥anti France, the “Cassa Integrazione
Guadagni” in ltaly, the “Kurzarbeitergeld” in Germa and the “Short-Time Compensation
Program” in the United States. STC programs arativelly new and are underutilized in
North America, but they have been widespread dimeel920s in Europe. Nevertheless, STC
is rarely used in all countries. For example, libss 1% of establishments and 2% of their
employees use STC in France (Calavrezo et al.,)2008e 1980s, there was a similar, low
STC participation, limited to less than 1% of enyels in the United States (Needels et al.,
1997).

Among the previously mentioned STC programs, ia gaper, we focus on the French
STC program between 1995 and 2005. The main featu®TC in France is that its use
strongly decreased during the period under stutly={gure 1). What are the determinants of
this important fall? Since the main purpose of SiECto help firms facing short-term
economic downturns, the use of STC generally irsggaduring economic downturns and
decreases during economic upturns. Yet, sincertietthe 1990s, the relation between STC
and the economic situation has relaxed (see Figugesd 2). This coincides with the period
of implementation of the worksharing policyDoes this mean that worksharing is a
determinant of the STC decrease between 1995 abP2Worksharing represents a complex
policy that was progressively implemented betwe@d6land 2005 in France (see Askenazy
(2008) for a description of worksharing in Franoel &apteyn et al. (2004) for worksharing
in Europe). The form of worksharing examined irsthaper is the reduction of the standard
or contractual hours worked per week to 35 hour&rance, often referred to as “shorter
hours.” Within French establishments, methods agrmbgs of worksharing implementation
are very heterogeneous. The legal workweek duratias reduced to 35 hours from January
1, 2000 for firms with more than 20 employees amanfJanuary 1, 2002 for firms with 20
employees or less. There is a fundamental differdretween legal workweek duration and
effective workweek duration. In this paper, we f®con the reduction of the effective
workweek duration. After changing the legal workWweduration to 35 hours, some
establishments still kept their effective workinghé duration higher than the legal one,
preferring to pay for overtime. Other establishrseanticipated the changing of the legal
workweek duration: they reduced their effective kvegek duration before the reduction of
standard worked hours per week. What is the matindor an establishment to anticipate the
implementation of the worksharing policy? By redhgrithe effective workweek duration
before the worksharing implementation, they receivfemancial compensation. In this paper,
we focus exclusively on the anticipated reductibworkweek duration, which we henceforth
refer to as worksharing

Our work analyzes the role of worksharing in therdase of STC use. Even if the
main objective of STC is to protect employment, do®nomic literature also identifies a
flexibility role (Burdett and Wright, 1989; Abrahaand Houseman, 1994; Van Audenrode,
1994); it is important to mention that these twtesocoexist. STC and worksharing are two
similar internal quantitative flexibility deviceas they act on the volume of hours worked by

! In France, worksharing is called “35 hours.”



the employees of the establishment. We have olbddhat firms in France use STC in two
different ways: a “cyclical flexibility” use and ‘@tructural flexibility” use. The “cyclical
flexibility” use is the adjustment of working houts the activity through STC when
establishments use STC in a non-recurrent way. “Btreictural flexibility” use is the
adjustment of working hours to the activity througipeated STC episodes. The second type
of STC is contrary to French law, but it is autked for some large firms belonging to
particular industries (automobile and clothing). M&taring provides establishments with
more flexibility, and as a consequence, STC letymiawas reformed in France. The aim of
the reform was to diminish the use of STC, becduse could use it improperly. The idea
was to refocus STC on its employment protectiom.réh order to estimate the effect of
worksharing on STC, difference-in-differences (OBydels were tested on a balanced panel
of 1,100 French establishments belonging to firnth at least 50 employees. The final panel
was obtained by matching seven datasets. We hightigdecrease in STC use after the
implementation of worksharing, due to the role mernal flexibility tools. Hence, globally,
STC seems to be used less as a flexibility toolrante as an employment protection tool.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. Se&idescribes the data, and section 3
presents the econometric strategy. The evolutid®T@? is presented in section 4. Results are
discussed in section 5, while section 6 offers soameluding remarks.

2. Data Sources

In order to assess the effect of worksharing on ,S¥€ used an original and rich
statistical dataset obtained by matching sevensiatece$

When facing a short-term economic downturn, an eygl can ask for a number of
STC days. If the request is justifiable, the Freadministration authorizes the use of STC,
and these authorizations are stored in a monthl¢ Satabase. This database contains
information about STC authorizations obtained bgneh establishments between 1995 and
2005. The authorized STC imperfectly measures tmpensated STC that establishments
really use and for which they receive a financ@inpensation. Indeed, some establishments
can decide not to use STC-authorized days. In #ét@bdse, the number of compensated days
is not available at the establishment or firm leviéius, we measured the number of STC-
authorized days. This is the upper limit of the pemsated days and represents an indicator
of employers’ anticipations. From these databases;onstituted an exhaustive STC panel. It
covers more than 93,000 French establishmentsl imdstries that had at least one STC
authorization between 1995 and 2005. This paneligees yearly information on the number
of STC-authorized days and STC employees for eatabkshment. We also identified
establishments that had multiple STC uses betw&9% hnd 2005. Such a variable can
capture recurrent STC use for structural downtuituasons. We also recorded
establishments’ industry and geographic locatiamabées.

The "Worksharing” database contains the declarstiaand agreements of
establishments that reduced their effective workinge in order to benefit from the social
security exemption. We constructed a variable duptals 1 if an establishment reduced its
effective workweek duration before the worksharimgplementation and 0 if an
establishment did not reduce its effective workwdekation at all. Establishments that are
not in the “Worksharing” database may be absentvior reasons: they did not reduce their
effective workweek duration, or they reduced tierkweek duration, but without asking for
social security exemption. Thus, it is difficult ¢orrectly identify establishments that did not
reduce their effective workweek duration. In order identify them, we focused on

2 They are produced by the Statistical Departmenthef French Labor Ministry (DARES) and the French
National Institute of Statistics (INSEE).



establishments belonging to firms with at leaseBiployees. In contrast to small firms, firms
with at least 50 employees have a low probabilityrexucing their effective workweek
duration without asking for social security exeropti

Establishment files (UNEDIC) are annual exhaussigiministrative sources relating to
establishments affiliated with the unemploymentumasce system. They cover the period
from 1995 to 2003. These files contain informatiegarding the total number of employees
and the percentage of women, and they allow uddntify survivor establishments over the
period. We worked on a balanced panel. This canditiepresents our second matching
criterion. This control is necessary, because iitnaizes the effects of establishments’
creation/destruction associated with the economti@tson, which may strongly bias our
results.

Additional information about the firms to which aklishments belong was obtained
from four firm databases. First, we used a firmcdisdatabase (the “Bénéfices Réels
Normaux” (BRN) file), which covers the period frof®94 to 2003. We calculated three
indicators of economic health: the value-addedat@mm rate, the profitability rate and the
apparent labor productivity ratio. We also calcethtwo workforce structure indicators: the
share of temporary workers and the share of subaditg expenses. By comparing the size
of the establishment to the size of the firm to ahhit belongs, we constructed a variable
indicating whether the firm is a mono-establishmimh. Second, we used a database that
provides firms’ labor contracts (ACEMO files fror894 to 2004). We calculated the share of
fixed-term contracts in each firm. Third, firmshé&ncial group memberships were given by
the LIFI databases. Finally, the MDST databasegate whether a firm was restructured
between 1994 and 2004.

After matching these data sources and eliminatisgabdishments with missing
information and agricultural establishments, wekedron a balanced panel of approximately
1,100 French establishmerit$his final sample includes survivor establishmémi®nging to
firms with at least 50 employees that had at leastSTC authorization.

3. Econometric M odel

Worksharing is not randomly distributed among Fleestablishments. The decision
to implement worksharing may be related to therigklabor force management strategy of
the establishment. This raises the selection biathadological problem. There is also an
unobserved heterogeneity bias problem, since unadeheterogeneity is likely to be
correlated with STC behavior. Simple estimation hods do not produce consistent
estimators. In order to control for these two bsasse implemented basic difference-in-
differences (DD) models.

This method is largely used in economics for pokeggluation. As Wooldridge (2007)
explained, outcomes are observed for two groupd@mavo time periods. One of the groups
is exposed to a treatment (worksharing) in the s@qeeriod, but not in the first period. The
second group is not exposed to the treatment dwiithgr period. In the case in which the
same units within a group are observed in each per®d (panel data), the average gain in
the second (control) group is subtracted from terage gain in the first (treatment) group.
This removes biases in second period comparisamgeba the treatment and control groups
that could be the result of permanent differenadg/ben those groups, as well as biases from
comparisons over time in the treatment group tbatdcbe the result of trends. The equation
of estimation can be written as follows:

STC_ind =, + B X + BWS+J, +OWSx| +u (1)

® The sample size is described more precisely iticse8.



STC _ind is the outcome of interest. Several dimensionhefSTC recourse can be
affected by worksharing. To quantify the evolutioh the STC recourse, we used two
categories of indicatorsSTC _ind D{STC _days,STC _empl}. The STC _days variable

represents the total number of STC days withinar gevering employees affected by STC
within the establishment (continuous variable). T8I&C _emp variable represents the total
number of establishment employees affected by Silidma year (continuous variable).

Concerning the worksharing indicatdAS is a dummy variable that equals 1 if an
establishment reduced its effective workweek daratibefore the worksharing
implementation and O if an establishment did nduoe its effective workweek duration. As
we worked with establishments belonging to firmsthwiat least 50 employees, the
worksharing was implemented on January 1, 2000 Settion 1). As the variabl&/S
captures whether the establishment reduced itstefe workweek duration before the
worksharing implementation, this can only accoumtdhanges that took place before 2000.
In the “Worksharing” data source, after the matghithe majority of establishments reduced
the effective workweek duration in 1998 and 199hus, WSequals 1 if the establishment
reduced its effective workweek duration in 1998iwr1999. The dummyWwsS captures
possible differences between the treatment andaagroups prior to the policy change.

X is a matrix of covariates that can control for gasitional changes. We took into
account three types of covariates: standard clarsiits, economic health indicators and
workforce structure indicators. These variables aredamental when describing STC
behavior in France. The following variables are nd@d establishment
characteristicEEst  sizg, is a continuous variable that indicates the nunab@mployees of

the establishment; the establishment industry iptutad by three dummy variables
(manufacturing, services and construction); thel#sthment region is captured by eight
dummy variables (eight aggregated geographic regminFrance);Group, is a dummy
variable that indicates whether the establishmetdrigs to a financial grougRestruct, is a

dummy variable that indicates whether the firm thick the establishment belongs was
restructured between 1996 and 2004pno__est is a dummy variable that indicates whether

the firm to which the establishment belongs is @aglg-establishment firm or a multi-
establishment firmMulti STC is a dummy variable that indicates whether anbéisteament

used STC at least twice between 1995 and 2005 us#d three indicators of the economic
health of the firm to which the establishment bgkinthe value-added variation rate

(Var _V =M, whereVA, represents the value added for firrduring yeart), the
t VA t
t-1

profitability rate (PR, = EBE,

INV _K,_,
capital investment taken during ye#l) and the apparent labor productivity ratio

(LR, :Lﬂ). For these three variables, we worked with thailues lagged by one
EST _size,

year. Concerning the workforce structure indicatars used the following variables: T4,
is the share of temporary workers out of the tatahber of employees; Sabcontr,, is the
ratio of subcontracting expenses on the value gdéeelC, is the share of a firm’s fixed-

, Which is the ratio of a firm’s profits during yegon

“ Due to the very low number of establishments tedticed their effective workweek duration in 1996897,
we decided to eliminate this category.



term contracts in the total number of employees #hdbmen, is the share of women out of

the total number of employees.

The dummy| captures aggregated factors that would cause ekaingSTC _ind
even in the absence of a policy change. The coaftiof interest isd, for the crossed effect
of worksharing and . The difference-in-differences estimate is:

0,=(STC_ind;, - STC_ind,, )-(STC_ind., - STC_ind, ) (2)
whereT indexes the treated group a@dthe control group, and 2 indexes the second period
and 1 the first period.

Worksharing effects can vary with time. By using tpanel dimension, we can
evaluate the impact of worksharing between diffepaints in time. We chose two years for
the first period (1996 and 1997) and four yearstl@ second period (2000 to 2003). As we
had two STC outcomes, we finally estimated 16 ik models. For each establishment, we
fixed the values of the covariates at the beginwihthpe first period. According to this choice,
the final sample contains 1,163 establishment4986 and 1,146 establishments for 1897.

4. Evolution of ST C between 1995 and 2005

[Insert figurel]

In this section, we use descriptive statistics twlge the possible effect of
worksharing on STC use. Figure 1 shows the evalutb STC between 1995 and 2005
through three measures: the number of STC daysherieft scale), the number of STC
employees (on the left scale) and the number of &ftablishments (on the right scdl&§TC
strongly decreased for the three measures. Betd@@® and 2005, the number of STC days
decreased six-fold, and the number of STC emplogleeseased from 1.7 million to 300,000
(an 82% decrease). Concerning the number of STablediments, the decrease reached 85%,
diminishing from 34,000 establishments to 5,000.ti#& end of the 1990s, the fall may be
mainly related to the economic situation (a pewbdast economic growth). After 2001, the
year of an economic reversal, the increase in S3€isl not massive. Does the economic
situation entirely explain the downward trend of CGGTafter 2001? We suppose that
establishments became less interested in STC odihe tworksharing implementation.

[Insert figure 2]

Figure 2 presents the connection between the edgcretmation and STC use over the
last decade by illustrating two monthly series: émerepreneurial opinion in manufacturing
(on the left scale) and the number of STC days amufacturing (on the right scale)This
figure highlights the good adjustment between thsiress cycle and STC between 1995 and
1998. It also shows a weak disconnection in 1998t ttoincides with the time of
implementation of one of the worksharing laws anstrang disconnection when the legal
work duration was obligatorily reduced for firmstlwimore than 20 employees (in 2000).
This figure seems to confirm the importance of vebiking’s impact on STC.

5. Reaults

[Insert table 1]

® This is due to a different number of missing valé@r covariates for 1996 and 1997.

® For a complete description of STC between 1995 28@5 in France, see Calavrezo, Duhautois and
Walkowiak, 2008.

" STC establishments are mainly found in the manufing industry in France (80% of cases).



Table 1 gives the difference-in-differences esteémaperformed on the sample
described in section 2. It summarizes the resulté6oregressions on STC indicators and

exclusively reports the coefﬁcierzﬁ (see section 3). The comparison between estalsistsm

that did not reduce their workweek duration andaldshments that implemented
worksharing gave stable results (regardless of dbecome measure and the year of
reference). Establishments that reduced their weekwduration significantly decreased their
STC use, as compared with establishments that alideduce their workweek duration in
terms of STC days and number of STC employeesinstance, the use of STC decreased by
760 days and 41 employees per establishment betb@#h and 2000 and by 624 days and
39 employees per establishment between 1996 an8 @@@ Table 1). For a comparison
between 1996 and 2000, as the sample covers 528isktments that reduced their working
time with an average decrease per establishme@b6®fSTC days, this would mean that
worksharing “would explain” a decrease of about,800 STC days between 1996 and 2000.
As in this sample, the total decrease in STC dags wmore than one million STC days
between 1996 and 2000, we can “explain” 37% of deisrease as a worksharing effect. The
remaining change is probably due to the other mdgierminant of STC, the economic
situation. Consequently, at a macroeconomic lete$, gives us an idea about the strong
decrease of the STC recourse, as illustrated iar€idy.

Table 1 also shows that, in terms of the numb&Td employees, there is not a very
significant difference between the average decseaden the year of the second period goes
from 2000 to 2003. This means that worksharingtted strong decrease in the number of
STC employees, but this number seemed to remautestetween 2000 and 2003, although
the economic situation deteriorated after 2b®mwever, in terms of STC days, the situation
is different: firms used less STC days after wogksty, and the indicator “number of STC
days” followed the economic situation. These twsutes show that there may still be some
establishments that continued to use STC in a mecumway after the implementation of
worksharing, but for shorter durations. STC corgsibeing a “structural flexibility” device
for these establishments (see section 1).

In order to generalize and test the robustnessuofresults, we performed three
additional estimations, and we also implementedlality test for the DD models. In the first
additional test, 1997 was taken as a year of reéerésee Table 1). The results are similar to
those obtained for 1996. For instance, the use T $Hecreased by 404 days and 33
employees between 1997 and 2000. Neverthelesslettrease in the STC indicators is less
important than for 1996, for which absolute val@es more important for STC days and
employees. This is due to the fact that 1996 wasrg unusual year: it corresponds to the
year with the worst economic situation from 199®2@nd with the highest level of STC use
(Figure 1).

[Insert table 2]

For the second additional test, we performed DDmedions on a subsample of
recurrent STC establishmerit¥he distinction between the two samples was madarding
the frequency of STC use. Between 1995 and 20@%e tvere establishments that used STC
several times. We defined a recurrent STC estahbsih as an establishment that used STC at
least twice between 1995 and 2005. Normally, STGtnhe used only in exceptional
circumstances; in other words, STC must be useslyta@ recurrent STC use can hide an
improper use of the device in the eyes of the [Bws distinction emphasizes the ambiguity

82000 was a very good year in terms of the econsitiation in France.
® When the first period is 1996, the subsample dosta15 establishments, and when it is 1997, theample
contains 584 establishments.



regarding STC use: the exceptional and non-repetitonditions of STC recourse stated in
the law are overstepped for some establishmentsewaaa for entire industries (automobile,
clothing). We think that for recurrent STC estdifieents, the device is not used in
exceptional situations but rather that it is prdpabsed as an “ordinary” flexibility
instrument. Table 2 shows the results of the DDregions for the recurring sample for the
two categories of STC variables. The results anailasi, but the effects are much more
important in absolute value, as compared with tleba sample. For example, for the
recurrent sample, worksharing led to a decreasmak than 1,293 STC days and of 67
employees per establishment between 1996 and 20@0.once again find the same
comparable decrease in STC employees between 2@0P0®3, but a decrease followed the
economic situation for the STC days indicatorekms that recurrent STC establishments are
even more likely to use STC as a “structural fléxys device.

For a third additional check, we implemented anothealuation method: we tested
evaluation models with kernel matching estimatditss model gives comparable measures
for STC reduction after worksharing implementatiom proves the robustness of our results.

[Insert figure 3]

Finally, in order to verify the “common trend assutian” hypothesis of the DD
implementation, Figure 3 illustrates the STC-auttert days index for establishments that
reduced their effective workweek duration before Worksharing implementatio\S =1)
and for those that did not reduce their effectiverkweek duration at allWS=0). Until
1998 (before the implementation of worksharing), abserve that the two indices vary in a
similar way. In 1998 and 1999, there was an importareakdown, probably due to
worksharing. After the worksharing implementatiore notice that the STC level is always
lower for establishments that implemented worksttari

In conclusion, the DD estimates show that worksitateads to a decrease in STC
days and employees: a quasi-constant decreasernts tef employees and a decrease
following the economic situation for the STC da@obally, it seems that worksharing would
have progressively covered the needs in termseafhility (cyclical or structural) for which
STC responded before its implementation. For estamlents in which STC has a “cyclical
flexibility” role, worksharing decreases the numbar establishments using the device.
Nevertheless, for establishments in which STC playsstructural flexibility” role, the
“substitution” between worksharing and STC was m#émteugh less important durations of
STC (the STC days indicator), but the establisheieahtinue using STC for their employees
in a recurrent way. Thus, globally, worksharingmseeto focus STC on its main role of
employment protection.

5. Concluding Remarks

STC can be seen as a tool for both flexibility aathployment protection.
Worksharing is a device with an initial objectivé reducing unemployment. The French
worksharing implementation represents a flexibitdpl because firms can use worked hours
differently. The STC reform of 2001 is directly agdd to the worksharing implementation.
Establishments have had to prioritize the use exilile working hours associated with
worksharing. Our results show a “substitution dffdzetween worksharing and STC from
1996-2003. By using difference-in-differences estons on a balanced panel of
establishments, we quantified the average decieg&S€C. Indeed, the flexibility role of STC
seems to have collapsed. Until 2000, STC was ieleorrelated to the economic situation,
and after 2000, firms could no longer use STC amtarnal flexibility tool. This suggests
that, globally, worksharing has refocused STC smnain role, protecting employment.
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Figure 1: The evolution of STC over 11 years
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Source: Annual STC authorization panel obtainethfmonthly STC authorization databases coveringpred 1995-2005 (the Statistical
Department of the French Ministry of Labor and Erepartmental Directions of Work and Employment).
Field: More than 93,000 French establishments &iflC authorizations (all sizes and all industries).



Figure 2: Economic situation and STC days in manufacturing
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Entrepreneurial opinion in manufacturirg— ST C authorized days in manufacturibg

Source: Monthly survey of the economic situatidre (Erench National Institute of Statistics) and thhnSTC authorization databases (the
Statistical Department of the French Ministry obbaand the Departmental Directions of Work and Eympent).

Field: Manufacturing.

Note: The left scale is reversed so that the higtign of the figure indicates a degraded econasitiation and the low portion indicates a
good economic situation.
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Figure 3: The index of STC days

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

—=- = Establishments that anticipated worksharing
Establishments without worksharing implementation

Source: Panel data obtained by merging seven dsabahe STC-authorized days index is calculated)d995 as the base year.
Field: More than 1,100 survivor establishments leetw1995 and 2003 that belong to firms with attlB@smployees (all sizes and all

industries).
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Table 1: Difference-in-differences estimates

Year of reference 1996 Year of reference 1997
Year of the | STC _days | STC empl | Year ofthe | STC_days | STC_empl
second period second period
2000 -759.46 *** | -40.55 *** | 2000 -403.87 *** | -32.82 ***
2001 -745.98 *** | -37.30 *** | 2001 -380.96 ** | -29.73 ***
2002 -600.04 *** | -33.37 *** | 2002 -247.64 * -27.44 ***
2003 -624.28 *** | -38.94 *** | 2003 -275.80 * -31.54 ***

Source: Panel data obtained by merging seven dagaba

Field: More than 1,100 survivor establishments leetw1995 and 2003 that belong to firms with attl&@semployees (all sizes and all
industries, except for agriculture). When the fipgriod is 1996, the sample has 1,163 establislepeftwhich 528 implemented
worksharing and 635 did not reduce the effectivekimg time duration. When the year of referencel®97, the sample has 1,146
establishments, of which 520 reduced the effeatiweking time duration and 626 did not reduce wogkiime.
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Table 2: Difference-in-differences estimates - recurrent subsample

Year of reference 1996 Year of reference 1997
Year ofthe | STC_days | STC_empl | Year ofthe | STC days | STC_empl
second period second period
2000 -1292.74 *** | -67.27 *** | 2000 -645.76 *** | -56.19 ***
2001 -1287.34 *** | -58.44 *** | 2001 -643.76 ** | -47.27 ***
2002 -1049.14 *** | -60.61 *** | 2002 -416.42 * -52.36 ***
2003 -1080.86 *** | -66.22 *** | 2003 -463.18 * -55.81 ***

Source: Panel data obtained by merging seven daaba

Field: More than 500 survivor establishments betwE@95 and 2003 that belong to STC recurrent fiitis at least 50 employees (all sizes
and all industries, except for agriculture). Whiee first period is 1996, we have 615 establishmefitwhich 296 implemented worksharing
and 319 did not reduce their effective working tidwgation. When the year of reference is 1997, anel584 establishments, of which 283
reduced the effective working time duration and @@iLnot reduce working time.

13



