Precarious Lives:

Insecurity, Exclusion and Well-Being
In Post-Industrial Societies

Arne L. Kalleberg

Department of Sociology
University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill

April 9, 2015

Higher School of Economics
Moscow, Russia




Overview

» The Growth of Precarious Work

» Consequences of Precarious Work

» Insecurity
» Job
» Economic
» Social Exclusion
» Transition to Adulthood

» Family Formation

» Individual Well-Being

» Confronting Precarity: Politics and Policies



Precarity

» An existence characterized by lack of predictability or
security

» Social Isolation and exclusion from institutions (used
especially in Europe)

» Increasingly used to describe consequences of neoliberal
policy & decline of 20" century social contracts

» Sources of precarity in 215t century
» Terrorism, Wars and Political Conflict
» Climate Change
» Rapid Technological Change
» Work
» Etc.

» Precarity in Context (Rich Democracies, 215t Century, etc.)
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Standard Employment Relationship

> Pillars:

» Bilateral Employment
Relation

» Standardized Hours
» Continuous Employment

» Psychological Contract

) > Access to

l » Regulatory protections
» Training
» Careers

» (Adult Male Citizens)




M aCro COUNTRY DIFFERENCES in Liberalization
Policies and their Consequences
Changes
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Precarious Work

> Work that Is:

» Insecure

» Uncertain

» Risks borne by workers (vs. employers or the state)
» Limited income and benefits

> Little potential for better jobs

» Examples:

» Informal economy work
» Temporary work
» > |nsecurity in “regular” jobs in the formal economy
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Countries and Employment/Welfare Regimes

» Liberal Market Economies:

» Coordinated Market
Economies:

» Mediterranean: E

» Productivist: .




Country Differences

Denmark Germany Japan Spain UK us
Labour Market Policies
Active: % GDP Spent on retraining, etc. (2009) 161 1.01 043 086 033 0.15
Passive: % of GDP spent on unemployment
benefits (2009) 2.3 1.68 0.72 345 066 0.88
Employment Protection: Regular Workers 163 3 187 2 48 112 0.17
(2008) . . . : .
Employment Protection: Temporary Workers 138 195 1 a5 0.3 0.95
[2008)
Collective Bargaining Coverage [2007) B85 64 .05 16.1 735 HMB 133
Index of Overall Welfare Benefit Generosity
(Unemployment, Sickness, Pensions){2010) 341 2 237 356 7.3 217
Women's LFPR (25-64){2013) 788 T6.97 68.88 7426 7429 70.32




Forms of Liberalization

» Deregulatory Liberalization (U.S., U.K)

» Increased marketization/decline of institutional
protections; individualization of risk

» Dualism (Germany, Japan, Spain)

» Growing gaps between regular and nonstandard
workers; labor market insiders and outsiders

» Embedded Flexibilization (Denmark)
» Market liberalization, collectivization of risk



% Temporary Employment, 1985-2013 All Persons, (OECD Data)

40
35

) /\/\__/\

/ \ . = Denmark

25 —
/ \ = Germany

20 Japan
/ = Spain
15 UK
—— e = e
107 B ~ OECD
_\ / Tee— —

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

T~ Y YT YT O OYT O OYT O OYT O OYT O OYT O OYT YT YT YT Y v




Labor Market Policies and Job Insecurity
Source: Peter Auer (2006)
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Poverty rate after taxes and transfers, Poverty
line 50% of Median Wage, 1985-2012
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Income inequality - Gini (Disposable income,
post taxes and transfers), 1985-2012
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Long-Term Unemployed (12 months or more) as % of Total
Unemployment, All Persons, 1985-2013 (OECD Data)
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Transition to Adulthood

» Leaving School

» Starting a Full-Time Job

» Leaving the Home of Origin
» Getting Married

» Becoming a Parent for the First Time



% Youth Unemployment (age 15-24), 1985-2013 (OECD Data)
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Japan: % and # of Regular vs. Non-Regular Workers, 1985-2010
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Figure 1: The share and number of non-regular workers. Note: The solid line indicates the
proportion of non-regular workers the total employed workers. The dashed line indicates the

number of non-regular workers. Sample covers 1984-2010.

Source: Miyamoto, Hiroaki. 2012. “Growth and Non-Regular Employment” International University of Japan (IUJ)
Working Paper, Economics and Management Series EMS-2012-04.



Family Formation in Japan

» Data: 2000 and 2009 cross-sectional surveys collected
using two-stage, national probability samples of men and
women aged 20-49 (also, a 2000-2009 panel).

» Use retrospective event history data to reconstruct individual life
histories for anyone born between 1970 and 1973 (i.e., those aged 36-
39in 2009).
» Analysis: main analysis used a total of 4,924 and 5,485
person-years for men and women, respectively, contributed
by 504 women and 462 men.

» Use discrete-time event history analysis to model the determinants of
the hazard of first marriage.



-lgure 2. Predicted Probability of Marriage over Work-School Measures by Sex
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Mote: Model also contains controls for school attainment, age, cohabitation, cohort, migration,
and data wave

M=5485 Males & 4 924 Females




Insecurity and SWB in 20 European Countries
(ESS Data, 2002-2012 Averages)
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Note: Individuals with job insecurity includes employees who stated it was a “little true’
or “not at all true” to the statement “my job i1s secure.” Individuals with economic
insecurity include are those who find 1t difficult or very difficult to live on personal
Income.



Insecurity and SWB in Russia, East Germany and West Germany
(Fixed effects, 1995-2010, RLMS and GSOEP panel data)

coefficients East Germany West Germany

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Tenure 0.00114 0.000117 0.00227 0.0000332 _0.00380 -0.00314
Tenure? 0.000000393 0.0000290 0.0000455 -0.0000233 0.000115 0.000111
Job insecurity 0.0593 10,0595 -0.0188 20.0220 00221 -0.00862
Fear to lose the job 0.0121 0.00579 0.0563 00583 00680 0.0736
Economic security 0.155 0.154 0.181 0.198 0.175 0.169
Constant 1.784 1.708 2777 2061 3284 3310

Number of cases 38654 34109 28432 16429 00803 51783

R2 0.0938 0.0976 0.0481 0.0577 0.0459 0.0496

Source: Tatiana Karabchuk and Arne Kalleberg, “Job Instability, Insecurity and
Subjective Well-Being in Russia and Germany”




Consequences of Precarious Work: Summary

» Increase in precarious work (since 1970s,
especially since 2008-9), especially in Spain,
Germany, Japan

» Greater economic insecurity and inequality,

especially in liberal market economies and
Germany, Japan

» Greater social exclusion, especially in Spain and
Japan

» Insecurity and exclusion generally related to lower
SWB



The
Economist

Howbad is China's credit crisis?
Shale shakes up Russia
A tech revolution in schools, at last

Why we need more property taxes

Of mice and Mane!

The march

of protest




Occupy Berlin Occupy Denmark Occupy London



New Risks, New Social Contract

» Collectivize Risk: Basic Economic Security for All

» Social Insurance
» Safety Net

» Soclal Investments in Education and Skills

» Broader Access
» Retraining, Lifelong Learning

» Managing Diversity

» Gender, Age, Family, Immigration Status,
Race/Ethnicity



Confronting the Challenges: Obstacles

» Shift from Manufacturing to Services

» Greater need for precarious work arrangements
» Reconfiguration of post-WW Il employer/labor/state coalitions

» Globalization
» Dominance of Neoliberalism
» Weakening of the State

» Distrust of Government
» Weak Labor Movement

» Legacy of Great Recession and Economic Crisis



Confronting the Challenges: Key Actors




Political Dynamics and Coalitions

» Deregulatory Liberalization (U.S., U.K)

» Strong employers, weak labor, state encourages
neoliberal policies

» Dualism (Germany, Japan, Spain)

» Strong manufacturing employers, limited state
capacity, labor protects insiders - Continued dualism

» Embedded Flexibilization (Denmark)

» State, Employers and Labor - Flexicurity
» Flexibility for Employers (e.g., low EPL)

» Security for Workers (Generous Unemployment Support,
Active LM Policies)
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This report was presented at the 5™ LCSR International Workshop “Social and Cultural Changes in
Cross-National Perspective: Subjective Well-being, Trust, Social capital and Values”, which will be
held within the XVI April International Academic Conference on Economic and Social Development.

April 8 - 10, 2015 — Higher School of Economics, Moscow.

www.lcsr.hse.ru/en/seminar2015

Hactoawwum goknaa 6bin npeactasneH Ha V mexayHapogHom paboyem cemunHape JICCU
«CoumanbHble U KyNbTypHblE NU3MEHEHUSA B CPABHUTE/IbHOM NEPCNEKTUBE: LEHHOCTU U
MOAEpPHU3aUMA», npoweaLero B pamkax XVI AnpenbcKon mexxayHapoaHOW Hay4HOM

KoHpepeHumn HAY BLLD «MoaepHM3aLmMsa SKOHOMUKKU U obLiecTsa».

8-10 anpena 2015 ropga — HUY BLUS, Mocksa.

www.lcsr.hse.ru/seminar2015



http://www.lcsr.hse.ru/en/seminar2015
http://www.lcsr.hse.ru/seminar2015

