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Summary

The aim of this study is to suggest a socio-demographic characterisation of I-pros across Europe, and
specify the main related trends. Insofar as no official definition exists for this type of self-employed worker,
a pragmatic definition is constructed in the light of existing socioeconomic classifications.

This is subsequently used to identify I-pros within the databases provided by Eurostat. It was necessary
to use this particular source of information because it includes all of the data collected at national level by
European statistical bodies.

In this framework, processing labour market statistics shows the importance of I-pros in terms of self-
employed activities. More than that, it reveals how their numbers have risen considerably. Following on from
this observation, and in order to characterise these specific workers better, various elements are considered.

Consequently, a sector-specific approach is followed by descriptive analyses concerning socio-demographic
characteristics such as level of training and gender distribution. As far as possible, these analyses highlight
the specific characteristics observed at Member State level, and include a description of the trends observed.



Main results

Definition of I-pros: Self-employed workers, without employees, who are engaged in an activity which
does not belong to the farming, craft or retail sectors. They engage in activities of an intellectual nature and/
or which come under service sectors.

Numbers: 8,569,200 individuals in 2011 (average observed over the yrst two quarters of the year).

Trend: between 2000 and 2011, the I-pro population rose by more than 82%, whereas numbers for the
employed population tended to stagnate.

Geographic distribution: I-pros are concentrated in Italy (1,688,894), the United Kingdom (1,608,436),
Germany (1,533,050) and France (732,582). Generally, the strongest growth in numbers is seen in Northern
and Central Europe.

Main economic activities: 30% of I-pros are engaged in a professional, scientiyc or technical activity.
The second largest sector is human health and social work (14%). However, there are wide disparities
between countries.

Demographic dynamism of economic activities: the professional, scientiyc and technical activities
sector, the human health and social work activities sector and the information and communication sector
are driving the growth in numbers.

Skills and level of education: 53% of I-pros are highly qualiyed (university level), but this proportion
varies signiycantly depending on the economic activity. This result naturally correlates with the intellectual
nature of most of the activities engaged in. Generally, the distribution of the level of education according to
gender reveals that there is little difference between men and women, although it does show sector-related
speciycities.

Gender distribution: the percentage of women is relatively high at over 46%. However, this rate varies
considerably from country to country, and also according to economic activity. The least feminised sector is
information and communication activities (31%) and the most feminised is other service activities (79%).
Therefore, sexual determinism may be assumed in the choice of activity.

Age: |I-pros make up a mature population. 61% belong to the 25-49 age group. Generally, women are
slightly younger than their male counterparts. 30% of women are over the age of 50, compared with
38% of men.
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Introduction

A growing amount of attention has been paid to independent workers since the 1990s. Today, the growth

in their numbers is becoming an important consideration in economic policies to stimulate employment.
Consequently, mechanisms to increase the number of self-employed people are being rolled out in a number
of countries. For example, State-backed loans at extremely advantageous rates are available in the United
Kingdom and in France to entrepreneurs with insufficient capital at their disposal. In some circumstances,
self-employed people may also be exempt from some business-related taxes and social security
contributions. More broadly, the administrative formalities involved in engaging in a self-employed

activity have been simplified dramatically in most European countries.

As far as the authorities are concerned, the foundations of these enterprise policies are extremely clear.
Indeed, stimulating self-employment seems to creates tremendous economic potential. Consequently, it is
thought of as an effective tool against unemployment, since self-employment provides an opportunity for
immediate access to employment in a context where salaried employment is scarce. An indirect job creation
effect is also expected, since self-employed workers who grow their businesses may, in turn, create salaried
employment. Furthermore, self-employment seems to be in line with contemporary socioeconomic needs.

Between 2003 and 2010, these supposed or actual qualities gave rise to numerous European labour policies
(Rapelli, 2006)*. In this framework, the European Commission has made a significant contribution to the
thrust of national strategies promoting self-employment (Commission of the European Communities, 2003;
Council of the European Union, 2005). It is therefore clear that, both at Member State and at European
Commission level, stimulating self-employment is considered to be a major economic issue.

Nevertheless, neither politicians nor the general public know very much about independent workers as a
population. There are two main reasons for this. Firstly, independent workers are generally thought of as
entrepreneurs (Henrekson, 2007). In fact, this somewhat vague notion refers to the idea of the innovative
self-made man who starts out with nothing and becomes a captain of industry. As pointed out by Shane
(2009), this perception is fundamentally biased. It is a considerable distortion of reality for most self-
employed people, who are predominantly small business people without any real entrepreneurial ambition
and, even more frequently, workers who have rejected the employment model in favour of self-employment.
However, as far as politicians are concerned, the image of the conquering entrepreneur is no doubt an ideal
which makes it easy to justify the economic potential of self-employment.

Secondly, the independent worker is defined in relation to the employee. To be more specific, one is the
antithesis of the other. In other words, the self-employed worker is characterised by the fact that he does
not have a boss and by the fact that his pay is uncertain by its very nature. However, this legal dichotomy
between employee and self-employed worker is subject to a number of interpretations. Consequently,
according to the definition suggested by the ILO? (1993), employers, individuals working for themselves,
members of producers’ cooperatives and family workers are all non-salaried persons, and therefore self-
employed persons.

Moreover, observing independent workers generally is further complicated by the large number of different
legal company structures they can adopt. For example, they may decide to operate as a sole trader
enterprise, a single member private limited company or a private limited company, and national legislations
offer a number of variations within these broad families of legal structures. Furthermore, regulations specific
to each economic activity have to be taken into account. For example, a merchant does not necessarily have
access to the same legal structures as a craftsman or a professional.

t Names followed by a date refer to the bibliography at the end of the report.
2 International Labour Organization.
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It therefore appears that the self-employed population is extremely heterogeneous by its very nature, and
that this heterogeneity is all the greater when a transnational approach is contemplated. In fact, national
databases generally rely on socio-professional classifications which, alongside legal elements, include
sociological analysis elements. It is therefore unsurprising that the scope of the rare studies conducted at
international level is extremely broad, and that they are subject to significant methodological restrictions
(see, for example, Blanchflower, 2000; OECD, 2000; European Employment Observatory, 2010).

In this context, mindful of the growing importance of self~-employment in terms of the European economic
fabric and observing a patent lack of clear and homogenised information, it is important to shed light on one
specific category of independent worker, namely independent professionals (I-pros). The proposed objective
of the study is to specify the growing place these professionals occupy within European labour forces, assess
the growth in their numbers and determine the main socio-demographic characteristics of this population.
As far as we are aware, this kind of approach is original, in the sense that it encompasses all European
countries for this category of self-employed worker. It is therefore about providing the first analytical
description based on homogenised data (Eurostat, 2011a, 2011b), which may serve as a basis for more
sizeable analyses.

The report comprises five sections. The first introduces the definition of I-pros and specifies the observation
methods adopted. Section 2 analyses I-pros in terms of demographic volumes, showing the growth in numbers
and their geographic distribution. The third section outlines their distribution according to economic activity.
The fourth section looks at data concerning qualification levels. Section 5 focuses on the main
socio-demographic characteristics. The report concludes with a few general comments.

1. I-pros: who are the workers heing observed?

This section is divided into two parts. Firstly, there is a formal definition of I-pros. This has been put together
in the light of the main existing definitions and classifications. Secondly, a few general comments are made
about the methodology, relating to the statistical observation methods adopted.

There is no universal definition of I-pros. When describing them, traditional approaches essentially adopt
criteria to do with the economic activity. In this framework, Friedman and Kuznets (1945) define them in
relation to the fundamentally intellectual nature of their profession. They state that these economic activities
“require prolonged and specialized training and involve work that has something of an academic and
intellectual flavor—no purely mechanical or commercial pursuit can qualify”. However, this notion, which we
will describe as traditional, is both too broad and too restrictive. Too broad in the sense that, in this context,
I-pros may be employed or self-employed. Too restrictive in the sense that, at the time when these studies
were carried out, the notion of I-pros was adopted for ‘regulated’ professions alone, such as journalism,
medicine, architecture and legal occupations.

However, as highlighted by McKeow and Leighton (2011), I-pros today make up a larger and more
heterogeneous group, even when only self-employed workers are taken into consideration. In other words,
contemporary I-pros do not necessarily engage in a regulated activity. Their job takes the form of offering
specialised services within a number of sectors which are not necessarily limited to the field of engaging

in traditional regulated professions (the law, health and living environment). Furthermore, Friedman and
Kuznets (1945) focus on qualified and highly qualified I-pros. However, it appears necessary to include
those, more numerous still, who offer services which do not require in-depth expertise or prior mastery

of a subject validated by a university level qualification. This is particularly true for those working in the
care sector.



Consequently, so as to capture the essence of contemporary I-pros, it would appear advisable to adopt a
definition which is more flexible than the one traditionally used. Given sector-related specific characteristics
and the nature of the activities engaged in, it appears advisable to define I-pros as self-employed workers
who are not farmers, craftsmen or merchants. This first definitional element therefore involves a sector-
related characterisation by exclusion.

It should be underlined that this approach is consistent with most of the definitions adopted at national
level®. In fact, sector-related exclusion forms the foundation of the legal definitions adopted by Belgium,
the Czech Republic and France. It is still valid for those countries which have carried out specific
category-related segmentation according to the nature of the occupation engaged in, such as Finland,
Hungary and Italy.

However, it proves to be broader than the sociological categorisations adopted by Austria, the Netherlands
and Spain, which favour criteria relating to qualifications and, sometimes, professional regulations. Similarly,
the specification by exclusion proposed is a lot broader than the definitions based on a formal list of specified
professions. The latter are directly related to the traditional definition of I-pros adopted by Friedman and
Kuznets (1945). This type of definition is prevalent in Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Sweden
and the United Kingdom. In these countries, the professions, in which I-pros are concentrated, consist solely
of regulated independent professions.

Nevertheless, the broader sector-related definition adopted in the framework of this report makes it possible
to include all non-regulated activities which are, in fact, behind the renewal and contributing to the growth
in independent labour. Furthermore, it forms a pragmatic interpretative working framework which applies to
all the Member States, at the same time as enabling a robust statistical selection to be made when I-pros
are not explicitly identified by either definition. This is the case, in particular, with regard to the statistics for
the Maltese labour force, which only distinguish between employees and independent workers, without any
further clarification.

Characterisation by sector-related exclusion offers another sizeable advantage. It allows socioeconomic
criteria to be avoided. In fact, the ILO has a classification according to occupation type based on such
criteria. It mainly involves notions involving the nature of the tasks carried out in the work, the social
positioning of the profession and the worker’s skill level (ILO, 1990). However, it is common knowledge that
this classification is not consistently applied by the various national State bodies (Torterat, 2009).

The problem essentially lies in the socioeconomic interpretation of reference systems, which vary from
country to country. Besides this issue with the universality of reference systems, the application of
socioeconomic criteria cannot be contemplated in the framework of this study due to the architecture of the
international databases available. It is generally impossible to cross-tabulate employment status (employed/
self-employed) accurately with belonging to a social or professional group. In this context, the economic
activity approach which we have adopted is undoubtedly the most effective way of identifying I-pros.

3 The French Ministry of economics, finance and industry has produced a summary of the statutory definitions for professional and similar
occupations for a range of OECD countries. See DGCIS (2006).
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Consequently, in line with the characterisation by sector-related exclusion proposed and given the nature of
the activities selected, it appears consistent to consider the following economic activities alone:

Information and communication (NACE key J, code 58 to 63) ;

Financial and insurance activities (NACE key K, code 64 to 66) ;

Real estate activities (NACE key L, code 68) ;

Professional, scientific and technical activities (NACE key M, code 69 to 75) ;
Administrative and support services (NACE key N, code 77 to 82) ;
Education (NACE key P, code 85) ;

Human health and social work (NACE key Q, code 86 to 88) ;

Arts, entertainment and recreation (NACE key R, code 90 to 93) ;

Other service activities (NACE key S, code 94 to 96) ;

In order to ensure the consistency of the data processed, the previously identified sector-related categories
are the ones laid down in Eurostat’s NACE classification (2008a). In this context, the cross-tabulation of
economic activity and employment status makes it possible to select observations concerning I-pros alone.

A final aspect needs to be taken into account. The focus of the study is I-pros working on a self-employed
basis in the strictest sense, i.e. its focus is self-employed workers who do not have any employees. In other
words, employers, family workers and members of workers’ cooperatives must be excluded from the field
of survey.

This constraint does not generate any specific problems insofar as these characteristics are explicitly

defined in the databases used. Furthermore, this criterion of no employees within the I-pro’s business avoids
national specific characteristics to do with legal company structures. I-pros are therefore taken into account
regardless of the legal structure of their company. In fact, the definition of independent worker adopted

by international statistical bodies (such as Eurostat and the OECD) is the one phrased by the ILO (1993).
According to this definition, independent workers are iworkers who, working on their own account or with
one or more partners, hold the type of job defined as a 'self-employment job’ and have not engaged on a
continuous basis any iemployeesT to work for themt.



Active population
239.563,4

Occupied working population
216.405,4

Employees Self employed
179.925,0 32.913,8

Employers Own-account workers
9.668,1 23.245,6

Figure 1: From the European working
population to I-pros (2010, thousands)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.
Sources: Eurostat (2011a).
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At the same time, the ILO (1993) specifies that self-employed jobs are “"those jobs where the remuneration
is directly dependent upon the profits (or the potential for profits) derived from the goods and services
produced (where own consumption is considered to be part of profits). The incumbents make the operational
decisions affecting the enterprise, or delegate such decisions while retaining responsibility for the welfare of
the enterprise (in this context “enterprise” includes one-person operations)”.

Finally, by incorporating the criteria of strict self-employment in the characterisation by exclusion, all
company forms are taken into account (one-man businesses and companies). For example, I-pros working
in a “Private limited company” or "Partnership” type structure in the United Kingdom are properly included in
the study. The same goes for the managers of an “entreprise unipersonnelle a responsabilité limitée” (EURL)
in France or an "Einmann-Gesellschaft mit beschrénkter Haftung” (Einmann-GmbH) in Germany.

Taking into account all of these elements therefore enables a pragmatic and functional definition of I-pros to
be formulated.he data presented depends on the statistical sources used.

Definition of I-pros:
Independent workers without employees engaging in a service activity and/or intellectual
service not in the farming, craft or retail sectors.

In order to ensure maximum statistical consistency in the analyses, the data used all come from bases
provided by Eurostat (2011a, 2011b). However, it is important to highlight that the population of
independent workers (and especially the I-pro population) is still relatively poorly identified by certain
national State bodies which supply data to Eurostat’s bases. In particular, no robust data could be extracted
for Estonia and Malta. The only information available is the total number of self-employed workers
(employers and independent workers combined), which totals 44,700 and 22,200 individuals respectively.
In addition, the data for Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovenia and, to some extent, Portugal is unreliable.
The information given for all of these countries can therefore only be used as a guide.

Except for the above countries and unless indicated otherwise, the data shown for 2011 corresponds to
the average numbers observed in the first two quarters of the year. For the other years, we have used the
annual averages calculated over four quarters. Where some records contain gaps for a given country and
the volume of missing data for this country does not exceed 5% of the time series, the values have been
estimated by linear extrapolation.

It should be noted that aggregate gross data (the data provided for all 27 Member States as a whole) is
weighted by Eurostat (2011a), which considers that the data obtained in this way is more reliable. On the
other hand, the gross data for each country on its own are not subject to this weighting. Consequently,

the detailed aggregate data for each country do not correspond exactly to the weighted gross data. For
example, the sum of the data for each country for a given variable is not strictly equal to the value of the
gross aggregate variable. In order to preserve the consistency of the results at the same time as making it
easier to rectify certain missing variables, we have reweighted the detailed data for each country, so that the
aggregate data (considered to be more reliable) corresponds to the detailed data. The data used throughout
the report is therefore an estimate. Nevertheless, the variance generated by the calculations in relation to
the aggregate gross data is extremely small, ensuring that the various data are in line with each other.
Finally, the series of long periods which trace trends over more than 10 years have made it necessary to
reconstruct revision 2 of the NACE classification. This economic activity classification system was overhauled
in 2008. Cross-reference tables enable the old classification (NACE revision 1.1) to be reconciled with the
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new one (Eurostat, 2008b). However, the data prior to 2008 which was sent to us by Eurostat (2011b)
are based on a breakdown into 60 sector-related positions. The level of detail is high, but some of these
categories have been split and divided into various categories for NACE revision 2. Therefore, perfect
traceability of these divisions is not possible for the data used.

Insofar as the changes are relatively marginal* from one classification to the next, and since the number
of I-pros in question appears to be reasonably low, the gaps generated should not cause numbers to be
underestimated to any significant degree. On the other hand, long-term trends can only be looked at in
terms of overall numbers. The recompositions carried out do not allow a sufficiently detailed sector-related
breakdown to reproduce the divisions exactly within the 9 sectors adopted (page 9).

2. |-pros in Europe: a demographic approach

The objective here is to provide an overview of the European I-pro population. Firstly, the position these
workers have within the European workforce is specified. In particular, its significance in relation to self-
employment as a whole is highlighted. Its growth is then covered, revealing a fairly spectacular rise. A few
avenues for analysis derived from the economic literature are proposed. Finally, observing the growth in
I-pro numbers is contemplated at Member State level.

According to Eurostat data (2011a), there are 8,569,200 I-pros across the 27 Member States of the
European Union (Table 1). They represent less than 4% of the working population, but make up a large
proportion of independent workers all sectors combined (all employers and independent workers without
employees). Consequently, 26% of self-employed people are I-pros, and this proportion increases to almost
37% when only self-employed workers without employees are taken into consideration.

Numbers
Working population 216,622.9
Independent workers (employers and self-employed without employees) 32,812.8
Employers 9,578.4
Self-employed without employees 23,234.5
I-pros 8,569.2

Table 1: Breakdown of the European working population (thousands)

Individuals aged 15 and over in 2011, EU 27.
Source: Eurostat (2011a).

However, these framing data mask a significant transnational variability. In fact, as Figure 2 shows, the
proportion of I-pros among the self-employed without employees varies significantly from one country to
the next. For most of these countries, this proportion is between 20 and 50%. For eight of them (Finland,
France, Italy, Hungary, Austria, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands and Denmark), the proportion varies
between 40 and 50%.

4 For example, sub-category 30.02 (installation of computers and other information processing equipment) of NACE version 1.1 could not be
isolated and re-entered into the data prior to 2008.
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In this framework, Romania is something of an exception. Just under 3% of its self-employed workers
without employees are I-pros, but it should be pointed out that the data for this country are fairly unreliable.
At the opposite extreme, the countries which have the most I-pros among their self-employed workers
without employees are Sweden (51.79%), the United Kingdom (52.23%) and Belgium (53.11%). Germany

has the most, with a proportion of 63.21%.

Proportion

[3,18 : 10,00]
[10,00 : 20,00]
[20,00 : 30,00]
[30,00 : 40,00]
[40,00 : 50,00]
[50,00 : 63,21]

J111 B

Figure 2: National proportions of
I-pros among the self-employed
without employees (2011, %)

N.B.: Data missing for Estonia and Malta.
Interpretation: In Italy, between 40 and 50% of
self-employed people without employees are I-pros.
Source: Eurostat (2011a).
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Figure 3: Growth in European workforces (base 100 in 2000)

Individuals aged 15 and over, average of the first two quarters of 2011, EU 27.

* Independent workers include employers and self-employed workers without employees.
** Self-employed workers without employees.

Interpretation: I-pro numbers rose by 82.1% between 2000 and 2011.

Sources: Calculations based on Eurostat data (2011a, 2011b).

Although I-pros make up a large proportion of the independent labour force in most European countries, it
should be pointed out that their numbers have risen sharply in the past ten years. In 2000, the 7,708,700
I-pros counted already represented 23.4% of independent workers and 33.5% of self-employed workers
without employees. By 2011, these proportions had increased by 2.6 and 5.5 points respectively. However,
the rise in this category of worker becomes all the more striking when compared with that of other elements
of the working population (Figure 3).

The rise in I-pro numbers between 2000 and 2011 is remarkable (+82.1%). Over the same period, the
employed population and the population of independent workers saw much smaller rises (7.2% and 5.6%
respectively). It is worth pointing out that numbers of employers dropped (-7.2%) from 2004 onwards. For
this specific category, the effects of the 2002 crisis are not the only factors liable to have played a part.

The fifth wave of EU enlargement® may also have distorted the statistics. In fact, although data was indeed
collected for the new members of the EU prior to 2004, the quality of this data varies. The possibility cannot
be ruled out that the number of employers was overestimated up until 2003, and that the fall observed
simply corresponds to an adjustment in the statistical classifications.

However, looking at the data from 2004 onwards shows that the population of self-employed people without
employees as a whole rose faster than the population of employees. The number of self-employed workers
without employees rose by 12% compared with 2000. The contribution made by I-pros to this rise is up
significantly, standing at +18.62 percentage points, whereas the contribution made by other categories of
self-employed workers without employees is down by 6.63 points. In other words, the I-pro population is a
driver of demographic growth among self-employed workers without employees, whereas the role of
traditional elements (farming, craft and commerce) seems to be falling.

51In 2004, the EU was enlarged to include Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia
and Slovenia. The last two EU Member States (Bulgaria and Romania) joined in 2007.
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Although it is not possible to reconstruct the contribution of each category of self-employed worker without
employees due to methodological limits linked to the change in classiycations (see p. 11), it is possible to
estimate datafor the 2008-2011 period. Consequently, Table 2 conyrms that between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011,
the demographic rise in self-employed workers without employees was indeed driven by I-pro numbers.

Categories Growth rate (%) Contribution (points)
Farmers -8.91 -2.17
Craftsmen -2.73 -0.62
Merchants -2.18 -0.40

I-pros +12.50 +4.14

Others +8.45 +0.13

All self-employed workers without employees +1.08

Table 2: Contributions to the growth in the number of self-employed
workers without employees (Q2 2008 - Q2 2011)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.

Interpretation: Between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011, the number of self-employed workers without employees rose by 1.08%.
The rise in I-pro numbers (+12.5%) is responsible for 4.14 points of this growth.

Source: Calculations based on Eurostat data (2011a).

This conyguration begs the question what caused the rise in I-pros. One of the conceivable explanations

is the speciyc economic climate of the 2008-2011 period. The ynancial crisis followed by the debt crisis

in a number of European countries gave rise to considerable pressure on jobs. Consequently, it might be
assumed that working as an I-pro is a refuge given the short supply of paid employment. Self-employment
might be a constrained choice for workers wanting to continue earning a living.

This theory is much discussed in the scientiyc literature. However, generally, the rise in the number of
self-employed workers without employees signiycantly precedes 2008 (Blanchpower, 2000). Furthermore,
as demonstrated by Bosma, de Wit and Carree (2005), there is no solid proof of the existence of a direct
effect between unemployment levels and the number of self-employed workers without employees. National
econometric studies, such as the works by Henley (2004) concerning the United Kingdom, show that the
increase in the number of self-employed workers without employees is a structural rather than a cyclical
phenomenon.

Other factors are therefore likely to be behind the trends observed. The role of employment policies, already
alluded to in the general introduction, must be taken into account (Henrekson, 2007). A psychosocial trend
may also be partly responsible for the phenomenon. Self-employment may have to do with lifestyle, in that
it brings more personal satisfaction than paid employment (Benz and Frey, 2008). At the present time, this
theory seems extremely plausible. A study commissioned by the European Commission® shows that AEU
citizens were almost evenly divided in their preference for being self-employed or having employee status:
45% would prefer the former and 49% the latterd. However, the report highlights major variations

at national level: fithe preference for being self-employed varied from 26% in Slovakia to 66% in Cypruso.
This observation is no doubt linked to the existence of speciyc legal, social and economic parameters in
each Member State.

6 See Gallup Organization study (2010).
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c) Trends observed at Member State level

Looking at the I-pro population as a whole conceals major national disparities. Firstly, it is not distributed
evenly across Europe (Figure 4). This conyguration should be interpreted as the effect of demographic
disparities combined with the greater or lesser proportion of I-pros among employed workers (Figure 2).

Proportion

[0,05 : 1,00]
[1,00 : 1,50]
[1,50 : 3,00]
[3,00 : 5,00]
[5,00 : 10,00]
[10,00 : 19,71]

J111 B

Figure 4: Distribution of the I-pro
population (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27, data missing
for Estonia and Malta.

Interpretation: Spain accounts for between 5
and 10% of European I-pros.

Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011a).

In fact, 10 countries (Luxembourg, Lithuania, Latvia, Cyprus, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania, Denmark, Ireland
and Slovakia) account for less than 1% of all European I-pros. Their combined shares make up 4.3% of this

population. In contrast, 5 countries account for more than 5% and so make up 71.4% of the European I-pro
population, namely Spain (6.47%), France (8.55%), Germany (17.89%), the United Kingdom (18.77%) and
Italy (19.71%). However, these countries are not necessarily the most dynamic in terms of growth in

overall numbers.
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As Figure 5 shows, the rise in numbers in Europe between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011 (+12.5%) is mainly driven
by four countries:

The rise observed in the United Kingdom accounts for 4.22 points of the growth in overall nhumbers,
[ TThe rises in the number of German and French I-pros are responsible for 2.71 and 2.59 points respectively,
The rise in Poland is noteworthy, since it contributed 1.05 points.

Contribution

] [-0,72: 0]
B [0 : 0,150]
B (0,15 : 0,30]
B (0,30 : 1,00]
B [1.00: 3,00]
Bl [3.00: +22]

Number of I-pros 2011

1 500 000

1 250 000

1 000 000

850 000

500 000

250 000

Figure 5: National contributions to the growth in I-pro numbers

(Q2 2008 - Q2 2011, contribution in points to the growth in numbers)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27, data missing for Estonia and Malta.

Interpretation: Between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011, the growth in the number of German I-pros accounted for between 1 and 3 points of the

growth in numbers in Europe. The number of I-pros for this country at the end of the period is around 1,500,000.
Source: Calculations based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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In contrast, whereas Italy and Spain account for a large proportion in terms of total numbers (Figure 4),
the rise in their numbers is a lot smaller and made a negative contribution to the overall growth rate (-0.21
and -0.72 points respectively). Among those countries which made a negative contribution (which include
Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Denmark and Cyprus), the fall in the number of Italian I-pros had the most

detrimental effect on overall growth.

Number of I-pros (thousands)

7,638.60

8,593.30

Growth rate (%)

Table 3: Trend for I-pro numbers (Q2 2008 - Q2 2011, thousands, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.
Interpretation: Between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011, the

number of Italian I-pros

fell from 1,705,040 individuals to 1,689,000, i.e. a drop in numbers of -0.94%.

Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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On the other hand, some countries have smaller numbers of I-pros (e.g. Belgium, the Czech Republic and
Greece), which are seeing a significant rise and making a positive contribution to the overall growth in the
population of European I-pros. However, although some countries are seeing spectacular growth in numbers
(particularly Romania and Slovenia), they are too marginal to influence the trend seen at European level to
any large degree. Table 3 summarises these variations for each Member State.

Generally, the European I-pro population is concentrated in the group of countries formed by Italy, the
United Kingdom, Germany and France. However, the main sources of the rise in numbers are found around
a West-East axis (United Kingdom, France, Germany and Poland) and in Northern Europe. The Eastern
European Member States appear to have fairly promising growth potential in terms of this population, but
this remains to be confirmed. The statistics describing the situation in these countries should be treated with
caution. Except for Portugal, the configuration in the Southern Member States is more mixed. The extremely
unfavourable economic situation they were experiencing over the period in question may be responsible for
a lasting contraction in opportunities for independent workers and therefore in the development of I-pros.

3. Sector-related distribution of I-pros

So as better to characterise I-pros, we looked at their sector-related distribution. This study focuses
indirectly on the primary aspect of their activity, i.e. their occupation. In this context, European I-pros are
characterised by extremely pronounced sector-related specialisation. Just over 30% of them engage in a
professional, scientific or technical activity (Figure 6). Activities related to human health and social work
make up the second most represented sector. This configuration is consistent with the traditional definition
of the I-pro, which revolves around highly qualified and generally regulated activities, such as the law,
architecture, medicine, etc. (see p. 8).

Professional, scientific and technical activities
Human health and social work activities
Other service activities

Information and communication

Arts, entertainment and recreation
Administrative and support service activities
Education

Financial and insurance activities

Real estate activities
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Figure 6: Sector-related distribution of European I-pros (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.
Interpretation: 30.3% of I-pros in Europe engage in a professional, scientific or technical activity.
Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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The composition of the third highest represented economic activity (other service activities) is much less
consistent than the others. It contains fairly diverse fields, such as repairing computers and communication
equipment, fitness services and activities related to economic, employers’ and professional organisations.
Consequently, it includes activities which do not necessarily fall within the exclusive scope of I-pros.

In France, for example, some of them are counted as craft activities (beauty treatments, computer
maintenance, and so on).However, despite its obvious lack of internal uniformity and the different ways in
which national regulations treat its components, this sector is an important element of the sector-related
characterisation of I-pros.

Professional

Real estate | scientific and
activities technical
activities

Information | Financial and
and insurance

Administrat. Human health Arts, Other
and support Education and social | entertainment service

communication|  activities service work activities | & recreation activities

Italy 6.77 5.29 3.58 | 41.69  6.46 5.23 | 11.47 | 5.99 | 13.51
Sweden 10.63 2.19 3.21 | 38.77 | 4.47 | 4.44 6.39 | 13.78 | 16.13
Spain 8.62 5.65 4.01 | 36.34 6.63 6.38 9.23 7.90 | 15.24
Slovakia 9.96 | 13.70 | 3.62 | 35.06 | 4.95 | 4.29 | 11.89 | 3.20 | 13.34

Poland 11.27 | 11.10 | 3.67 28.10 | 7.50 6.57 | 11.95 4.50 | 15.34

Ireland 13.14 4.25 3.86 | 27.82 | 8.58 9.27 | 10.28 | 13.14 | 9.66

Hungary 9.40 | 11.11 2.83 27.71 | 8.18 4.77 4.87 8.62 | 22.50
Fimland | 548 | 2.66 | 243 | 27.34| 7.19 | 354 | 1621 | 15.41 | 20,03

Table 4: National sector-based distribution of I-pros (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over.

N.B.: Only those countries for which proportions could be calculated are featured in this table.
Interpretation: In Sweden, 38.77% of I-pros engage in a professional, scientific or technical activity.
Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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A transnational comparison of the sector-related distributions shows some regional differences and reveals
three types of configurations (Table 4):

The countries in which I-pros are mainly concentrated in professional, scientific and technical activities.
Except for human health and social work activities, I-pros are therefore predominantly engaged in
traditional regulated activities in these countries,

"Bipolarised” countries, where the distribution of I-pros is dominated by professional, scientific and
technical activities on the one hand, and by health and social work activities and the other service
activities sector on the other hand,

"Non-specialised” countries, where the distribution is only slightly dominated by the professional,
scientific and technical activities sector.

There is no doubt that the specific national legal and social characteristics of each Member State may

go some way towards explaining the configurations observed. At the same time, socio-demographic
characteristics may play an equally important role. While the quality of the data does not enable a robust
assessment to be carried out of sector-related distribution according to gender for the various countries,
it appears that gender specialisation is, in fact, at work generally.

Bl Males
I remales

Human health and social work activities

Other service activities

Education

Administrative and support service activities

Arts, entertainment and recreation

Real estate activities

Professional, scientific and technical activities

Financial insuarnace activities

Information and communication

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 7: Sector-related distribution of I-pros according to gender (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.
Interpretation: In Europe, 44.5% of I-pros working in the education sector are men.
Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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Consequently, some sectors have a strong female bias (this is particularly true of the human health and social
work sector), whereas others are clearly dominated by men, like the professional, scientiyc and technical
activities sectors. Regional social conventions governing the individualis choice of activity may explain such
contrasts (Figure 7).

From the point of view of the sector-related structural trend at EU level, it appears that the growth in
numbers between 2008 and 2011 has beneyted all activities (Figure 8). The education, real estate activities
and professional, scientiyc and technical activities sectors saw their numbers grow by more than 15% over
the period. In contrast, the rise is much smaller for arts, entertainment and recreation activities, which is
the only sector to experience a growth rate below 5%.

Nevertheless, the rises observed should be seen in relation to each sectoris contributions to the growth in
overall I-pro numbers. In fact, the proportion of citizens in the real estate activities sector is too small for
variations to have any signiycant impact on the general trend. The three sectors which are playing a driving
demographic role are those in which traditional activities for I-pros are concentrated, i.e. professional,
scientiyc and technical activities (responsible for 5.05 points of the 12.5% growth in total numbers) and
health and social work activities (2.06 points). These are followed by the education, information and other
service activities sectors, the contributions of which range from 1.13 to 1.38 points. From a demographic
point of view, the weight of history is therefore continuing to favour traditional economic activities.
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Figure 8: Growth rate (%) and contribution to growth (points) of I-pro numbers in each sector
(Q2 2008 - Q2 2011)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.

Interpretation: Between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011, I-pro numbers in the education sector rose by 18.51% (bottom scale). This increase is

responsible for a 1.38 point increase (top scale) in the growth of overall I-pro numbers (+12.50%).
Source: Calculations based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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4. Level of training and skills of I-pros

The databases used do not allow the skills employed by I-pros on a daily basis to be assessed. However,
training and skill levels can be measured by an index created by UNESCO (2006) and included in Eurostat’s
bases (2011b). Called the international standard classification of education (ISCED), it identifies three levels:

Low, i.e. a level corresponding to pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education,
Medium, which includes upper secondary education and non-higher post-secondary education,

High, which refers to a level of training equivalent to a higher education qualification.

As you might expect, I-pros are trained to a rather high level. 53% of them are highly qualified. However,
there are major disparities between sectors (Figure 9). Most I-pros in the human health and social work
sector are trained to a high level (71.17%). This level is also dominant in the professional, scientific and
technical activities (69.30%) and education sectors (62.35%). These proportions far exceed the average
observed for European I-pros as a whole. This configuration seems natural, because engaging in an activity
in these sectors requires university level training, which is generally laid down by law for regulated activities
(law, medicine, etc.).

Other service activities B Low
Bl Medium
Bl High

Administrative and support service activities
Financial insuarnace activities

Real estate activities

Arts, entertainment and recreation

Whole

Information and communication

Education

Professional, scientific and technical activities

Human health and social work activities

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 9: Level of training of I-pros according to economic activity (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.

Interpretation: In the human health and social work activities sector, 71.17% of I-pros are trained to a high level, whereas only 5.91%
are characterised by low level qualifications.

Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011b).

23



To some extent, the information sector tends to encompass a lot of highly qualiyed people, but the
difference compared to the average is signiycantly less pronounced (56.64%). It essentially covers activities
which are not particularly regulated, a factor which, no doubt, contributes to greater disparity between
training curricula. The other sectors are characterised by a high proportion of people with an average level
of training in line with the type of activities engaged in. Generally, it should be noted that, regardless of

the sector in question, only a small proportion of I-pros have just a low level of training.

Where the distribution of levels of education is looked at in terms of gender for all I-pros, it emerges that
the deviations are very small. Speciycally, 51.61% of women have a high level of training, and this is the
case for 54.11% of their male counterparts. However, cross-tabulating these variables with economic activity
brings to light some remarkable conygurations (Figure 10).

Levels of education for men and women are relatively close in most sectors. They are almost equal for
professional, scientiyc and technical activities, as well as for information and communication activities.
However, women are more qualiyed than men in the sectors of education, arts, entertainment and recreation
activities and, to some extent, other service activities. Conversely, men are relatively more qualiyed in the
human health and social work sector.

These conygurations have to be linked to sector-related gender distribution (Figure 7, p. 21). Whereas
women dominate in the human health and social work sector, the small proportion of men (30.61%) is
much better qualiyed. The situation is reversed when it comes to arts, entertainment and recreation
activities (60.72% men). It would therefore appear that a kind of gender-related concentration of skills is
at work. No doubt, this must have an impact on the kind of jobs engaged in and on remuneration levels.
Unfortunately, the available data do not allow for robust statistical investigations in these yelds.

Human health
and social
work activities

Professional,
scientific and
technical activities

Other service
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Males Low
Males Medium
Males High
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Figure 10: Distribution of levels of training of I-pros according to gender and economic activity (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.

Interpretation: In the human health and social work sector, 64.19% of women are highly trained, compared with 86.19% of their male
counterparts.

Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011b).
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9. The main socio-demographic characteristics

We conclude this study by taking a look at the main demographic characteristics. This adds to the
information concerning gender distribution which was outlined in previous sections.

The data show that the European I-pro population is relatively feminised. Women make up 46.1% of the
numbers. This average rate is fairly consistent from country to country, although there are a few disparities.
In this context, it should be pointed out that the data tracing gender distribution in each country are not
very robust. In fact, a large amount of data is missing from Eurostat’s bases (2011a). Nevertheless, it is still
possible to carry out approximations for a number of countries. Consequently, an estimate of national rates
of feminisation of I-pros is proposed (Figure 11).

The proportion of women among national I-pro numbers ranges from 40.4% in Sweden to 57.7% in
Romania. This range is indicative. In fact, it has not been possible to carry out estimates for 11 countries,

i.e. 40.7% of Member States. Of the remaining 16 countries, only 4 have more female I-pros than males (the
Czech Republic, Finland, Cyprus and Romania). These few disparities imply that there are specific national
socioeconomic characteristics inherent in the choice of employment status (self-employed or employed).

Feminisation rate

1 T[40 :42]
B [42:44]
B  [44: 46]
B [46 : 48]
B (48 :50]
B [50: 58]

Figure 11: Estimated national
feminisation rates for I-pros
(2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU, data missing

for Austria, Bulgaria, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal and Slovakia.
Interpretation: In the United Kingdom, the
feminisation rate for I-pros is estimated to be
between 46 and 48%.

Source: Calculations based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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From a dynamic point of view, both genders made similar contributions to the rise in the overall number

of I-pros (+12.5%) seen between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011 (Table 5). In fact, the rise in numbers of women
(+13.4%) is responsible for 6.1 points of the overall growth and the rise in the number of men (+11.8%)
is responsible for the remaining 6.4 points. However, taking sectors into account reveals several contrasts.

The number of men in the other service activities sector dipped slightly. However, the rise in the number
of women largely offset the effects of this dip. At the same time, numbers of women fell in the arts,
entertainment and recreation activities sector. In this sector, the positive effect of the rise in the number

of men is rather moderate.

e weme
Growth Growth
rate Contribution* rate Contribution*
Information and communication 16.77 1.12 3.47 0.07
Flnanc,a|andmsuranceact,wt,es .......................................... 893 ............................ 032 ........................... g 60 016 .............

Rea|estateact|v|t|es ..................................................................... 856 ............................ 017 ........................ 3 396 035 .............

profess,ona|SC,ent,ycandtechn,ca|act,\,,t,es ............ 1595 ........................... 299 ......................... 1 946 206 .............

Admm,strat,veandSuppoﬂserwceactmtles ................. 870 ............................ 047 .......................... 328 012 .............

Educatlon ........................................................................................... 2119 ........................... 069 ......................... 1632 064 .............

Humanhealthandsoualworkactlwtles ........................... 991 ............................ 044 ......................... 1 740 .......................... 1 62 .............
Arts, entertainment and recreation 4.97 0.28 -3.26 -0.13
Other service activities -0.41 -0.02 12.57 1.15
Overall 11.79 6.44 13.36 6.06

Table 5: Growth in numbers according to gender, and contribution to
the general growth of the I-pro population (Q2 2008 - Q2 2011, %, points)

* Contribution to the growth in overall numbers of I-pros (12.5%).

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.

Interpretation: Between Q2 2008 and Q2 2011, numbers of men rose by 16.77%.
This rise is responsible for 1.12 points of the growth in overall numbers (12.5%).
Source: Calculations based on Eurostat data (2011a).
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The other sectors remain very attractive regardless of gender. The rise in the number of men in the
information and communication sector and, especially, in the professional, scientific and technical
activities sector contributed significantly to the rise in overall numbers. For their female counterparts, the
professional, scientific and technical sector is also the main contributor to the overall rise, alongside arts,
entertainment and recreation activities and other service activities.

Overall, it therefore has to be observed that, despite troubled economic times in Europe, the I-pro
population is tending to rise, fairly irrespective of gender. This observation leads us, once more, to wonder
about the causes of this trend which, unfortunately, cannot be identified from the data used.

A final demographic characterisation can be undertaken in the light of the age of I-pros. In this field, the
only approach possible is a general one, since cross-tabulating variables reveals large gaps in the data.
Nevertheless, it is possible to observe that the I-pro population is mostly comprised of workers aged
between 25 and 49 (62.1%). Women are slightly younger than their male counterparts since 28.9%

of them are aged 50 and over, compared with 38.15% of men.

[ | Male
B remale
75 and +
65 -74
50 - 64
21 - 49
15-24

70 60 50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Figure 12: Distribution of I-pros according to age group and gender (2011, %)

Individuals aged 15 and over, EU 27.
Interpretation: 27.67% of female I-pros are aged between 50 and 64.
Source: Based on Eurostat data (2011a).

Conclusions European I-Pros: A Study 27



As far as we are aware, this descriptive study is the first ever to be carried out concerning European I-pros.
This lack of information is linked to three correlated factors. Firstly, self-employed workers as a whole are
still poorly apprehended from a statistical point of view. Incidentally, the I-pro sub-category of self-employed
people suffers from the same shortcomings. Improvements are regularly being made by statistical bodies in
the collection and compilation of data, but the bases often contain gaps. Secondly, when it comes to labour
forces, national statistical bodies mainly focus on employed workers. Their main objective is to produce
information to support political decisions. The fact that employees still dominate significantly as a legal form
when it comes to employment means that there is less interest in self-employed workers. Finally, the many
types of legal status and regulations for engaging in self-employment no doubt explain many of the problems
when it comes to creating international databases devoted to the self-employed.

The PCG'’s approach is therefore proving to be both original and necessary. In fact, despite the limitations
related to the volume and quality of data, the study shows that the 8,569,000 I-pros identified across Europe
represent a constantly growing labour force. Whereas the employed population is tending to stagnate,

I-pro numbers are seeing remarkable dynamism. In this context, it seems worth seeking to gain a better
understanding of the characteristics of this specific type of worker, the salient socio-demographic elements of
which have emerged throughout the study.

Nevertheless, this work represents a first approach, which has measuring value. It begs to be extended

in order to identify and measure the factors governing the remarkable trends which have been observed.
An approach of this kind is necessary in order better to assess the economic and social potential of the
development of I-pros in Europe and, in the best possible way, guide the actions which would enable them
to be provided with a suitable working environment.

Through this first descriptive study, the PCG is shedding light on a whole field of multidisciplinary scientific
research, and opening up the way for reflecting on economic policy and employment.
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