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Abstract
In the last three decades, the expansion of nonstandard forms of employment has involved
a shift in two dimensions related to time: working time arrangements and temporary contracts, which are grouped under the umbrella term time precarity at work. Previous research has explored how atypical scheduling practices and a weak tie to the labor market
affect worker’s health, well-being, family fit, and self-assessments of work-nonwork interference. However, much less is known about which specific dimensions of everyday life
are affected and how these two features of time precarity interact with each other. This
study analyzes how different schedule arrangements and temporary contracts associate
with leisure and social time. Using data from Italy (2013–2014) and latent class analysis,
four types of schedule arrangements are identified: standard, short, extended, and shift.
Results from the regression analysis show that extended or shift work predicts reductions
in leisure time, especially on weekends, and there is suggestive evidence that the reduction is even larger for workers with a temporary contract. Regarding social participation,
extended or shift work predicts less time spent with others, and having a temporary contract or a shift schedule reduces the probability of participating in community activities.

1 Introduction
Time is central to working life in at least two ways: working time arrangements and the duration of the employment relationship. In the last three decades, there has been a widespread
expansion of atypical working time arrangements and an increasing use of temporary contracts (Boulin et al., 2006; Berg et al., 2014; Messenger, 2018). In many European countries,
the reduction of working hours and deregulation at the margin of the labor market were introduced in order to foster job creation and to provide opportunities for some workers, especially
women and young people, to enter the labor market. While scholars continue to debate whether
this purpose has been achieved (Blanchard & Landier, 2002; Boeri, 2011; Cahuc et al., 2016),
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nonstandard forms of employment are becoming even more pervasive and can have various
social consequences (Kalleberg, 2009; Kalleberg and Vallas, 2017). There is a vast amount of
research on the possible negative consequences of precarious employment for the economic
situation and prospects of workers; much less is known about its possible social consequences
(Cornwell and Warburton, 2014; Scherer 2009). Although there is evidence showing that certain types of working time arrangements may have beneficial effects on the balance between
work and nonwork time, for the majority of workers, labor insecurity and unpredictability now
shape ordinary work experiences (Gerstel & Clawson, 2018).
A “standard” employment relationship is defined as a “job that is full time, indefinite, as
well as part of a subordinate and bilateral employment relationship” (ILO, 2016:7). Nonstandard forms of employment, then, include features that deviate from this definition. In
this paper, two features are analyzed: atypical working time arrangements and temporary
employment, which are grouped under the umbrella term “time precarity at work”, assessing how these two features affect leisure time and social participation by exploring the
Italian case – “one of the most prominent examples of labor market dualism” (Garibaldi &
Taddei, 2013:19) – where different waves of labor reforms since the mid-1980s intensified
an already segmented labor market, causing not only disparities in stability at employment,
but also more diversity in working time arrangements.
This study contributes to the literature on the social consequences of precarious employment in two ways. Firstly, the research analyzes both dimensions of time precarity, namely,
working time arrangements and temporary contracts as well as their interaction. Previous
research on the temporal dimension of precarious work and its social consequences overwhelmingly focuses on how the instability generated by atypical scheduling practices affects
workers’ health, well-being, family fit and self-assessments of work-nonwork interference
(see, for example, Anttila et al., 2015; Schieman et al., 2009; Schneider & Harknett 2019).
However, the rise in time precarity at work not only involves a shift in schedule arrangements, but it correlates with a patent increment in another temporal dimension of work,
which also reflects the risk shift from firms to workers, through new employment arrangements such as temporary contracts (Giesecke, 2009). Both these temporal dimensions of
work, which represent different types of labor flexibility, could shape workers’ everyday
lives. To evaluate this, using latent class analysis, I construct a typology of working time
arrangements and consider its interactions with temporary contracts.
Secondly, the study explores the consequences of time precarity for time use in everyday
life and social and civic participation. As Fagan et al., (2012) noted, much of the data used
to assess the degree of interference between work and nonwork comes from self-reports
by individuals of subjective measures of well-being, along with a handful of “objective”
measures related to the health of workers – data which is shaped by how individuals perceive their major life domains, the roles they play in them, and their needs and expectations
(Steiber, 2009). The focus on everyday life through its manifestations in the use of time has
extraordinary significance, as it is the objective reality that condenses the social organization of a particular time, and it shapes (and is shaped by) economic structure (Gershuny,
2000). Time is, then, a currency that mirrors and reproduces social inequalities in the economic and noneconomic sphere. Long ago Thompson (1967) argued that the introduction
of waged labor marks a distinction between one’s own time and employer’s time, and even
before that, Veblen ([1899] 2004) suggested that leisure is not only a passive or quiescent activity but implies a nonproductive consumption of time derived from a sense of the
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unworthiness of productive labor and shows that one can afford idle time. Today, however,
a “convergence in patterns of daily life both across status groups and sexes, and amongst
the developed societies” has been widely recognized (Gershuny, 2000:33), while the “time
dimension of the new capitalism” – or “tertiary time” (Standing, 2011:116) – offers no
long-term commitments. Time precarity means more than counting the hours available in
the day outside of work: it means losing the capacity to claim and protect private time, to
create individual projects of life, and the potential to weaken the social fabric. The flexibility
in the time dimension of work “most directly affects people’s emotional lives outside the
workplace” by hindering the construction of sustained narratives of identity, life history,
and social relations (Sennett, 1998:25–31). These trends also manifest in everyday life.
Since employment, domestic and other activities’ schedules are coordinated on a daily or
weekly basis, what Luckmann (1991) calls “the time of everyday life” provides a good lens
to observe the social consequences of time precarity.

2 Social consequences of time precarity at work
2.1 Working time
Time use patterns are socially stratified, particularly by class and gender (Gershuny, 2000;
Vagni, 2020). In the case of work, working time can be defined along two dimensions: hours
of work and schedule arrangements (ILO, 2008:13–15). Both are relevant for determining the
balance between work and personal life (Fagan et al., 2012). Gerstel & Clawson (2014, 2018)
and Messenger (2018) note that both the distribution of working time, and the ability to control
the processes that shape schedules both at work and at home, are unequally distributed.
A large portion of the sociological literature regarding work-nonwork boundaries has
focused on the balance between family and work responsibilities and roles, showing how
these conflicts are particularly exacerbated for women and for employees with nonstandard
work schedules (see, for example, Blair-Loy & Cech 2017; Bittman and Wacjman, 2000;
Craig & Powell 2011; Jacobs and Gerson, 2001; Wynn 2018). Atypical schedules impact
workers’ lives outside of work by hindering the arrangement of child-care, domestic routines, and a constant sense of anxiety and unpredictability because earnings fluctuate along
with hours worked (Blyton & Jenkins, 2012; Su and Dunifon, 2017). Work schedules not
only affect close ties, but also looser social bonds, such as neighbor contact, attendance at
social events, volunteering, and religious participation (Cornwell and Warburton, 2014).
Scheduling conflicts restrict the quality of social relationships and the group with which
one could potentially interact, reproducing social stratification outside of the workplace
(Winship, 2011; Zerubavel, 1981). While in theory, flexibility could actually alleviate workfamily conflicts when workers’ preferences are taken into account, a class divide still persists, since high-skilled workers are more likely to be asked for input than workers who are
easily replaceable (Kelly et al., 2011).
After reviewing studies looking at the impact of long working hours, Fagan et al., (2012)
conclude that the most common consequences are work-family incompatibility, less engagement in community and civil life, and lower fertility rates. There is even some evidence that
high-skilled workers who work long hours and have more schedule control are likely to
experience greater work-nonwork interference than lower-skilled workers (Schieman et al.,
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2009). Moreover, strenuous working hours may also affect the activities workers do in their
free time. As Standing (2011) puts it: “(.) Those who experience intensive work and labour
find their minds and bodies ‘spent’ and have little energy or inclination to do anything other
than to indulge in passive ‘play’” (p. 128).
On the basis of these studies, the expected social consequences of work schedules can be
summed up in the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1 Workers with work schedules with predominantly long working hours and/or
atypical schedules spend less time in leisure.
Hypothesis 2 Workers with work schedules with predominantly long working hours spend
more time, proportionally, in passive leisure.
Hypothesis 3 Workers with work schedules with predominantly long working hours and or/
atypical schedules spend less time with others and in community activities.

2.2 Temporary employment
Temporary employment is usually associated with economic precarity. In fact, temporary
employment is less desirable than permanent employment in terms of job satisfaction (Van
Aerden et al., 2016), training provided (Cutuli & Guetto, 2013; Forrier & Sels, 2003), working conditions (Amuedo-Dorantes, 2002; Kauhanen and Nätti, 2015), and wages (Boeri,
2011; Booth et al., 2002; Gash & McGinnity 2007; Gebel, 2010; Giesecke, 2009).
However, temporary employment affects life beyond its economic dimension. Several
studies find that exposure to unstable employment is associated with poorer health (Fiori et
al., 2016; László et al., 2010; Moscone et al., 2016; Pirani & Salvini, 2015; Quesnel-Vallée
et al., 2010; Van Aerden et al., 2016; Virtanen et al., 2005). There is also evidence that workers with temporary employment delay marriage or having children (Barbieri et al., 2015;
Vignoli et al., 2012). Temporary workers also have trouble securing access to the financial
system and buying houses (Wiens-Tuers, 2004). This is aggravated by the fact that having
a temporary contract predicts a pathway of insecure jobs; temporary employment is not a
reliable stepping stone towards stable employment (Barbieri and Scherer 2009; Booth et al.,
2002; Faccini 2014; Gagliarducci, 2005; Jaramillo and Campos, forthcoming).
Less is known whether and how temporary contracts affect daily life. As Scherer (2009)
put it, while the possible consequences of working time are relatively clear, they are much
less so for employment contracts. Moreover, given that the two forms of flexibility – working time and temporary contracts – “are different with respect to changing the institutional
foundations of the standard employment relationship” and, thus, involve different degrees
of insecurity, they may have different impacts on social inequality (Giesecke, 2009:630).
While the literature on temporary contracts has established the consequences of temporary
work for some long-term outcomes, such as family decisions, career progress, among others, much less is known about the consequences of temporary contracts on everyday life.
I will explore three possible mechanisms in this paper. First, I hypothesize that temporary
contracts have a negative effect in time use in nonwork activities for workers with less
favorable work schedules or long working hours. The position of temporary workers within
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the employment relations system may influence their ability to negotiate favorable schedules (Berg et al., 2004) and workers may face an increase in work hours because they face
the threat of being easily dismissed, in what might be called the “effort” hypothesis. Engellandt and Riphahn (2005), for example, show that in Switzerland workers with a temporary
contract have a 60% higher probability of working unpaid overtime than workers with a
permanent contract. From this, the following hypotheses are derived:
Hypothesis 4 Workers with temporary contracts have less favorable work schedules or
work longer hours.
Hypothesis 5 Temporary contracts reduce time spent in nonwork activities when workers
have less favorable work schedules or work longer hours.
The second mechanism refers to “economic constraints,” suggesting that workers with temporary arrangements spend less time in leisure activities because they cannot afford it. By
“cannot afford it,” I refer to both a direct and an indirect mechanism. The direct mechanism
is literally the cost associated with leisure. The second is that workers might be stratified in
terms of whether they can afford the means to gain more free time (for example, childcare
or relief from domestic chores). Indeed, workers with temporary contracts consider their
economic resources to be worse than workers with permanent contracts: 49% of employees
with temporary contracts evaluate their economic resources as scarce or insufficient, compared with 33% of employees with permanent contracts (own estimations from the Italian
Time Use Survey 2013–2014).
Hypothesis 6 The association between temporary contracts and less leisure time is partially
mediated by economic resources.
The final mechanism has to do with the construction of meaning and classical discussions on the social, integrative role of employment. As Sennett (1998) suggested, flexible
arrangements affect the social fabric by hindering the construction of sustained narratives
of identity, life history, and social relations. The sociological literature on the noneconomic
consequences of job loss and unemployment describes a set of outcomes affected by the disruption of employment in its integrative role of drawing people into social life (Brand, 2015).
Brand and Burgard (2008) show that job displacement is associated with lower probabilities
of involvement in various forms of social participation for workers displaced during their
prime earnings years. Rotolo and Wilson (2003) find that having stable work histories are
associated with more membership months on voluntary associations. In a related manner,
Gundert and Hohendanner (2013) find that unemployed individuals have higher levels of
social exclusion (measured by the subjective perception of feeling affiliated to society) than
employed individuals and, among employed individuals, temporary workers have stronger
feelings of social exclusion than permanent workers.
In this study, the focus on temporary contracts is a way to test whether a weak tie with the
labor market manifests in weak connections with the rest of society. However, this measure
has some drawbacks: it does not necessarily capture the subjective experience of lacking
the access to rights and social status, and the economic security attached to a more stable
employment relationship, which could depend on a variety of factors such as age, occupa-
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tion, or educational level. Due to data restrictions, it is not possible to carry out empirical
tests of the potential influence of labor market trajectories. The significance of this factor is stressed by studies that show negative associations between temporary employment
and mental health and suggest that the association is more pronounced for workers with
shorter contract durations (< 1 year) (Fiore et al., 2016) – especially when this is situation
is prolonged over time (Moscone et al., 2016; Pirani & Salvini, 2015). This finding holds,
although it is partially mediated, when the perceived economic situation is statistically controlled, suggesting that the psychological well-being effect is not solely a function of diminished economic resources. Economic deprivation can intensify the perception of social
exclusion that individuals with employment insecurity may already be displaying (Gundert
and Hohendanner 2013). In other words, the measure of temporary contracts is at best an
average indicator of the association between a weak tie with the labor market and involvement in community activities. From this discussion, the following hypotheses are derived:
Hypothesis 7 Workers with temporary contracts participate less in community activities.
Hypothesis 8 The association between temporary contracts and less participation in community activities is partially mediated by economic resources.

3 Time precarity in Italy
In the past 25 years, atypical employment in Italy has increased substantially, in particular the use of temporary contracts and of atypical working time arrangements (see Fig. 1),
and there is also growing diversity in hours worked by employees (short and long hours,
and unsocial working times such as evening, Saturday and Sunday work) (Giaccone, 2009;
OECD, 1998).
These shifts are, in part, a result of a process of labor market flexibilization at the margin,
which has been taking place since the mid-1980s, reflecting a series of reforms (OECD,
2009). These reforms were the introduction of work-and-training contracts in 1984, the
Treu Law in 1997, the Legislative Decree n. 368 in 2001, and the Biagi Law in 2003. These
legal instruments allowed Italy to leave the regulation of existing employment relations
unchanged, while creating additional contractual typologies characterized by flexibility in
the schedule arrangements and the termination of the employment relationship, such as
facilitating the use of temporary contracts and part-time work, and other nonstandard forms
of employment.1 These transformations have intensified dualism in the labor market, and
have not overturned the preceding divides in the labor market, which are identified around
three lines: gender, generations, and regions (Garibaldi & Taddei, 2013).
1

Between 2014 and 2016, in a context of increasing unemployment, an additional round of labor reforms –
under the name “Jobs Act” – took place with the purpose of making the labor market even more flexible. The
main innovation was the introduction of a unique labor contract for new hires with guarantees that increase
over time, allowing the termination of contracts without “just cause” with a severance payment of up to 24
months, depending on tenure and size of firm. Even though these Jobs Act reforms took place after the period
of analysis (2013–2014), the findings may still be relevant given that the reforms further intensify the dualism in the Italian labor market and that, as Fig. 1 shows, the use of temporary contracts gained an additional
push after 2014.
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Fig. 1 Hours of work, part-time, and temporary employment, 1995–2019. Source: OECD (2020). Note: Parttime employment represents part-time workers as % of total employment; temporary employment represents
temporary contracts as % of dependent employment. The vertical lines in grey represent the main labor
reforms over the time period

4 Empirical strategy
4.1 Data
The data used in this study is the Indagine statistica multiscopo sulle famiglie: uso del
tempo, 2013–2014, which is the most recent Italian time use survey (ITUS) conducted.
The ITUS provides a unique opportunity to evaluate the research questions. The database
includes demographic and employment information (including several questions related
to working time arrangements and labor contracts) and follows the approach of time use
diaries, which have been widely used and are considered the gold standard for time use
estimates (Cornwell et al., 2019). The survey covers all days of the week. Each respondent
fills in the diary for only one day of the week. During 2013 and 2014, a nationally representative sample of 44,866 individuals (38,799 age 15 and older) were surveyed. The sample is
restricted to dependent employed workers (N = 11,846) because these respondents can have
either a temporary or permanent contract, and other workers are not asked all the same questions about work schedules. The respondents are evenly split during weekdays (N = 4117),
Saturdays (N = 3925), and Sundays (N = 3804).

4.2 Measures
The independent variables are working time arrangements, temporary contracts, and other
control variables. The dependent variables are a set of indicators of time use and social participation during the week. Both sets of variables are discussed below.
4.2.1. Measuring working time arrangements. The literature has measured working time
arrangements in different ways, ranging from a series of independent variables (Schieman
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et al., 2009; Craig & Powell, 2011) to constructing an additive index that incorporates several dimensions on a five-point scale (Schneider & Harknett, 2019). Despite the differences
in measurement, there seems to be agreement on the dimensions that define working time
arrangements: duration, timing, and control (Berg et al., 2004; Gerstel & Clawson, 2018).
The intersection of the first two components usually define what is a “typical” or “standard”
schedule.
One of the goals of this study with measuring working time arrangements is to capture
diversity while ensuring parsimony. According to the ILO (2008:25), working time arrangements are characterized by organization and scheduling. Organization relates to the length
(hours of work) and the timing of the hours (when the hours are performed: core hours,
daytime, weekends, etc.) in the job. Scheduling relates to the stability or flexibility of the
length and timing of the hours. Under this framework, eight indicator variables are selected.
Regarding organization, the length of work was captured by synthesizing the hours actually and usually worked into four categories: typical (35–45 h), part-time (less than 35 h),
long (more than 45 h), and variable (changes on a weekly basis).2 A dichotomic variable to
capture involuntary part-time work was also included (employees who reported working
part-time because full-time employment could not be found were considered involuntary
part-time workers). Timing was measured with the items “In the last four weeks have you
worked on evenings or at night?”, and, “In the last four weeks have you worked on Saturdays or Sundays?” To capture scheduling, four variables were used: shift work (“In the
last four weeks have you done shift work?”), flexibility (“Do you have flexible work hours
that allow you to vary or make changes in the time you begin and end work”; employees
who answered no or yes, but only for exceptional circumstances were considered to have
an inflexible schedule), disruptive schedule (“Are there days when you work outside your
schedule, take work home or work during your free time? Exclude extraordinary hours at
the workplace”)3, and extraordinary hours (“Do you usually work “overtime” or more than
the contractual/agreed hours?”).
To condense the information from the eight variables, a latent class analysis was conducted. This is a superior approach to constructing a unique index because it allows to
observe the diversity in working time arrangements and makes interpretation of the results
clearer. To determine the appropriate number of categories, an exploratory approach was
followed, and a four-category constellation of arrangements was chosen, based on model fit
criteria and on the interpretability of the categories. The model selection criteria for the oneto four-class solution are presented in Table 1; the five-category model was not identified
and is therefore not presented in the table. The AIC, BIC, and sample-size adjusted BIC values decrease until and are the lowest for the four-class solution. The four-class solution was
further examined in terms of diagnostic criteria and interpretability. Relative entropy was
0.66 (Wang et al., 2017) and the size of the smallest class contains reasonable proportions
of the sample to be able to make statistical inferences (“Standard”: 41%; “Extended”: 22%;
“Short”: 18%; “Shift”: 19%). To further validate the model, a cross-validation approach was
used to determine whether the estimated models are driven by the sample size of the data
(Collins and Lanza, 2010). To this end, the data set was randomly partitioned in two random
2

The focus is on the main job. This should not introduce a significative error given that only 3% of respondents report having a secondary job.
3

No measure of teleworking is included given that only 1.6% of respondents report working under this
modality.
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Table 1 Model Fit Information for Latent Class Analysis with 1–4 Classes
Model
LL
df
n par AIC
BIC
1 Class
-60995.11
628
10
122010.2
2 Class
-58387.53
617
21
116817.1
3 Class
-57559.32
606
32
115182.6
4 Class
-56539.81
595
43
113165.6
Source: Italian Time Use Survey, 2013–2014

122084.50
116973.10
115420.30
113485.00

SABIC
122052.73
116906.33
114825.28
113348.41

Smallest
class size
0.34
0.10
0.18

Note. N = 12,434. LL = log-likelihood; df = degrees of freedom; n par = number of parameters; AIC = Akaike
information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; SABIC = sample-sized adjusted BIC. Bolded
values indicate final model specification. The model became unstable with the 5-class specification

subsets of data of sizes N = 1000 and N = 2000 and these datasets were used to estimate the
latent class models and evaluate whether the new classes generated validate the model generated from the larger data set. The resulting models were qualitatively similar to the models
identified with the larger dataset.
Each respondent is assigned one category according to the highest score in one of the four
ideal working time arrangements. Since classification is one part of a larger analysis, the
estimated category-specific item probabilities are plotted in Fig. 2. Category 1 (“standard”)
comprises employees who primarily work typical hours (mean: 38 h per week), mainly during weekdays and daytime, have moderate levels of flexibility and extraordinary hours, and
low disruptive arrangements. Category 2 (“extended”) comprises employees who work long
hours (mean: 45 h per week), have high levels of extraordinary hours, disruptive arrangements, and weekend work, and have the highest levels of flexibility. Category 3 (“short”)
comprises employees who primarily work part-time (mean: 23 h per week), many of them
belong to the involuntary part-time group, and have moderate levels of weekend work.
Category 4 (“shift”) comprises employees who primarily work typical hours (mean: 38 h
per week), although they have the highest levels of shift, weekend, and evening/night work.
One of the strengths of this result is that the “standard” working time arrangement is in
line with the dominant arrangement and the theoretical definition of a “typical” arrangement. This category is used as the baseline category, against which all other working time
arrangements are compared. Therefore, any deviation from this working time arrangement
sheds light on the heterogeneity of “atypical” arrangements and their association with time
use outside of work.
4.2.2. Temporary contracts. Temporary or permanent employment is measured by the
type of employment contract respondents report for their current employment. In the sample, 16% of dependent employees have a temporary contract.
4.2.3. An approximation to everyday life: four sorts of time use and time for social participation. Following Gershuny (2000), time use is coded in four categories: paid work time,
unpaid work time (routine housework, cooking, care, shopping, odd jobs), leisure time (out
of home leisure, passive leisure at home, other leisure at home), and personal care.4 (See
Online Resource 1 for a detailed list of example activities that are included in each of the
four categories.)

4

Respondents were also asked if they were doing anything else at the same time, but these “secondary activities” are not used in the analyses.
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Fig. 2 Item-response probabilities for each latent class in the four-class model. (Source: Italian Time Use
Survey, 2013–2014)

The second set of dependent variables is time for social participation, which is measured
by two sets of indicators. First, the time people spend with others (family and nonfamily)
when they are not working. Second, in line with the literature on employment and civic
participation, three dichotomous indicators of community participation are included (Brand
and Burgard, 2008; Cornwell and Warburton, 2014): (1) involvement in religious activities
(only Sunday), (2) help to nonfamily members (including volunteering, helping with household chores and care for children of others), and (3) involvement in social activities (visiting
or being visited by someone, participating in social meetings, celebrations).5
Note that all variables (four sorts of time use and social participation), with the exception
of the measures of community participation, are measured in minutes. To test whether the
schedule arrangements and contracts (and their interactions) are associated with the measures of everyday life, multivariate ordinary-least-squares (OLS) regressions are estimated
(on the acceptability of OLS compared with other models in time use research see Craig and
Mullan (2010)). The regression model is specified as follows:

5

The variable “involvement in social activities” shares some similarities with the previous indicator of time
workers spend with their family and other nonfamily members. However, they differ in some respects. First,
the dichotomous variable does not necessarily correspond to level of involvement. People who participate
in several social activities do not automatically invest more time with others than someone who participates
in fewer social activities. Second, the indicator of “involvement in social activities” is more specific to the
workers’ abilities to maintain weaker types of social connections (Cornwell and Warburton, 2014) and, therefore, provide a better approximation at community participation.
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Yi = β0 + β 1 schedulei + β2contracti + β3schedulei ∗ contracti +

12


βj xij (1)

j=4

Where Yi represents minutes spent in paid work, unpaid work, leisure, personal care, or
with others; schedule represents the working time arrangement (standard, extended, short,
or shift); contract represents the type of labor contract (temporary or permanent); and x is
a vector of the workers’ socioeconomic indicators (sex, education, citizenship, age, region,
number of members of the household, marital status, and presence of children under 15
years old). β0 represents the constant. The main effects model is estimated first, followed
by the model with interactions. For the dichotomous indicators of community participation,
logistic regression is used. Then, these weighted models are used to derive predicted means
of time spent in each activity and probabilities of participating in community activities. The
probabilistic model is specified as follows:
P (community) =

exp(β0 + β 1 schedulei + β2contracti + β3 schedulei ∗ contracti +

12

j=4 βj xij )
12
(2)
1 + exp(β0 + β 1 schedulei + β2contracti + β3schedulei ∗ contracti + j=4 βj xij )

Where c ommunity represents the three dichotomous indicators of community participation: involvement in religious activities, helping nonfamily members, and participation in
social activities. Similarly, the main effects model is estimated first, followed by the model
with interactions. The findings are presented in graph form; the tables are included in the
Online Resource.

5 Results
5.1 Descriptive statistics
Table 2 presents the distribution of working time arrangements and temporary contracts
by sex, education level, age, region, citizenship, and economic activity. Several aspects
are worth highlighting. Regarding schedules, characteristics associated with the “extended”
schedule are in line with data from other countries: men and workers with college or higher
education have a higher probability of working extraordinary hours and days, but also have
more flexibility in their schedules. The “short” schedule is very feminized: 32% of women
work a short schedule (compared with 9% of men). Also, workers from Southern Italy or
Islands and immigrants are overwhelmingly hired under this schedule arrangement. This
schedule is widely used in the service sector. Finally, the “shift” schedule is more associated
with men and workers with less than college education, but the differences are not so striking as with the other schedule arrangements.
Regarding type of contracts, a first point to note is how they relate with certain working time arrangements. Hypothesis 4 predicted that workers with temporary contracts have
less favorable work schedules or work longer hours. On average, workers with temporary
contracts are more likely to work on weekends, to have an involuntary part-time job, and to
have less flexibility in their schedules, compared with workers with permanent contracts.
However, temporary workers are not more likely to work long hours relative to permanent
workers, providing partial support for the hypothesis. The demographic distribution of tem-
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics,
percentage distribution of
working time arrangements and
temporary contracts, by socioeconomic indicators

Source: Italian Time Use
Survey, 2013–2014
Note: numbers are in
percentages

Total
Sex
Men
Women
Educational
attainment
Less than college
College and higher
Age
15–34
35–44
45–54
55+
Region
North and Central
South and Islands
Citizenship
Italian
Other
Industry
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and
hunting
Manufacturing
Construction
Services
Type of contract
Permanent
Temporary

Working time
Standard Extended

Short

Shift

41

22

18

19

Temporary
contract
16

46
38

25
14

9
32

20
15

15
18

44
37

18
28

19
22

19
13

16
15

39
42
43
47

22
21
19
20

19
20
19
21

20
18
19
13

30
15
10
8

44
38

20
20

18
23

18
19

14
23

43
29

20
27

19
26

18
18

15
23

41

31

19

8

50

58
65
36

19
24
20

6
6
24

17
5
20

10
24
15

43
33

21
18

17
32

19
17

-

porary contracts is as expected: women, younger workers, and immigrant workers have
a higher likelihood of being hired on a temporary contract. Regional disparities are also
observed, with workers in the South being more likely to have a part-time job or a temporary
contract. (See Online Resource 2 to access the full descriptive statistics of the working time
indicator variables.).

5.2 Four sorts of time use
Before presenting the results from the regressions – which provide insight into how the
average amount of time spent in the four sorts of time use is affected by schedule arrangement and type of labor of contract – a set of tempograms is presented. A tempogram is
a descriptive graph to show patterns of time use over the course of the day (Flood et al.,
2018). Tempograms are presented for weekdays (Fig. 3) and weekends (Fig. 4). Both sets
of tempograms illustrate the percent of workers engaged in paid work, unpaid work, leisure
time, and personal care during every hour of the day from 4:00–5:00 a.m., the starting time
interval of the diary.
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Fig. 3 Percent of workers engaged in paid work, unpaid work, leisure time, and personal care for 1 h time
intervals, by working time arrangement, weekday. (Source: Italian Time Use Survey, 2013–2014)

The first noticeable pattern is the difference in the timing of paid work. On a weekday,
workers with a standard schedule are concentrated in core hours (8 a.m. – 6 p.m.); the pattern is similar for workers with an extended schedule, but their working day ends one to
two hours later. In contrast, paid work for the majority of workers with a short schedule is
concentrated in the mornings, and workers with a shift schedule are distributed along the
24-hour continuum. On weekends, new patterns arise. Very few workers with a standard
schedule engage in paid work, in contrast to workers with an extended, shift and, to a lesser
extent, short schedule.
Figures 5 and 6 present the results for the predicted minutes spent in leisure (passive at
home, other at home, and out of home) by type of working time arrangement and contract,
showing the results for weekdays and weekends, respectively. The full regression results
tables are presented in Online Resource 3 for weekdays and Online Resource 4 for weekends. Hypothesis 1 predicts that workers with work schedules with predominantly long
hours and/or atypical schedules spend less time in leisure. During weekdays, workers with
an extended schedule spend, on average, 20 min less in leisure than workers with a standard
schedule. On the opposite side, workers with a short schedule spend 45 min more in leisure
than workers with a standard schedule (evenly split between the three types of leisure).
During weekends, results for both workers with extended and shift schedules support the
hypothesis. The differences are larger for workers with an extended schedule: they spend
48 min less in leisure than workers with a standard schedule. This difference is due to a
reduction in passive leisure at home (-23 min) and out of home leisure (-22 min). Similarly,
workers with a shift schedule spend 73 min less in leisure than workers with a standard
schedule: this difference is also due to a reduction in passive leisure at home (-20 min) and,
especially, a reduction in out of home leisure (-50 min). One potential shortcoming of the
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Fig. 4 Percent of workers engaged in paid work, unpaid work, leisure time, and personal care for 1 h time
intervals, by working time arrangement, weekend. (Source: Italian Time Use Survey, 2013–2014)

measure of leisure activities is that most of the activities that involve eating are categorized
as “personal care.” It is well known that eating and, especially eating while socializing, is
for many a leisure activity. As a robustness check, a new model with an alternative specification of leisure that includes social eating was estimated (see Online Resource 7). Hypothesis
1 receives further support from this model. The results for weekdays are almost identical;
the results for weekends show stronger evidence of a penalty in leisure time for workers
with an extended and shift schedule.
Standing (2011) suggested that those who experience intensive work spend more time,
proportionally, in passive leisure (Hypothesis 2). Looking at the composition of leisure matters because Italians rate out of home leisure activities as the most pleasant leisure activities
of their days, especially cultural activities and sports and outdoor activities, and passive
activities as the least pleasant leisure activities, especially watching TV (ISTAT, 2019). To
test this hypothesis, new sets of regressions were estimated, having as dependent variables
the percentage of leisure time spent in passive leisure at home, other leisure at home, and out
of home leisure, expecting that workers with an extended schedule spend the most time in
passive activities. However, the results do not support this hypothesis. No significant differences are found in the proportion of leisure time spent in passive leisure at home by schedule arrangement: on average, workers spend 44% of their leisure time in passive activities,
regardless of schedule arrangement.
Hypothesis 5 predicts that temporary contracts reduce time spent in nonwork activities
when workers have less favorable work schedules or work longer hours. There is suggestive evidence that, during weekends, workers with an extended schedule who also have a
temporary contract experience an additional penalization of 30 min in their leisure time (see
Online Resource 4). There is also suggestive evidence that workers with a shift schedule
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Fig. 5 Predicted minutes spent in leisure (passive at home, other at home, and out of home), unpaid work,
and personal care, by schedule arrangement and type of contract, weekday. (Source: Italian Time Use Survey,
2013–2014)

who have a temporary contract also have an additional penalty of 28 min less in leisure
(see Online Resource 4). Also, results from the alternative specification of leisure time that
includes “social eating” provide further support for this hypothesis, as the penalty in leisure
time for workers with an extended and shift schedule are larger for those who have a temporary contract. Surprisingly, workers on temporary contracts seem to register more minutes
of leisure time than workers on permanent contracts during weekdays (see Fig. 5) — a
difference that is still significant even after the inclusion of the schedule variable, although
it is reduced by a few minutes. This is a puzzling finding, as I have controlled for the most
important factors that distinguish temporary from permanent workers that could drive this
difference, namely gender, age, and family size. Further research should explore whether
this finding is driven by other differences between workers with temporary and permanent
contracts, such as work intensity for permanent workers or search for fulfilling activities
outside of work for temporary workers. Regarding the latter, ISTAT (2019) shows that Italian workers evaluate their days worse than other individuals but give the highest score to
moments of leisure. Relatedly, workers in a precarious situation report less satisfaction with
the time spent at work compared to the rest of dependent employees. Subsequent studies
could analyze the agentic ways in which workers manage their subjective experiences at
work.
Hypothesis 6 proposes two mechanisms by which temporary contracts can reduce leisure
time: less disposable income to spend in leisure and contracting services to free up leisure
time. To test this, the subjective evaluation of family income was included into the regressions to evaluate whether it mediates the relationship between contracts and leisure time on
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Fig. 6 Predicted minutes spent in leisure (passive at home, other at home, and out of home), unpaid work,
and personal care, by schedule arrangement and type of contract, weekend. (Source: Italian Time Use Survey,
2013–2014)

weekends, and the size of the coefficients does not change, which means that the economic
situation is not mediating this relationship. Contracting services is also ruled out as a mediator in this relationship because the proportion of families employing a domestic worker or
using childcare is very limited (5% for domestic workers; 1% for childcare).

5.3 Time for social participation
Regarding social participation, Fig. 7 presents the results for the predicted minutes spent
with others when not working and separates the results by time spent with family and
with nonfamily members. The regression tables with full results are presented in Online
Resource 5. Hypothesis 3 predicts that workers with work schedules with predominantly
long hours and/or atypical schedules spend less time with others. This hypothesis is broadly
confirmed by the data. Workers with an extended schedule spend less time with others when
not working than workers with a standard schedule. On average, they spend 46 min less per
day with others, and most of the reduction is due to reduced time spent with their families
(-38 min). The differences are larger for workers with a shift schedule: spending 68 min less
with others than workers with a standard schedule, both with their families (-42 min) and
with nonfamily members (-41 min).
Hypothesis 3 also predicts that workers with work schedules with predominantly long
hours and/or atypical schedules participate less in community activities. This is true for
workers with atypical schedules but not for those with long hours. Figure 8 presents the
predicted probabilities for involvement in community activities (involvement in religious
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Fig. 7 Predicted margins of time spent with others, by schedule arrangement and type of contract. (Source:
Italian Time Use Survey, 2013–2014)

activities, in helping nonfamily members, and social activities). The regression tables with
full results are presented in Online Resource 6. Results show that having a shift schedule
reduces the probability of participating in religious and social activities. Specifically, the
odds of participating in religious activities and social activities is 1.6 (1/0.605) and 1.2
(1/0.820) times, respectively, higher for workers with a standard schedule than for those
with a shift schedule. This is interesting because in all previous analyses, having a shift or
extended schedule was associated with similar outcomes, but in terms of community participation, the shift schedule appears to be the most disruptive.
Hypothesis 7 predicts that workers with temporary contracts participate less in community activities. Workers with a temporary contract have a lesser likelihood of participating
in religious activities (0.635) and helping nonfamily members (0.761) than workers with a
permanent contract. To test whether the association between temporary contracts and less
participation in community activities is partially mediated by economic resources (Hypothesis 8), a variable capturing workers’ perceived economic situation was added to the model.
Some (Karlson et al., 2012) have argued that comparing regression coefficients of the same
variable across nonlinear binary probability models could underestimate mediation or confounding due to rescaling. To address this issue, the authors propose a method to separate
the rescaling effect from the true degree of confounding or mediation – known as the KHB
method (see Breen et al., 2021). Results from the naïve comparison and the comparison
using the KHB method are presented in Online Resource 8. Regardless of method, the inclusion of the mediator reduces slightly the size of the coefficient for the variable temporary
contract in the religious activities model (from − 0.45 to − 0.42) and keeps the size of the
coefficient in the helping nonfamily members model unvaried (-0.27). In both cases the
coefficient retained its statistical significance, suggesting that the subjective evaluation of
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Fig. 8 Predicted probabilities of community participation, by schedule arrangement and type of contract.
(Source: Italian Time Use Survey, 2013–2014. Note: the predicted margins are expressed in probabilities of
participating in the activity.)

family income does not mediate the association between temporary contracts and participation in community activities.

6 Summary and discussion
This paper has been motivated by the observation that the precarization of work has involved
a shift in two dimensions related to time: a widespread expansion of atypical working time
arrangements and an increasing use of temporary contracts, which are grouped under the
umbrella term “time precarity at work.” There are reasons to expect that both temporal
dimensions of work could shape workers’ everyday lives. Previous research has particularly
focused on how atypical scheduling practices and a weak tie to the labor market affects
workers’ health, well-being, family fit and self-assessments of work-nonwork interference.
However, much less is known about which specific dimensions of everyday life are affected,
and how these two features of time precarity interact with each other. This study analyzes
how different schedule arrangements and temporary contracts associate with leisure time
and time for social participation. The analysis is conducted for the case of Italy, a country
where different waves of labor reforms starting in the mid-1980s made visible a two-tier
system of labor relations, manifested in a proliferation of atypical working time arrangements and temporary contracts.
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Using latent class analysis, four types of schedule arrangements are identified: standard,
extended, short, and shift. Regarding the time spent in leisure, findings show that the largest differences in time use are between workers with an extended and those with a shift
schedule. These differences are not trivial: during weekends, workers with an extended
(shift) schedule spent 48 (73) minutes per day less in leisure than workers with a standard
schedule. Looking at type of leisure, the differences reflect mainly reductions in out of home
leisure, followed by reductions in passive leisure at home. These differences are larger for
workers with temporary contracts, who experience an additional difference of 30 min in
their leisure time. Regarding social participation, the results shed light on the different roles
of schedule arrangements and type of contract. First, only schedule arrangements are relevant for predicting time spent with others when not working. Extended and shift schedules
reduce the time spent with others when not working by 46 and 68 min per day, respectively.
Second, regarding participation in community activities, only having a shift schedule or a
temporary contract are relevant.
These results hide some important gender gaps in time use, which are more dramatic in
the specific case of unpaid work or reproductive labor, and that – for space limitations – will
be briefly discussed here. On average, the men in the sample devote 143 min per day to
unpaid work during the weekday, and women 276 min per day: 2 times more. Regardless of
schedule arrangement, women adjust their time in two ways: by spending less time in leisure (88 min less than men) and paid work (28 min less than men). Women with extended or
shift schedules have the least amount of leisure time, while men with the same time arrangements have 68 to 98 more minutes of leisure time per day. In a context of increasing feminization of work, and especially of insertion of women in nonstandard forms of employment,
it is worth noticing how the “double shift” of paid and unpaid work is intensified by these
forms of nonstandard employment. These findings suggest that the gendered disparities in
the allocation of unpaid work may help explain some gendered disparities in labor relations,
given that women are clustered in specific types of jobs (part-time, in the service sector, with
temporary arrangements), and that the gendered pressures that stem from women doing the
bulk of unpaid work at home might affect women’s ability to handle schedules, and this is
reflected in their mechanisms of time adjustments. This is, of course, also reflected in major
demographic shifts that Italy is experiencing, such as decreasing fertility rates and odds of
living with a partner (ISTAT, 2019). There are other gaps such as those for migrant workers
that also require further attention.
These results are in line with and extend previous research in three ways. Firstly, these
results confirm the finding that atypical timings impose constraints on social life. Secondly,
shift schedules seem to be the most pernicious: they not only affect leisure time and close
ties, but also community participation. Thirdly, these results contribute to the literature on
the noneconomic consequences of job loss and unemployment by showing how temporary
contracts – as a manifestation of a weak tie with the labor market – affect everyday life in
its manifestations in time use and community participation. Moreover, mediation analyses
discard the possibility that temporary contracts affect leisure time and social participation
through diminished economic resources. Further research should explore alternative explanations that are beyond the scope of this paper, such as labor market trajectories, heterogeneities in psychological well-being effects, family composition, or organizational effects.
For example, results from the community participation models show that the association
between temporary contracts and less community participation is mainly driven by workers
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with standard schedules, and this result holds after the inclusion of the variable of economic
resources. It remains an open question, for example, whether workers with temporary contracts and standard schedules are more likely to be surrounded by workers with permanent
contracts, relative to workers with other schedules, and whether this influences their sense
of belonging to society.
This analysis has been meant to begin exploring the dimensions of workers’ everyday
lives that may be affected by the use of nonstandard forms of employment. While the results
are particularly relevant to other countries with dual labor markets regulated by differences
in employment protection legislation, at a theoretical level, the framework of time precarity
or, in other words, flexibility in the temporal dimensions of work, should be useful for analyzing patterns in any country experiencing processes that create an insider/outsider division, which is, of course, context specific. The idea of time precarity at work should remind
us that the processes of institutionalization of labor insecurity and unpredictability materialize through two dimensions of time: working time arrangements and the weakening of longterm labor relations. While we commonly associate nonstandard forms of employment with
financial precarity, we must also consider the impact of these nonstandard arrangements on
individual lives and social ties – a change that affects entire communities, in ways that we
are only beginning to explore.
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