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Abstract:
The paper explores the following research questions: Firstly, to which degree are permanent employees and mini-jobbers willing to cooperate with each other? Secondly, to which degree does the lack of integration of mini-jobbers affect their willingness to cooperate?
In the retail trade, the willingness of employees to cooperate with each others is necessary for customer satisfaction and customer connection. However, the results of my quality study in the German retail sector proves that the willingness of permanent employees and mini-jobbers to cooperate with each other is marginal. For example, in most cases they are not willing to support each other mutually and/or to exchange knowledge. Based on the Revised Contact Theory, Common Ingroup Identity Model and Social Identity Theory the lack of cooperation is very probably caused by the perception of the mini-jobbers, which is that they are treated unfairly and not integrated into the staff. In an empirical study, 36 interviews were conducted with permanent employees, mini-jobbers and managers in twelve enterprises from different branches of the German retail sector using a half-structured interview-guidelines. 
Introduction
In the retail sector, cooperation relations are necessary for the creation and maintenance of high customer satisfaction and customer retention, as well as for the benefit of customer relations (e.g., Bauer, Groß, Lehmann & Munz 2003). Lacking cooperation between the employees can produce an image of unprofessionalism in the customers’ minds and could well endanger the reputation of the retail dealer. For the origin of cooperation, stable and trusting relations between employees are necessary (Seifert & Pawlowsky 1998). 
However, in the German retail sector there are signs that the cooperation relations between employees are affected. The first sign is that there are two different groups in the labour market of retailing which leads to an economically and socially undesirable segmentation of the staff (Doeringer & Piore 1971). The first group includes permanent employees (full-time and part-time) forces. In Germany, from 2000 to 2005, the number of full-time employees decreased from 1,423,000 to 1,171,000 (-17.7 %) and the number of the part-time employees increased from 1,130,000 to 1,293,000 (+13.9 %). This fact clearly shows that the latter group dominates the employee-structure in the retail sector (Carls 2008). 
The second group includes mini-jobbers, which in the same period of time rose by 31.6% from 542.000 to 713.000 (Warich 2006). In the meantime, almost every third employee in the retail trade is a mini-jobber and among the 1,293,000 part-time employees, mini-jobbers make up about 55 percent. In Germany, on the one hand, the term “mini-jobber” is a definition of labour who continuously works a few hours and earns a maximum of 400 € a month; this is also free of social security and tax. On the other hand, mini-jobbers are also classed as seasonal workers lasting two months or 50 days a year (German Federal Ministry of work and social 2007).
Secondly, previous empiric studies show that mini-jobbers receive unequal treatment, and this group is facing highly precarious working conditions and widespread violation of worker rights.  In this way segmentation between permanent staff and mini-jobbers is emphasised. Benkhoff and Hermet (2008) have found through explorative study that mini-jobbers are disadvantaged when it comes to labour laws. Mini-jobbers get partial or no written employment contracts, often no continued pay in the case of illness and often no paid holidays (Benkhoff & Hermet 2008). Also, Winkel (2005) has proved that in 2004 only 7.6 percent of mini-jobbers have applied for and received for continued pay in the case of illness in comparison to 56 percent of the regular employees. Besides, mini-jobbers are confronted with a higher job insecurity because firms in the retail sector ignore their protection against unlawful dismissal (Benkhoff & Hermet 2008; Federation of German Trade Unions 2007), and mini-jobbers receive unequal pay (Benkhoff & Hermet 2008; Kalina & Weinkopf 2008). In addition, Mullholland (2008) has shown that the duties of mini-jobbers are highly fragmented in contrast to the exacting and comprehensive duties of the permanent employees. 
However, the studies provide no explanation about how the division of the staff into these two parts effects the solidarity of permanent employees and mini-jobbers in terms of their cooperative behaviour together. Until now there are no empiric studies which have examined the implications of lack of mini-jobbers’ integration. On the basis of the Revised Contact Theory (Pettigrew 1998), Common Ingroup Identity Model (e.g., Gaertner, Dovidio & Bachmann 1996) and Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner 1979, 1986) it is to be supposed that a missing integration of mini-jobbers could undermine the willingness both groups to cooperate among each other. 

Hence, the following research questions should be examined: Firstly, to which degree are permanent employees and mini-jobbers willing to cooperate with each other? Secondly, to which degree does the lack of integration of mini-jobbers impede on their willingness to cooperate?

Theoretical Background

The willingness to cooperate and the social integration of individuals is best explained on the basis of the Social Identity Theory, developed mainly by Tajfel & Turner (1979, 1986). According to this Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner 1979, 1986) individuals like to assign themselves and other people in groups on the basis of salient characteristics (e.g., gender). In this manner they want to differentiate between groups of which they belong (in-group, insider) and to which they do not belong (outgroup, outsider). This happens because they need to define their social identity as an important part of their self-concept and want to enhance their self-esteem by belonging to groups that are positively valued. The affiliation with a group is connected with positive cognitive bias and the preferential treatment of in-group-members. The preferential treatment of the ingroup-members can express itself in cooperative behaviour patterns, affection, trust and concern for collective welfare (Brewer 1996) as well as through common rituals (e.g., coffee breaks; Lawrence & Corwin 2003).
However, towards outsiders, individuals frequently develop a negative cognitive bias which often goes along with negative, uncooperative behaviour. Because there is evidence of a segmentation among retail staff and because mini-jobbers receive unequal treatments, it can be supposed that permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive themselves in two different groups. If mini-jobbers and permanent employees perceive themselves as two groups within an organization, on the basis of the Social Identity Theory, conflicts and social competition between both groups is expected (fig. 1). 
Certainly the Social Identity Theory explains no assumptions about the improvement of the group relations. The Common In-group Identity Model (e.g. Gaertner et al. 1996) sets about to describe this aspect. On the basis of the Common In-group Identity Model, people separate into two groups because of a cognitive change – a so-called process of re-categorisation (e.g., Gaertner et al. 1996) – which often creates a new category based on a higher level of inclusion (Gaertner & Dovidio 2000). Accordingly, permanent employees and mini-jobbers restructure themselves as either a common group ("common in-group") or as “staff”. If both the mini-jobbers and permanent employees perceived themselves as belonging to a common group within an organization or the mini-jobbers felt integrated into the staff, positive relations and willingness to cooperate resulted between the group members (fig. 1). These can be led back to the positive cognitive bias which is linked with the group identification and cooperative behaviour patterns (Tajfel & Turner 1979, 1986; Gaertner et al. 1996).
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Figure 1: Social integration of mini-jobbers into the staff and cooperation relations between permanent employees and mini-jobbers. 

The theoretical assumptions are supported by empiric findings. In different studies it was proved that segmentation of staff undermine communication and cooperation between groups. For example, the passing on of knowledge and information is affected (e.g., Connelly 2000; Connelly & Kelloway 2003; Gray & Laidlaw 2002; Sias, Kramer & Jenkins 1997). In addition, Chattopadhyay and George (2001) demonstrate that segmentation of staff is connected with lower willingness to help, a lower level of trust and a lower level of affection.
However, the findings included other kinds of edge groups (e.g., temporary workers) and should not be unchecked transfer on the group of the mini-jobbers. Consequently, it should be specified as to the degree in which permanent employees and mini-jobbers feel unwilling to cooperate. Also, the extent to which lack of social integration of the mini-jobbers affects the willingness of both groups to cooperate should be examined. Hence, the following hypotheses should be checked:

Hypothesis 1a: If permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive themselves  as two different groups, then their willingness to cooperate with each other is marginal.

Hypothesis 1b: If permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive themselves as a common in-group with mini-jobbers feeling integrated into the staff, then their willingness to cooperate with each other is high.

The conditions which prefer the process of re-categorisation in a common group are specified in the Revised Contact Theory, originally developed by Allport (1954), and reformulated by Pettigrew (1998). According to the Revised Contact Theory and Common Ingroup Identity Model, it is supposed that positive contact between groups promotes the perception of a common in-group identity, reducing intergroup hostility and minimizing the attention of category differences. The contact situation should contain certain conditions, including, for example: equal status between the groups in the situation, cooperative intergroup interactions, and opportunities for personal acquaintance between out-group members and the support of authorities, law or custom. Contact under these conditions reduces bias and feelings of threat and uncertainty, presumably by producing more favourable impressions of out-group members (Pettigrew & Tropp 2006). In the reverse, the willingness to cooperate is marginal if the positive contact is missing between groups (status is unequal, no need of cooperation, no contact and no support or positive reinforcement of cooperative respect from an authority).
In the meantime, the Revised Contact Theory, which originally focused on racial and ethnical groups, also has been usefully applied to a host of pressing social issues and other kinds of groups (Pettigrew & Tropp 2006). Up to now, the Revised Contact Theory was not applied by the group of mini-jobbers. Because the Revised Contact Theory and Common In-group Identity Model meet important assumptions about the origin of cooperative intergroup relations, it should be applied by permanent employees and mini-jobbers. Consequently, it should be checked whether a missing positive contact restrains the cooperation relations between permanent employees and mini-jobbers. Hence, the following hypotheses should be checked:

Hypothesis 2a: If permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive their status as unequal, then their willingness to cooperate with each other is marginal.

Hypothesis 2b: If permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive that there is no need to cooperate, then their willingness to cooperate with each other is marginal.

Hypothesis 2c: If permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive they have no contact to each other, then their willingness to cooperate with each other is marginal.

Hypothesis 2d: If permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive the management does not promote cooperation relations, then their willingness to cooperate with each other is marginal.
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Method 
To find an answer to these research questions, an empirical study was conducted in the German retail trade. The study was based on a cross section design which included twelve enterprises. These enterprises belong to different branches of the retail trade. More specifically, the study analysed well-known commercial retail chains in different branches, which included three food companies, two property markets, two clothes shops, a furniture house, an enterprise from the electronics branch, a sports article supplier, a chemist's shop and a shoe store. The reason for considering different branches is that there are differences in the practices of management, showing the integration of mini-jobbers not only between the different enterprises but also between the different branches. All these companies were randomly selected.

In the examined enterprises there were a total of 781 employees consisting of 618 permanent employees and 163 mini-jobbers. The examined firms employ between one and 45 mini-jobbers, and the portion of mini-jobbers amounted to between 1 percent and 46 percent. After statements of the questioned managers, the great variation lies in the personnel budgets which are given by the company headquarters. Within the personnel budget, the branch managers can decide mostly freely whether and how many permanent employees or mini-jobbers they want to employ.
On the basis of half-structured, guide-supported interview guides a total of 36 interviews with managers, permanent employees and mini-jobbers were conducted. Eleven managers, eleven permanent employees and fourteen mini-jobbers were questioned. The interviews with permanent employees and mini-jobbers lasted between one to one and a half hours, and the interviews with managers between one and a half and three hours.
The central object of the interviews with managers, permanent employees and mini-jobbers was to analyse the degree of cooperation relations and social integration of mini-jobbers into the staff and to understand how mini-jobbers feel integrated into the staff. First we questioned the permanent employees and mini-jobbers about their cooperation relations and allowed them to describe to what extent they felt supported by the other group (e.g., transfer of important information and knowledge, common rituals). Afterwards, the permanent staff, mini-jobbers and managers gave us information about possible reasons for their unwillingness to cooperate. Furthermore, it was asked in which extent and in which manner the examined enterprises promoted the integration of mini-jobbers. 

The data material was systematically evaluated on the basis of the qualitative content analysis of Mayring (2000).

Results 

The findings show that neither the group of permanent employees nor the group of mini-jobbers share a feeling of a common in-group identity, and the willingness to cooperate is coined between permanent staff and mini-jobbers. Besides, the perception of permanent staff and mini-jobbers almost does not differ almost.

More specifically, both groups support and trust each other marginally. While the permanent employees mostly help themselves and work together, mini-jobbers often find out no support from permanent staff. The permanent employees often support mini-jobbers only if they are asked directly to do so. Or the permanent employees give advice if they foresee more work for themselves because the mini-jobbers otherwise perform the task falsely. However, it also seems that the permanent employees give no support to the mini-jobbers. Because they do not feel responsible for them. For example, a permanent employee (working in the food retail trade) expressed the following in regard to mini-jobbers: „If it came down to me, and I was asked a question, I would say no  you do not belong to me. And I won’t answer the question!” Also, permanent employees often place blame for a mistake on mini-jobbers. A permanent employee (working in the property market) stated the following: „It is often said, “Oh that was the mini-jobber.“.
An unwillingness to cooperate between permanent staff and mini-jobbers also appears in the fact that the permanent employees are partly not willing to transfer their knowledge to mini-jobbers. Five permanent employees held back their knowledge from mini-jobbers. Four permanent employees expressed a fear of being substituted by a mini-jobber. Mini-jobbers have the same perception, thinking that the permanent staff does not transfer its knowledge because they fear being substituted by a mini-jobber. A mini-jobber (working in a furniture house) expressed the following: „… they know that their work can be substituted because it is not so difficult. (…) and they also know that it can go relatively faster, so they keep their knowledge to simply to protect themselves.“. Another mini-jobber (from a food store) also had this feeling. He reported: „With the older permanent employees, one notices that they give very little out because they are afraid that we could pose a great challenge for their jobs. (…) If you have a question on the cash till, for example, and you need assistance, the permanent employee will simply look away, and concentrate on their own work.“.
But also all the other permanent employees gave their knowledge with reservations on mini-jobbers. However, the permanent employees had no greater doubts about transfering their knowledge to mini-jobbers if they supposed that the enterprise could not function without permanent staff, and if they thought they were not interchangeable with mini-jobbers. Moreover, the permanent employees transfered their knowledge without doubt to mini-jobbers if mini-jobbers were students. Most students are not in search of unlimited permanent employment, so the permanent employees perceive them as no threat to their jobs.
Other signs pointing to a lack of common group identity comes in the fact that the permanent staff and mini-jobbers often do not spend their breaks together. There is no private exchange taking place between them, and the groups mostly have no contact with each other outside the company environment. In addition, mini-jobbers feel a low solidarity because the permanent employees interact intimately with each other and the cohesion is greater between them. Moreover, the permanent employees often know themselves by first name and do not know the first name of the mini-jobbers.
According to expectations (Hypotheses 2a till 2d) the reasons for the lack of cooperation between both groups can be led back to the perception of unequal treatment and missing integration of the mini-jobbers into the staff. The interviews with managers of the examined companies proved that mini-jobbers are often paid poor and are not treated by the same labour laws as the permanent staff although they must receive the same treatment according to German labour legislation (e.g., Benkhoff & Hermet 2008).

Furthermore, mini-jobbers have a lower status in comparison to the permanent colleagues in all examined enterprises. For example, the management is not often ready to invest in continuing education and working clothes for mini-jobbers, so mini-jobbers must often provide their own private clothing, which makes them unrecognizable as a company member. Furthermore mini-jobbers are often excluded in discussions and company parties. In addition, interviews show that often the mini-jobbers are treated less fairly by their supervisor. For example, mini-jobbers almost get no regular feedback about their achievements.

Mini-jobbers not only receive unequal treatment. The interviews with permanent employees and mini-jobbers of the examined companies proved that both groups also perceive status differences. All permanent employees and some of mini-jobbers perceive permanent staff having a higher status in the company in the comparison to mini-jobbers. The permanent employees feel they have a higher status in the company because of their specialized knowledge, their responsibilities and privileges they receive from management. Furthermore, the permanent employees connect with they performance and achievements of the enterprise achievement.

According to assumptions of the Revised Contact Theory (Pettigrew 1998) and Common In-group Identity Model (e.g., Gaertner et al. 1996), solidarity and cooperative group relations are favoured by a positive contact of both groups to each other. Above all, the questioned permanent employees and mini-jobbers see the reasons for a missing common group identity as related to the fact that they have little or no contact with each other. The low contact frequency arises not only from a missing cooperation between both groups, but is also caused by the fact that mini-jobbers work relatively in isolation from the permanent employees. The reasons for this lie primarily in the working times and working areas. For example, most mini-jobbers are employed for transporting and unpacking goods before the stores opening times, and they usually work in isolated areas like storage facilities. Beside a low contact frequency, the interviews show that the permanent employees often feel no wish to have contact more often with the mini-jobbers.
Common In-group identity between permanent employees and mini-jobbers is also missing because both groups get no equivalent duties and the mini-jobbers change relatively often. While duties of the permanent staff employees are exacting and comprehensive, duties of mini-jobbers are often fragmented. Furthermore, the duties of the mini-jobbers are marked by a high working intensity. Thereby it is not possible for the mini-jobbers to build up interpersonal relations with the permanent employees. The following statement of a mini-jobber working in a food store also supported this: „… one has no time to talk … we have to finish our work in the shortest possible time.“

According to theoretical acceptances, both groups were questioned about the extent to which they needed to cooperate with each other at work. Like interviews proved the permanent employees and mini-jobbers mostly believed, that there was no need to cooperate with each other. But both groups agreed that the permanent employees gave instructions to the mini-jobbers, behaving like their supervisors. Moreover, the permanent employees profited from the mini-jobbers because they reduced their amount of work and made working hours more pleasant.
According to the assumptions of the Revised Contact Theory (Pettigrew 1998), a positive contact results in a common group identity. The majority of questioned managers believe that they promote the contact and integration of mini-jobbers in the staff. Indeed, the questioned permanent employees and mini-jobbers perceive is opinion different. From their view the responsibility for contact and integration is left to the permanent staff and the management do not promoted the contact between both groups. A permanent employee working in a clothes shop refers to the following: „It is up to us to train and integrate the part time staff, but this is not promoted by the management.“.
Under these circumstances it is rather unlikely that both groups cooperate with each other. However, the extent of cooperation relations between both groups is dependent also on how the management assigns the mini-jobbers and whether the mini-jobbers assignment is connected with the dismissal of a permanent employee. The sign that the position is interchangeable provokes competition between both groups and destroys their willingness to cooperate.
Implications
In summary, both groups of employees (permanent employees and mini-jobbers) do not have much “positive contact” with each other, resulting in the fact that solidarity and cooperation have little chance to evolve. One of the reasons for this is that mini-jobbers usually work in isolation from permanent staff. Moreover, mini-jobbers often get no equivalent duties in comparison to the permanent staff. Other reasons for the discrepancy between groups and the resulting lack of cooperation are the unequal treatment, the lack of contact between the superiors and the with mini-jobbers, and may be the high fluctuation of mini-jobbers. Under these circumstances both groups are not willing to cooperate with each other. For a short time no negative effects from this missing integration are to be expected. However, in the long term the missing integration and unwillingness to cooperate entails high costs and “hidden costs” (Allan 2000), and effect coordination and organization. 
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