The

University

yg Of
Sheffield.

This is a repository copy of Tackling bogus self-employment: some lessons from Romania.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/114198/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:

Williams, C.C. orcid.org/0000-0002-3610-1933 and Horodnic, I.A. (2017) Tackling bogus
self-employment: some lessons from Romania. Journal of Developmental
Entrepreneurship, 22 (2). 1750011 . ISSN 1084-9467

https://doi.org/10.1142/S108494671750011X

Reuse

Items deposited in White Rose Research Online are protected by copyright, with all rights reserved unless
indicated otherwise. They may be downloaded and/or printed for private study, or other acts as permitted by
national copyright laws. The publisher or other rights holders may allow further reproduction and re-use of
the full text version. This is indicated by the licence information on the White Rose Research Online record
for the item.

Takedown
If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request.

\ White Rose o
| university consortium eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
WA Universiies of Leeds, Sheffield & York https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/



mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

|Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurghip ' World Scientific
© World Scientific Publishing Company Www www.worldscientific.com

TACKLING BOGUS SELF-EMPLOYMENT: SOME LESSONS FROM
ROMANIA

COLIN C WILLIAMS

Sheffield University Management School (SUMS)
University of Sheffield, Conduit Road, Sheffield SIfeL, United Kingdom
C.C.Williams@sheffield.ac.uk

IOANA ALEXANDRA HORODNIC

Faculty of Economics and Business Administration
Alexandru loan Cuza University of lasi, Carol | Bivilo.11, 700506, lasi, Romania
ioana.horodnic@uaic.ro

Received February 2017
Revised March 2017

In recent years, recognition that bogus self-employrigergpidly growing, not least because of the
advent of what has been called the ‘gig,” ‘sharing’ or ‘collaborative’ economy, has led governments

to search for ways to tackle this form of dependenfteseployment that is widely viewed as
diminishing the quality of working conditions. Uhtiow, however, there have been few ex-post
evaluations of policy initiatives that seek to tacklis phenomenon. Therefore, the aim of this paper
is to provide one of the first ex-post evaluationsegmining the outcomes of a 2016 legislative
initiative in Romania to tackle bogus self-employm&eporting both descriptive statistics and OLS
regression analysis on monthly official data from Aug@st£to August 2016, the finding is that
while other business types and waged employment rdtewéad a similar trend to the years before
the introduction of the new legislation, the numbieself-employed started a negative trend after the
new legislation was announced. After controlling éner indicators related to the economy (i.e.
GDP) and labor market (i.e. employees, other companasney rates), the impact of the new
legislation on the self-employed remains negative rioffereasonable grounds for assuming bogus
self-employed was lowered by the new legislation. Thpep concludes by discussing the wider
implications of these findings.

Keywords Self-employment; bogus self-employment; informal econahgiring economy; gig
economy; Romania.

1. Introduction

Over the past few decades, there has been recognition that formaiméuliand
permanent waged employment is becoming ever less the standaddymaem
relationship. Considering this employment relationship has been the dtagiev for
allocating rights and social protection, the diminution of this particular fofm o
employment relationship as standard raises issues for working conditiants, aigd
benefits. Not only are employees increasingly engaged in non-stafoiang of
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employment (e.g., part-time, fixed-term and agency) (Conaty.,e2@l6; Gialis et aJ.
2015; Hatfield, 2015; Eichhorst et al., 2013; Pedersini and Coletto, Zaitfle and
MacKenzie, 2007), which poses challenges for the operation of regulatorgvitaks,
but there is a growth in participation in self-employment, which ugiliys not covered by
the umbrella of protective rights for the worker and responsibilities frethployer.
Although protective rights are being gradually extended in many countrsttrt the
working conditions of non-standard employees (ILO, 2016),ishimt usually extended
to the ‘self-employed” who have been treated as a residual group largely outside of the
purview of labor standards and regulation. This is because taaogaperceived to have
an employment relationship with their clients but rather, a contract for services.

However, the growth of selfmployment in general, and ‘bogus’ self-employment
more particularly, whereby workers are self-employed but have a de faptoyement
relationship, if not de jure, because they only work for one empldhas led to a
burgeoning literature on dependent self-employment (Fehringer, 2014;niéaugb al.
2010; Thoérnquist, 2014). This has highlighted both the prevalefickogus self-
employment and the precarious working conditions of those ¢h s employment
relationship. The aim of this paper is to contribute to this small but ragigignding
literature by seeking to advance understanding on how the growtlogus bself-
employment can be tackled. To do this, we evaluate a policy initiative fronamtam
which might be transferable to other countries seeking to tackle the emenganffo
self-employment, or what might be better termed disguised employment.

To commence, the next section reviews the literature on bogesnselbyment and
the problems arising from the growth of this employment relatipnstientifying that
despite an expanding literature on the growth of bogus self-employnthiieresultant
problems in terms of precarious working conditions, much les®éan written on policy
solutions to reduce the prevalence of this employment relationshipy pieee of fiscal
legislation in Romania to reduce bogus self-employment is then redielio evaluate
the effectiveness of this legislation on reducing bogus self-empldytherthird section
introduces the methodology used, followed in the fourth sectcanbevaluation of the
results. The fifth and final section discusses the wider implicatibtigese findings.

2. Bogus Self-Employment: Its I mpacts and Prevalence

Although there is no widely accepted definition of bogus self-empoyr(Fehringer,
2014; Thornquist, 2014), most definitions refer to the legal andoseic aspects of
employment relationships that operate in theadted ‘grey area’ between pure waged
employment and genuine self-employment (Thérnquist, 2013; Kauteher., 2010;
Ana, 2009; Jorens, 2009). Dependent or waged employment describetattonship
between an employer and an employee that creates reciprocal obligationigtiasd
(Pedersini and Coletto, 2010; Ana, 2009; Jorens, 2009). The emjdoseen as a person
carrying out a specific activity/work under the supervision and oaityh of their
employer for remuneration (Ana, 2009). Meanwhile, genuine self-gmglot covers
economically active people providing services to one or more beneficiReeersini
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and Coletto, 2010; Ana, 2009). While the employee works fobehefit of the employer
under their authority, the self-employed person works independintiire benefit of
their clients (Ana, 2009). The European Court of Justice underline®ldt®nship of
subordination as the most important element distinguishing betvaegrendent
employment and self-employment (Joren8)9. Employment exists in the ‘grey area’
when the self-employed provide services for an employer, not a clienthangork
relation is in fact a relation of subordination. Therefore, bogus self-gmpla
possesses the features of subordinate employment but is disguised asmauton
independent work (Eichhorst et al., 2013; Pedersini and Coletto,; 20i8) 2009;
Jorens, 2009; Boheim and Muchlberger, 2006). Although this ‘grey area’ is variously
referred to as dependent self-employment (Thoérnquist, 2014, 20di3hoEst et al.
2013), bogus self-employment (Hatfield, 2015; Thdérnquist, 2@B4,3), false self-
employment (Thornquist, 2014, 2013; Harvey and Behling, 2008psiq self-
employment and hybrid self-employment (Gialis et al., 2015; Fehrin@&4; Mandrone
et al., 2014; Kautonen et a2010) and ‘involuntary self-employment’ (Kautonen et al,
2010, 2009), all terms refer to the worker being pushed by atogen to conduct the
work on a self-employed basis.

This is because by employing somebody as self-employed rathentiabordinate
employment, employers are able to evade employment rights and entitlef@ents
holiday/sickness pay) attached to the employment of an emplagewell as taxes,
which leads this practice to be considered a form of social dumpingir{§eh 2014,
Thornquist, 2014; Congregado et al., 2012) and also a type afrjones work. Indeed, a
survey of employment experts in twelve European Union Member Statdsr the
project Precarious Work and Social Rights concludes that bogushgatiyenent is the
second most common form of work associated with precariouk, after undeclared
work (Thornquist, 2014). Similar results are revealed by Eichhorst e2Gil3), which
underlines that, even if atypical forms of employment such as ts@ifasemployment are
not forms of precarious work per se, in most instances this tehdsthe case.

In recent years, bogus self-employment has moved further hetspgotlight and
become more prominent because of the technological changes trangftrenimature of
employment. The growth of online platforms and mobile device applications)(bpp
sparked a debate over whether there is a need for a new, third caitégomployment
relationship, somewhere between the traditional employee and the indepmoTdtesttor
(self-employed). The outcome has been a number of legal challenges galtegin
misclassification of ‘gig workers’ as independent contractors and from which a legal
consensus has yet to emerge. This debate has important implications hbesese
workers do not have the same protections as those in traditional emaploy
relationships. Advocacy of the need for a legal category of ‘independent workers’ often
draws on the example of Uber and Lyft drivers. This view hdtldd they are like
traditional taxi cab or truck owner-drivers, except that their communication with<lge
mediated through mobile device apps. Workers in this category wotiloenentitled to
the full range of rights and benefits accorded to those in the sthmdaployment

3
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relationship. However, there are contrary views that Uber and Lyft drivetsother
workers in comparable circumstances are de facto employees under well{festelis!|
frameworks (e.g., working hours are measureable and a guaranieedum wage is
effectively paid) and should be categorized as such and provided witlstiugaded legal
protections and benefits.

Therefore, bogus self-employment has negative consequencesvaftous
stakeholders. Workers employed as bogus self-employed wittiesinished social
protection, career opportunities and job security (Thérnquisy;28éely, 2010; Harvey
and Behling, 2008). For this reason, it is considered a form dfew@xploitation that
erodes the ‘notion of employee’ (Likic-Brboric et al., 2013; Thoérnquist, 2013) and
destabilizes social protection by undermining important principles such as sglidarit
quality and equity (Fehringer, 2014; Eichhorst et al., 2013). Meidmwbmployers
contracting self-employed persons have less interest in investing iriréhring, which
might lead to lower labor skills in the industries where the phenomena is vaddsp
(Thérnquist, 2013). For legitimate businesses, moreover, an unfair cougpatitiantage
is gained by the enterprises that disguise their subordinate employkesthe status of
self-employed to reduce their labor costs, resulting in wage dunipatginger, 2014;
Thornquist, 2014, 2013; Seely, 2010; Jorens, 2009). Furtherrgoxernment loses
money because of reduced tax revenue, which otherwise couldéaneaised for social
protection as well as control over working conditions (Thornquist, 280%3; Eichhorst
et al., 2013).

Reviewing the literature on where bogus self-employment is most prevalent, th
finding is that this disguised employment is more common in countiitbsweak trade
unions and strong neoliberal views, with the United Kingdom represetitengnost
prominent example in Western Europe (Thornquist, 2013). Yet, evénstring trade
unions, bogus self-employment is a difficult issue to address edaugxample, when
speaking about migrant workers, they are not willing to contadtdlde unions under the
risk of being fired, while the employment agencies and empldyere an economic
interest in hiding such employment relationships from the trade uniongdseaample,
Sweden on construction and haulage industries in Thérnquist, 2013). However, in
the past decade or so, this ‘grey area’ has arguably become increasingly common and not
only across Europe but also the developing world (Thérnquigt3;2Bbisui, 2012).
Although it is recogniad that this ‘grey area’ of employment is increasingly common,
there is little rigorous analysis of the prevalence of this practice (fegnri 2014;
Eichhorst et al., 2013; Thornquist, 2013), with sectoral studiedoarcase studies
showing that the sectors more affected are construction (Fehringer, Pdrnquist,
2014, 2013; Eichhorst et al., 2013; Boheim and Muehlberger,)2086sport, insurance
and accounting, architecture and the creative sector (Eichhorst et a), &d ®Iderly
care (Fehringer, 2014).

Thus, even if tackling bogus self-employment is currentlyigh Ipriority for many
governments, little data exists at the moment about the spredudsoémployment
relationship (Fehringer, 2014; Eichhorst et al., 2013; Thornquis)2@lits impacts.
Neither has there been much attention paid to how it might be tackled. Thetétor
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challenge for governments is to achieve a difficult balancing act of encogirgesmuine
self-employment given its prominent role as a driver of economic dewelupand
growth, but at the same time, deterring forms of bogus sgilayment (Mandrone et
al., 2014; Eichhorst et al., 2013; Pedersini and Coletto, 2010) andrena fair balance
between flexibility and security on the labor market (Leschke et @16)20Until now, the
vast majority of initiatives to combat this phenomenon have focusedeoqutistion of
how to correctly assess and classify the forms of employment ralaifioim legislation
(Thérnquist, 2013; Jorens, 2009), which in a large number ohtdes across the
European Union and beyond does not make a clear distinction betweginegand
bogus self-employment. To achieve this, an increasing numbgowarnments have
introduced ‘tests’ and regulations to assess if the economic activity of the self-employed
is independent or not, and to correctly determine their employment skathfidrst et
al., 2013). For example, in the UK, there is a list of questions useduirn decisions
(Seely, 2010) as well as four tests, namely, the test of control, thef fagtgration, the
test of economic reality and the mutuality of obligation, which are tsedassify
employment relationships (Jores, 2009; Bdheim and Muehlberger, 2@@a@nwhile,
what is employment in France depends only on the conditions wideh the work is
carried out, and it is not affted by the ‘name of the agreement’ nor the ‘will expressed
by both parties’ (Jores, 2009). Therefore, attention here turns toward a specific legislative
initiative that has sought to develop criteria to define whether an employment relationship
is indeed self-employment and also to reduce the incentives for imlhtio
misclassifying an employment relationship as self-employment.

3. Tackling Bogus Self-employment in Romania

In Romania, which is the focus of this paper, the term bogusesgifoyment is not

included in the Romanian Fiscal Code. However, in July 2015, a dngi#eria were

introduced to define independent, own-account activity or self-empgotymand in

January 2016, the level of taxation for self-employed was modifiade whe level of

taxation for dependent employment was preserved (see Tables Al arid th2

Appendix for details). As such, according to the Romanian Fiscal @adedependent

activity is defined as any activity conducted by an individual to obtaiente; which

meets at least four of the following criteria:

(i) The individual has the freedom of choice of where and how to workekhsasvthe
freedom to choose the work program;

(i) The individual has the freedom to have multiple customers;

(iif) The inherent risks of the business are assumed by the individual;

(iv) Work is performed by using an individuglassets;

(v) Work is performed by the individual through the use of intellectudicarphysical
skills, depending on the particularities of each activity;

(vi) The individual is a member of a professional body, which has the ab
representation, regulation and supervision of the carried out profeastamding to
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special normative acts regulating the organization and the way thesgimf in

guestion is conducted, and
(vii) The individual has the freedom to conduct directly the activity, withleyaes or in

collaboration with third parties, according to the law.

If after an inspection by government representatives such as theaefatives of the
National Agency of Fiscal Administration (NAFA), the minimum numbefooir criteria
is not met, the work is considered waged employment and the taxesdeeaculated
in line with the regulation in place for waged employment.

In addition to the introduction of criteria for assessing whether a persselfis
employed or not, the financial incentives for being self-employed ratrer #m
employee have been altered. In Romania, the self-employed were includediah
protection schemes before the new legislation (European Commissial), d0 first
important change is related the fact that starting from January 2016, all self-employed
have to pay social contributions (i.e., those having anothergtibed people and those
having an income lower than the minimum wage are no longer exempteglyasere in
the previous period). Moreover, the income for which the self-eyagdlavish to be
insured is not optional (i.e. a minimum was mandatory before thvelegislation, but
above that level, the self-employed were allowed to choose the income fdr thbic
wished to be insured). The social contribution was split in 2016 into ractibns: for
about one third of all net income, the social security contribution becameatogndnd,
to obtain full insurance, the contribution has to be paid for theinémgawo parts of the
overall net income (details about the tax level are provided in Table A2 in the digpen
At the same time, the level of taxation for waged employment remaimédrsio 2015.
To better understand how this legislation affected the labor market, Figuia the
Appendix provides an example of the net income earned by an indiViichiedd as an
employee compared with the net profit earned by being (bogus3rselbyed. As such,
for a budget of 10,000 euros available during a year for a spedifiityain 2014 and
2015, the net income of the employee will be approximately 50 percenttioavethe net
profit of a (bogus) self-employed with both forms of empleyt covering social
insurance. Tis means even if job security is not ensured, the high diffeseincéhe net
income offer incentives to choose (bogus) self-employment.

However, two scenarios are possible with the new legislation. Iethemmployed do
not have another job, are not retired and/or do not have an income tloaverthe
minimum wage, then to obtain full insurance, the taxes due are stmithe taxes for
waged employment. Thus, the economic incentive for (bogus)esgifoyment has
vanished and taking a high job security risk is not worthwihden the workers point of
view. At the same time, for those having the self-employmentssttisecondary (i.e.,
having another job and therefore, having social insurance already thaichew taxation
level increases their contribution without offering them any additional bendtiis
might discourage their willingness to declare their additional incomseurm the new
legislation modified the level of taxation for the self-employed and introderitedia for
defining whether an activity was self-employment or not and therefought to make
bogus self-employment less attractive from a financial point of view.
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Based on this, the hypothesis here evaluated is that the changes in 28d86drythe
Romanian Fiscal Code regarding the taxation level have led to a decreaisibgrrof
adive self-employed (i.e., the bogus self-employment share has decrgasedthe
economic advantages have disappeared).

4. Dataand M ethodology

To evaluate this hypothesis regarding the effect of the new legislatiorself-
employment, we use longitudinal data from August 2014 to August, 28daicted from

the Romanian National Trade Register Office and Romanian National Institute of
Statistics. First, we analyze the prevalence of the active self-employed (mgiaiivih

rate) against waged employment and alternative entrepreneurial forms (@@shpan
during the two analyzed years in monthly segments, as well as the imethésnumber

of closed and inactive self-employed. Second, a regression analysisided to test the
effect of the new taxation level on the growth of self-employmehénacontrolling for
other indicators of the labor market that have been linked in prestodges with self-
employment (Eichhorst et al., 2013; van Es and van Vuuren, 20dlpe @t al., 2008;
Robson, 2003). Thus, the variables used in the analysis arkoassf

Dependent variable

o Self-employed (monthly growth rate): monthly growth rate loé tactive self-
employed, expressed as a percentage (own calculations based on data frorrafRoman
National Trade Register Office, 2016a).

Independent variables

¢ New taxation level publicly announced: dummy variable with recoded vdiuetle
period (months) before the new taxation level was announced andHefperiod after
(months) the new taxation level was announced.

e Companies (monthly growth rate): monthly growth rate of theerottypes of
companies (e.g. limited liability companies, joint stock companies), expressed as
percentage (own calculations based on data from Romanian National Trad&erRegis
Office, 2016b).

e Employees (monthly growth rate): monthly growth rate of the totmhber of
employees at the end of the month, expressed as percentage. Employeeadbftee
month represent the number of employees with a labor contract for aedefimdefinite
period of time and with full- or part-time status (those with sondpd work contract
included) registered in the unit at the end of the reference perioel.employees
relocated abroad and those who hold more than one position, th@asé#ion being not

in the reporting unit, are not included. Military staff and similar are excluded (irtif
National Defense, Ministry of Administration and Interior, Romanian igtatice
Service, etc.) (own calculations based on data from Romanian National Institute of
Statistics, 2016a).

e Vacancies rate: represents the ratio between the number of vacancies and total
number of jobs (occupied and vacant, excluding the blocked onesamt fior promotion
inside the enterprise or institution), expressed as percentage (Romanian Natigotd Ins

of Statistics, 2016b).
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e Quarterly Gross Domestic Product at market price (QGDP): the main macro-
economic aggregate of national accounting, represents the final resulbdafciion
activity for resident productive units, for a certain peri@he quarter) (Romanian
National Institute of Statistics, 2016c).
Below, we report the findings.

5. Findings

Here, we report the trends in active self-employment (monthly growth agshst

waged employment and the alternative entrepreneurial forms (compamiéghe trends
in the number of closed and inactive self-employed. To do tlEsgxplore the trends in
self-employment during the two analyzed years (i.e., the pebeftye and after the
announcement of the new taxation level). Official records reveal thateir2014, there
were 392,104 active self-employed across Romania, correspondapgpraximately 27

self-employed per 1,000 permanent resident population of workiegHamwever, self-
employment is not evenly distributed across Romania.

To start to display the uneven distribution of the self-employed, Tabéports the
regional variations. This shows that the number of self-employedliehin the North-
West (68,652 self-employed), North-East (60,024), Center (54,@@)th-Muntenia
(52,110), and lower in the West (36,177), Bucharest-llfov3@®%), South-West Oltenia
(40,616) and South-East (42,517). Examining the distributiorsadRomanian counties,
the finding is that in late 2014, the most self-employed were to fomr8ucharest
(31,705), Cluj (17,880), lasi (15,966), Bihor (14,7489)d Prahova (13,174) and the
fewest in Giurgiu (2,924), lalomita (3,909), Calarasi (4,374),a808 (4,462) and Tulcea
(4,795). Nevertheless, if linked to the number of permanent resideniatiop of
working age, self-employment as a legal form for carrying ecamaantivities was more
common in Alba (47.1 self-employed per 1,000 permanent residgnilgpion in
working age), Bistrita-Nasaud (42.9), Harghita (42.8), Salaj J40Qluj (37.7),
Mehedinti (37.5) and less common in Giurgiu (16.6), Galati (18a8ymita (20.7),
Constanta (21.4) and Calarasi (21.5).
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Table 1. Active self-employed in Romania (number and density*1060 permanent resident
population in working age at January 1st), by regiori422016)

Region Dec, 2014 Oct, 2015 Dec, 2015 Aug, 2016
Romania 392104 26.7 405777 27.8 396535 27.2 385667 26.6
7 Bihor 14749 36.2 15642 38.6 15358 37.9 15345 38.1
4] Bistrita-Nasaud 9297 429 9252 429 9158 424 9057 42.1
g. Cluj 17880 37.7 18124 384 17729 37.6 17014 36.2
£ Maramures 12745 36.2 13197 37.7 13036 37.2 12717 36.6
§ Satu Mare 7576 28.6 7692 29.2 7533 28.6 7213 27.6
Salaj 6405 40.1 6635 41.8 6563 41.3 6498 41.2

Alba 11952 471 12083 48.0 11867 47.2 11451 45.9

5 Brasov 9885 234 10440 249 10068 24.0 9632 23.3
b= Covasna 4462 29.8 4660 31.3 4568 30.7 4515 30.6
8 Harghita 9323 428 9482 43.8 9324 431 8918 41.6
Mures 10279 26.7 10893 284 10642 27.8 10460 27.5

Sibiu 8805 28.6 9237 30.1 9025 295 8689 28.5

- Bacau 10652 21.6 10985 22.3 10798 21.9 10414 21.2

@ Botosani 7480 25.7 7625 26.3 7513 25.9 7325 25.3
';'__-J lasi 15966 27.2 16417 27.4 16070 26.8 15473 25.5
£ Neamt 8343 22.0 8662 23.0 8542 22.7 8326 22.2
2 Suceava 10650 225 10975 23.1 10825 22.8 10425 21.9
Vaslui 6933 22.9 7163 23.2 7110 23.0 6948 22.4

o Braila 5867 24.6 6150 26.2 5921 25.2 5831 25.2
u“j Buzau 6748 21.8 7161 234 7041 231 6936 22.9
< Constanta 11119 214 11660 22.7 11352 22.1 11014 21.7
‘g Galati 7839 183 8051 189 7832 184 7535 17.9
n Tulcea 4795 28.8 5188 31.7 5111 31.2 5474 33.9
Vrancea 6149 24.3 6508 25.9 6397 254 6421 25.7

.g Arges 11047 25.6 11365 26.6 11050 25.8 10521 24.8
o Calarasi 4374 215 4672 231 4613 22.8 4597 229

S Déambovita 10265 29.4 10663 30.8 10501 30.3 10855 31.6
= Giurgiu 2924 16.6 3036 17.3 2969 17.0 3081 17.7
g Talomita 3909 20.7 4147 22.2 4058 21.7 4070 21.9
8 Prahova 13174 24.7 13564 25.7 13036 24.7 12255 23.5
Teleorman 6417 26.3 6463 26.9 6351 26.4 6239 26.4

| g‘ Bucuresti 31705 22.0 32393 23.0 30852 21.9 28100 20.3
Q= ifov 5597 22.7 6049 23.8 5858 23.1 5497 20.9
g Dolj 11547 25.3 12198 26.9 11850 26.1 11858 26.4
;I g Gorj 6722 26.8 6828 27.4 6687 26.8 6458 26.1
£| 2  Mehedinti 7146 375 7015 37.2 6811 36.1 6669 35.7
alol ol 7616 255 7902 26.7 7780 26.3 7904 27.0
N Valcea 7585 28.7 7778 29.7 7608 29.0 7285 28.1
Arad 10463 33.3 10843 34.8 10668 34.3 10483 33.9

‘qw: Carag-Severin 5380 24.4 5606 25.8 5514 254 5463 25.5
;‘ Hunedoara 8575 26.8 8885 28.2 8704 27.6 8547 27.5
Timis 11759 235 12488 25.0 12242 245 12154 24.5

Note: *in Italic
Source: own calculations based on data from the Romanian Nationa Register Office and
National Institute of Statistics



| 10  Williams andHorodnic

Examining the changes in the number of self-employed betweensA@@14 and
August 2016, and as Table 1 displays, the number of self-emplogeshsed by 3.5
percent in October 2014 (reaching 405,777 self-employed), wbeneit started to
decrease by 2.3 percent by December 2015 (396,535 self-exdplagd a further 2.7
percent (385,667 self-employed) by August 2016. As such, &ftéober 2015, the
number of active self-employed decreased by 20,110. Similarlyselieemployment
density decreased from 27.8 self-employed per 1,000 permanergntegapulation in
working age in October 2015 to 26.6 in August 2016. This trembt only valid at the
national level but also for Romanian counties (Table 1). For instance, theenafrself-
employed increased to 32,393 by October 2015 then began falling 85230y
December 2015 and to 28,100 by August 2016. A similar trendeasbserved in the
case of self-employed density. Indeed, some counties did not cowypietelv the
national trend, witnessing an increase of self-employment in 2016 cednpeth
December 2015 (Tulcea, Vrancea, Dambovita, Giurgiu, lalomita, Dolj and Ql), b
registered growth rates are very low (for instance, the numbetfaraployed increased
from 2,969 to 3,081 in Giurgiu or from 11,850 to 11,&5®o0lj)).

Figure 1A. Inactive/Closed self-employed by region (average numbenth; Aug, 2014-Aug,
2016): Before announcing the new legislation

Inactive/ Closed sole proprietors

610.00

N=0
300.00

N=1 M=282.00 5=0.00
200.00

N=1 M=150.29 5=0.00
150.00

N=3 M=111.43 S=10.24
100.00

N=3 M=89.98 S=6.85
80.00

N=13 M=70.32 5=6.87
60.00

N=12 M=51.30 5=469
40.00

N=9 M=29.35 $=4.93
2200

JDJCEEEn

Source: own calculations based on data from the Romanian National Register Office; made
with Philcarto, http://philcarto.free.fr

Analyzing Table 1, the finding is that the level of self-employment in &uoan
started to decrease from October 2015. This is further reinforbed the inactive or
closed self-employed are examined. Before announcing the new taxatgndeme
2,830 self-employed became inactive or closed each month. After thearikm
government annoued the new taxation level (in October 2015), the average number of
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inactive or closed self-employed in Romania increased by about 7hpesgreeeding
4,800 inactive or closed self-employed per month. As Figure 1 dsspdélyRomanian
counties display this increase in the average number of inactslesad self-employed
from October 2015 (Figure 1A compared with 1B).

Figure 1B. Inactive/Closed self-employed by region (average numimmth; Aug, 2014-Aug,
2016): After announcing the new legislation

Inactive/ Closed sole proprietors
610.00
N=1 M=609.30 S=0.00
300.00
N=2 M=217.20 $=3.30
200.00
N=3 M=17267 S=17.75
150.00

IEEN

N= 14 M=121.74 5=15.41
100.00

N=9 M=89.62 S=576
80.00

[]

alafal

N=4 M=70.95 $=4.74
60.00

N=7 M=52.90 5§=5.78
40.00

. N=2 M=38.40 $=0.10
TR _- 2200

Source: own calculations based on data from the Romanian National Register Office; made
with Philcarto, http://philcarto.free.fr

Moreover, before announcing the new taxation level (Figure 1A), 5€emte of
Romanian counties reported a level of between 22 and 60 inactive s&d chelf-
employed per month. However, after announcing the new legisl&ligare 1B), only 21
percent of Romanian counties reported a level of between 22 and @Qer@cclosed
self-employed per month, 64 percent between 60 and 150 ammérié&nt over 150.
Among the most affected regions, Bucharest withessed an increase frana@8z or
closed self-employed per month before the announcement of the rislatieg, to 609
after announcing the new legislation, while Cluj increased from 152@o Therefore,
analyzing the two sections in Figure 1, the conclusion is that thid ¢rfiean increase in
the number of self-employed becoming inactive or closing theiratipes was not
concentrated in certain geographical areas, but rather apparent across the wiile cou

Nevertheless, the decrease in the number of self-employed between 20@#isand
August 2016 does not appear to affect the distribution of self-gebloeople by gender
and age. As Table 2 displays, self-employment is more common ameamthan women
in all reference periods both before and after announcing the new taxat@n(@e
percent of self-employed people are men but only 30 percent arenjjom

11
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Table 2. Members of active self-employed in Romania by gendeagenthumber of persons,

2014-2016)
Dec, 2014 Oct, 2015 Dec, 2015 Aug, 2016
Distribution
(no.) (no.) (no.) (no.)
Self-employed 392104 405777 396535 385667
Members of active self 424389 437701 428371 416659
employed
(no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%)
3 Female 168954 39.8 174194 39.8 169660 39.6 164004 39.4
g Male 255435 60.2 263507 60.2 258711 60.4 252655 60.6
.29 68436 16.1 67074 153 64496 15.1 59282 14.2
30-39 118398 27.9 120814 27.6 117429 27.4 112341 27.0
40 -49 115631 27.2 123516 28.2 122079 28.5 121957 29.3
< 50-59 73333 17.3 73460 16.8 72034 16.8 69333 16.6
60 + 48591 115 52837 121 52333 12.2 53746 12.9

Source: data from the Romanian National Trade Register Office

When examining the distribution by age, the finding is that in Octab&b, 15.3
percent of members of the active self-employed were aged undeea2® gid, 27.6
percent were aged between 30-39 years, 28.2 percent betweeryd@g916.8 percent
between 50-59 years and 12.1 percent over 60 years old.aifee mattern is observed
after October 2015, when the new taxation level was announcedshirigty however,
even if Romanian legislation allows self-employed to have employegsfexgrchoose
to do so. This was the case before and after announcing the nelatiegisMore
specifically, 405,777 self-employed had 437,701 employees in OctObhBrahd 385,667
self-employed had 416,659 employees in August 2016 (Table 2).

To better understand the trends in self-employment before and after
announcement of the new taxation level, Figure 2 reports the magmntwth rate of self-
employment between August 2014 and August 2016, alongside thelyngrowth rate
of all other companies (e.g. limited liability companies, joint stock companiesjhe
total number of employees. Figure 2 reveals that the number of nsplbyed in
Romania registered a positive monthly growth rate between Auguét &td October
2015, with the highest value (0.59%) in May 2015. However, immegiaftdr the new
taxation level was announced, the monthly growth rate of self-emplbogegdn a
downward path. As Figure 2 reveals, the number of self-emplogeceased by 0.29
percent in November 2015, 2 percent in December 2015, 1.7pércéanuary 2016,
0.96 percent in February 2016 and 0.3 percent in March 2(ié.upward path was
resumed in April 2016, but the growth rates are very low (e.g. 0iti48pril, 0.03% in
July 2016).

the
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Figure 2. Monthly growth rate of self-employed, other companiet the total number of
employees, in % (August, 2014-August, 2016)

1.50
1.00

0.92 1.02
0.60 0.69 ¢

0.50
0.00
-0.50
-1.00
-1.50
-2.00

- Self-employed Other companies =Employees

Source: own calculations based on data from the Romanian National Remgister Office and
National Institute of Statistics

However, the number of all other companies (other legal forms) seulem the
analyzed. Positive growth rates were registered each month, with largasesreing
recorded in 2016 (e.g. 0.6% in March 2016). The total numbempioyees displays a
specific trend, with decreases at the end of the year. However, except tifelengear,
the number of employees registered a positive monthly growthedtedn August 2014
and August 2016. Unless considering the period between NovemberaB@lB8larch
2016, the three indicators in Figure 2 follow the same pattern (witlehflylctuations in
the case of the number of employees at the end and the beginning wpéatl). In
addition, positive growth rates for both the number of employeddte number of all
other companies at the beginning of 2016 reinforce the idea that theaskedn the
number of self-employed because of an economic downturn carcloe ek

After announcing the new taxation level, the number of all other caegparcreased
(e.g. 0.6% in March 2016). Moreover, the number of employeesatsd less in
December 2015 than in the same period in 2014 (0.42% compared .4@hahd in
January 2016 increased more than in the same period in 2018%l&mpared with
0.92%). Thus, there are reasonable grounds to assume the elfsadoyed (some of
them bogus self-employed considering their quick decision not tatepender the new
legislation) became either employees, migrated to another legal form fgingaout
their economic activities or entered the informal economy.

13
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Table 3. OLS regression estimates for the impact of the taxation leves snle enterprises

Dependent variable: Self-employed (monthly growth rate) oLs
Independent variables: Coefficients
New taxation level publicly announced -0.817**
(0.301)
Limited liability companies (monthly growth rate) -0.0648
(0.898)
Employees (monthly growth rate) 0.584
(0.526)
Vacancies rate (detrended) -2.542
(3.941)
INQGDP (detrended) 2.496**
(1.166)
Constant 0.249
(0.335)
Observations 22
R-squared 0.540

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significant at * p < 0.%, %05, *** p < 0.01.
Source: own calculations based on data from the Romanian Nationa Remgister Office and
National Institute of Statistics

To further investigate our hypothesis, we employ OLS regression (TablEh8&
time series have been checked for stationarity before being used indbé As such, to
ensure stationarity of series, two variables have been de-trendesly itbenQGDP and
the vacancies rate. The results of the model specification tests are providédeiAI a
in the Appendix. By using the Breusch-Pagan test (BreuscliPagan, 1979) and Cook-
Weisberg test (Cook and Weisberg, 1983), we conclude that varianoe fsiduals is
not homogenous. Therefore, we used the robust standard errogsidtess the
heteroscedasticity problem as widely recommended in the literature (KinBabetts,
2015; Williams, 2015). No first or higher order serial autocorrelatierevidentified by
performing the Breusch-Godfrey LM test (Breusch, 1978; Godft®y8). The mean
variance inflation factor (VIF) shows that multicollinearity does not represensiam fier
our model. In addition, a skewness and kurtosis test for norn{dbtyjue and Bera,
1987), using the adjustments of Royston (1991) and that of D’Agostino et al. (1990),
shows that errors are normally distributed. As such, our modelsnteet OLS
assumptions. The coefficients in Table 3 reveal a negative effect of the ragioridavel
on the self-employment monthly growth rate, confirming ogrdthesis. Although there
is no history of those closed and/or inactive self-employedlfowing us to investigate
how many of these persons became employees and how many thesdooms of
entrepreneurship (other type of company), or even work outsidf@timal economy, we
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have solid evidence to speculate that bogus self-employment decre@bedhe
introduction of the new legislation.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

This paper has evaluated the level of self-employment in Romania beforaftand
introducing new legislation in January 2016, which changed the taxtiel and
compulsoriness of paying social security contributions for theeseffloyed. That was
preceded by another measure introduced in July 2015, which sat seteria for
determining if an activity is independent, or whether it is depené#remployment and
therefore, they have to pay the taxes required for an employee.

The results show that, after the new taxation level was announced, thelymonth
growth rate of the active self-employed began a negative trend, whiteetids of other
forms of companies remained positive, which eliminates the suspicianyoéconomic
change in Romania affecting self-employment. The negative effect oéthéenislation
on the number of self-employed is further supported by thesgsmn analysis, which
shows that even after controlling for other variables from the labor mdadeinfluence
self-employment, the negative relationship remains statistically signifidatihe same
time, the monthly number of closed and inactive self-employe@ased. If before the
new taxation level, 50 percent of Romanian counties reported bePResmd 60 inactive
or closed self-employed per month, after announcing the new legislatilgni?1 percent
of Romanian counties reported between 22 and 60 inactive or closedhpdfred per
month, 64 percent between 60 and 150 and 15 percent over 150

Thus, we have tentative evidence to assume the new legislatiorpbaitivee impact
on decreasing the level of bogus self-employment in Romahgrefore, the suggestion
is that countries that introduce criteria for defining whether an empldymlationship is
bogus self-employment, and move toward equalizing the tax incentivesmigoying
somebody as a waged employee rather than as a self-emplay@ton a ‘contract for
services, can reduce the level of bogus self-employment. What is required now is for
other countries to experiment with similar policies to Romania to tackle the growin
problem of bogus self-employment. Before doing so, this papedsnto end with a
caveat. In Romania, a problem that is apparent now is that the increased taxation
of those self-employed who have another job and have social inswaveed (and
thus, the self-employed status is secondary) means they moghtopt to leave the
formal economy because their net profit is affected and no additienafibis gained.
Therefore, the perverse consequence tackling bogus self-employngitt mave the
knock-on effect of shifting some groups of self-employedodube formal economy and
into the informal economy. Indeed, whether this is the casen@éld to be monitored in
future studies. However, it is for certain that with the rapid growttadt is variously
referred to as the ‘gig,” ‘sharing’ or ‘collaborative’ economy, countries will need to take
action to ensure the growth of bogus self-employment and its assop@teer quality
working conditions do not further expand. Hopefully, this papepraviding one of the

15
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first ex-post evaluations of a legislative initiative to tackle bogus self-gmeot, will
provide some food for thought about the way forward for govemns.

Appendix A.

Table Al. Taxes paid to the Romanian Government when hiringrgoioyee, by employer and
employee (2014-2016)

TAXES DUE
2014 (Jan-Sept) 2014 (Oct-Dec) 2015 2016

Categories by the: by the: by the: by the:

a b a b a b a b

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Social Security 20.8* 10.5 15.8* 10.5 15.8* 10.5 15.8* 10.5
Contributions
Health Insurance 5.2 55 5.2 55 5.2 55 5.2 55
Contributions
Medical leave insurance  0.85 - 0.85 - 0.85 - 0.85 -
Unemployment tax 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Accident risk insurance  0.15- - 0.15- - 0.15- - 0.15- -

0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
Guarantee for 0.25 - 0.25 - 0.25 - 0.25 -
insolvability of the
employer
Income tax - 16 - 16 - 16 - 16

Notes: * Standard working conditiorfEmployer,” Employee.

Source: Romanian Fiscal Code, Romanian Fiscal Code amended bynhavb71/2003,
Government Decision no. 44/2004, Romanian Fiscal Code amendehhyo. 123/2014, Law on
State Budget 2014 no. 356/2013, Government Decision no. 44ig{lxted 2014, 2015, Law no.
227/2015 regarding the Fiscal Code updated Oct 2016
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Table A2. Taxes due by a self-employed in Romania (2014-2016)

Categories 2014 2015 2016
Income tax 16% of:
a) net income, or
b) income standards (applied to specific sectors; e.g. agryiltu
Social = For self-employed = For self-employed = The contribution 026.3%
Security companies having a companies having split in two fractions:

Contributions

Health
Insurance
Contributions

minimum income of 804
RON (approx. 178
EUR)**

31.3% of the income
which the person wishe:
to be insured for

It cannot be less than
35% of the medium
gross salary of 2223
RON or higher than 5
times

The minimum is 31.3%
x 35% x 2223 (medium
salary) = 243 RON (54
EUR)

5.5% of net income***

a minimum
income of 845

RON (approx. 187

EUR)**

The contribution
decreased from
31.3% t026.3%

amendments

= 5.5% of net
income***

amendments

= 1. MANDATORY:

10.5% of the net
income (it cannot be
less than 35% of the
medium gross salary of
2681 RON or higher
than 5 times of its
value). The minimum
is 938 RON per year
(approx. 208 EUR)
2. OPTIONAL: for
those seeking full
insurance, the rest of
15.8% (applied to the
same base).

= 5.5% of net income***

Notes: * In very few cases income standards are chosen; ** Notatay for those having
another job, retired people, and those having an income Itaarthe minimum wage; *** It
cannot be lower than a minimum gross salary.

Source: Romanian Fiscal Code, Romanian Fiscal Code amended bylL&®1/2003, Romanian
Fiscal Code amended by Law no. 123/2014, Law no. 227/&8j&rding the Fiscal Code updated

Oct 2016

Table A3. The Results of Model Specification Tests

OLS - Dependent variable: Sole proprietors (monthdngh rate)

Breusch-Pagan / Cook-Weisberg test

p>0.0005/ Addressed by using robust standard errorseWhiber

standard errors

Breusch-Godfrey LM test p>0.1906
Skewness/Kurtosis tests p>0.3307
mean VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) 1.86

Source: own calculations based on data from the Romanian National Register Office and
National Institute of Statistics
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Figure Al. Hiring an employee vs. subcontracting togus self-employed (2014-2016)

social insurance

2014 2015 2016
© ® ®
Taxes due by the 2092 18531853
employer
<
il
5 Taxesduebythe 350 5 435 12432
S . employee
3 Hiring an employee
Net salary for the
5548 5,715 {5,715
employee
Sgcu:\lset(‘:unty ) 11,050
> ontributions
>
3 %) Health Insurance
131 144
; = Contributions 3 550
3 .
i ; Income tax 1,579 1,577 1,344
S
= Net profit for the
8,290 8,279 {7,056
.ng)’ bogus self-employed
=}
Qo .
® Subcontracting to a
[
= bogus self-employed Social Security 600 592 | 1050
E ) Contributions [2,630]*
2 e
§ 1% Health 'InSl.Jrance 517 517| 580
o 5] Contributions
g (%]
o 1,344
Income tax 1,421 1,423 1,001
Members of self-employed: o) Net orofit for th
- . - rofit for the
having another job, retired - P 7462 7,468
. A N | bogus self-employed
people, having an income o
lower than the minimum . B'j'a’ WT(‘) .
mandatory 10.5%
waae social insurance (1/3 7,056
of full insurance)
e B.2.b— with full 5729

Source: own calculations



Tackling Bogus Self-employment 19

References

Ana, CM (2009). Self-employment and bogus self-employment incéimstruction industry in
Romania- Expert Report. [www.fiec.eu/en/themes-72/self-employmerbaguas-self-
employment.aspx].

Boheim, R and U Muehlberger (2006). Dependent forms of self-emplayrim the UK:
Identifying workers on the border between employment ancesgtoyment. Department of
Economics Working Paper Series, 91. Inst. fir Volkswirtschaftstheorie-palitik, WU
Vienna University of Economics and Business.

Breusch, TS (1978). Testing for autocorrelation in dynamic linear mo#gddralian Economic
Papers, 17(31), 3385.

Breusch, TS and AR Pagan (1979). A simple test for heteroscedasticitaradmm coefficient
variation. Econometrica, 47(5), 1287-94.

Clark, K, S Drinkwater and C Robinson (2015). Selfnployment among migrant groups in
England and Wales: New evidence from census microdata. IZA DiscussionN®a8539,
IZA (Bonn).

Conaty, P, A Bird and P Ross (2016). Not alone-trade union agpemative solutions for self-
employed workers. Unity Trust Bank, Wales Co-operative Centre, Co-operdiiike
[www.uk.coop/NotAlone].

Congregado, E, V Esteve and AA Golpe (2012). Job creation ansethemployed firm size:
Evidence from Spain. Working Papers in Applied Economics, UniversitaValéncia
(Valencia).

Cook, RD and S Weisberg (1983). Diagnostics for heteroscedasticity in regr@&isiatrika, 70,
1-10.

D’Agostino, RB, AJ Belanger and RB D’ Agostino Jr (1990). A suggestion for using powerful and
informative tests of normality. American Statistician, 44(4), 316-21

Ebisui, M (2012). Non-standard workers: Good practices of social dla@nd collective
bargaining. Working paper No. 36, International Labour Officengsg.

Eichhorst, W, M Braga, U Famira-Mihlberger, M Gerard, T HorvatliKa¥lanec, M Kahancova,
M Kendzia, M Martiskova, P Monti, JL Pedersen, J Stanley, B Vandeweghe, C Wehner and
C White (2013). Social protection rights of economically depensigffemployed workers.
IZA Research Report No. 54, IZA (Bonn).

European Commission (2014). Social Protection in the Member Sthttes European Union, of
the European Economic Area and in Switzerland. Social Prateofithe Self-employed
Mutual Information System on Social Protection. Brussels: European Contmissio

Fehringer, E (2014). Tackling false (bogus) self-employment. [expateu/social/
BlobServlet?docld=13032&langld=en].

Forde, C and R MacKenzie (2007). Getting the mix right? The use af talmtract alternatives in
UK construction. Personnel Review, 36(4), 549-63.

Gialis, S, M Tsampra and L Leontidou (2015). Atypical employmentrisis-hit Greek regions:
Local production structures, flexibilization and labor market re/deregulaioonomic and
Industrial Democracy, DOI: 10.1177/0143831X15586815.

Godfrey, LG (1978). Testing against general autoregressive and nagrage error models when
the regressors include lagged dependent variables. Econometrics, 48863012

Golpe, AA, JM Millan and C Roman (2008). Labor market institutiams$ self-employment. In
Measuring Entrepreneurship: Building a Statistical System (Intermti®tudies in
Entrepreneurship series, Vol. 16), E Congregado (ed.), 279-96. New Yomhg& Science.

19



20 Williams andHorodnic

Harvey, M and F Behling (2008). The Evasion Economy. FalseE&gfoyment in the UK
Construction Industry (Report). London: UCATT. [ucatt.infobo.co.uldaiefault/files/
uploaded/publications/Evasion-Economy-UCATT.pdf].

Hatfield, 1 (2015). Self-employment in Europe. London: Institute Paiblic Policy Research.
[www.ippr.org/publications/selfemploymeirt-europe].

Jarque, CM and AK Bera (1987). A test for normality of observatiodsregression residuals.
International Statistical Review, 55(2), 163-72.

Jorens, Y (2009). Self-employment and Bogus Self-employmenteinEtiropean Construction
Industry. Summary of a comparative study of 11 Member Stat&\E¥F, FIEC, European
Commission. [www.fiec.eu/en/themes-72/self-employment-and-bodfusmsployment.
aspx].

(2010). Self-employment and Bogus Self-employment in tlheofean Construction
Industry. Part 1: Summary of a comparative study of 11 MenStates. EFBWW, FIEC,
European Commission. [www.fiec.eu/en/themes-72/self-employmentba@guas-self-
employment.aspx].

Kautonen, T, S Down, F Welter, P Vainio, J Palmroos, K Althoff §nKolb (2010). Involuntary
self- employment’ as a public policy issue: A cross country European review. International
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 16(2)291

Kautonen, T, J Palmroos and P Vainio (2009). Involuntaryesgployment’ in Finland: A bleak
future? International Journal of Public Policy, 4(6), 3&3-

King, G and ME Roberts (2015). How robust standard errors exposeduibical problems they
do not fix and what to d about it. Political Analysis, 2(23), 1588.

Leschke, J, G Schmid and D Griga (2006). On the marriage of flexibiitl security: Lessons
from the Hartz-reforms in Germany. Discussion paper, Social SciencearBteséenter
(Berlin).

Likic-Brboric, B, Z Slavnic and C Woolfson (2013). Labour migration aridrinalization: East
meets West. International Journal of Sociology and Social P8B{%1/12), 67702.

Mandrone, E, M Marocco and D Radicchia (2014). Is decline pl@ment the outcome or cause
of crisis in Italy? Working Paper no. 7/2014, ASTRIL (Associazionedist Ricerche
Interdisciplinari sul Lavoro, Roma).

Pedersini, R and D Coletto (2010). Self-employed Workers: Indud®etations and Working
Conditions. Dublin: European Foundation for the Improvementiging and Working
Conditions. [www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef_files/docgpamtive/
tn0801018s/tn0801018s.pdf].

Robson, MT (2003). Does stricter employment protection legislation promotensgléyment?
Small Business Economics, 21(3), 309-19.

Romanian Fiscal Code, updated until October 2016. [static.anaf.ro/stéticat/legislatie/
Cod_fiscal_norme_2016.htm].

Romanian National Institute of Statistics (2016a). Number of employeles ahd of the month in
the economy section and division level. [statistici.insse.ro/shop/
index.jsp?page=tempo3&lang=en&ind=FOM105E].

——— (2016b). Vacancies rate by Macroregions, development regions, yaaiivihational
economy at level of CANE Rev.2 section. [statistici.insse.ro/shop/
index.jsp?page=tempo3&lang=en&ind=LMV101B].

(2016c¢). Quarterly gross domestic product - seasonally adjusted series CANE Rev
current prices. [statistici.insse.ro/shop/index.jsp?page=tempo3&lang=er@dd£04H].

Romanian  National Trade Register Office (2016a). Active Sole Proprietors.
[www.onrc.ro/index.php/ro/statistici?id=244]

(2016Db). Active Limited Liability Companies. [www.onrc.ro/index.

php/ro/statistici?id=248]




Tackling Bogus Self-employment 21

Royston, P (1991). Sg3.5: Comment on sg3.4 andnaroved D’Agostino test. Stata Technical
Bulletin, 3, 23-24. Reprinted in Stata Technical Bulletin Repriht41012.

Seely, A (2010). Self-employment in the construction industry. t@etain, Parliament House of
Commons Library, issuing body. Standard Note: SN/BT/196.

Taylor, M (2011). Self-employment flows and persistence: A Europeaparative analysis. ISER
Working Paper Series No. 2011-26, Institute for Social and Economic Blesear

Thornquist, A (2013). False (Bogus) Self-Employment in East-Wesburabligration. TheMES
Themes on Migration and Ethnic Studies. Norrképing, Sweden: REMESOutesfdr
Research on Migration, Ethnicity and Society.

Thoérnquist, C (2014). Bogus Self-employment in the European UnagerPor the UACES Panel
“Vulnerabilities of regular labour migration in the EU’, Cork, Ireland, 1-3 September 2014.

van Es, F, and D van Vuuren (2010). A decomposition of thetbrin self-employment. CPB
Discussion Paper No 145, CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic PolidysBnéThe
Hague).

Williams, R (2015). Heteroskedasticity. University of Notre Dame. [www3.nd.eduliamwi].

World Employment Confederation (2016). The Future of Workit&Raper from the employment
& recruitment industry. Brussels: World Employment Confederation.

21



