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Macht sich stark fiir
die Vereinbarkeit von Beruf
und Familie sowie fiir einen

grofsen Niedriglohnsektor:
Zu Gast in Luxemburg,

der Soziologe

Gosta Esping-Andersen

tiber die wandelnde Rolle
des Wohlfahrtsstaates.

Die woxx hat ihn interviewt -

GOSTA ESPING-ANDERSEN

auf Englisch.

(Foto: privat)

"We need women-
friendly jobs"

woxx: You once wrote
that the model of the male
breadwinner today is coun-
ter-productive. What did
you mean by that?

Gosta Esping-Andersen: It
is counterproductive for both
individuals and for society in
general. As regards indivi-
duals and families it is incre-
asingly clear that male ear-
nings in our societies are
declining, especially the ear-
nings of young and less skil-
led men. This is one reason
why we see sharp increases
in child poverty in young fa-
milies. We also know that
when mothers work, poverty
almost disappears. The effect
of an additional income, even
part-time employment, is dra-
matic in terms of upraising
the living standards families
with children.

This evolution also helps
to increase women's inde-
pendence from male ear-
nings.

That is the feminist side of
the coin. And there is another
advantage that is much less
discussed but that is potenti-
ally very powerful. Women
who move from being a hou-
sewife to taking up paid em-
ployment create new jobs.
The two-earner family consu-
mes more services outside
the home. They take their
clothes to the laundry, they
go to cafeterias and restau-
rants and so on. Estimates I
have done for France show
that for every hundred house-
wives who become working
women, an additional ten
jobs are created.

What are the implicati-
ons of this for social poli-
cy? Should more attention
be paid to improving the
compatibility of family and
work?

Women want to work re-
gardless of whether they ha-
ve children or not. But when

it comes to having children,
the compatibility problem im-
mediately arises, in the form
of: a very low fertility or of an
impeded career. There is a
penalty on either side in the
new situation. We know that
people in Europe want about
2.2 children on average. So
the two-child-family is very
much the norm in terms of
what people want but it does
not reflect reality. The most
acute symptom of a welfare
crisis in our society is the ba-
by deficit.

The unemployment rate
among women in Europe is
high. Better day care facili-
ties alone won't bring them
into jobs.

More family-friendly poli-
cies that include day care, ge-
nerous parental leave et cete-
ra are necessary preconditi-
ons but they are not enough.
We also need women-friendly
jobs. Scandinavian women
tend to be highly educated.
Research shows that when
women working in the private
sector start their 'fertility ca-
reer' they begin to move into
the public sector even if that
means taking a cut in income.

Why is that?

Jobs in the public sector
are much more compatible.
There is clear evidence that
female fertility depends very
much on having a secure,
'cushioned’ job. That is one
precondition. Another one
which is mainly associated
with highly educated Scandi-
navian women is the contri-
bution of fathers to the care
of their children. Men have to
help out in the reconciliation
process. Working women who
are married to conventional
males generally have fewer
children because they know
their partners will not help
out with child care.

In your recent book you
call for a flexible labour

market with plenty of low
paid jobs. It is often women
that do parttime or badly
paid work. Is that your fu-
ture scenario: to get more
women into low paid jobs?

There is a lot of confusion
in the EU debate about part-
time jobs being bad jobs. In
some countries like Britain
for example, part-time jobs
tend to be bad jobs but gene-
rally equating part-time jobs
with bad jobs is a mistake.
Surveys on part-time employ-
ment show that in most coun-
tries the percentage of wo-
men wanting to go into full ti-
me rather than part-time
work is small. Part-time work
is actually their own choice.

Even so, many women -
and men - have bad and
low paid jobs.

[ am not saying that we
should maximize bad jobs.
What [ mean is that our wage
setting system and especially
our indirect labour costs are
so high that low paid jobs
and services tend to disappe-
ar rather than grow - even if
there is a demand for this
kind of work. I think that it is
the wrong strategy to be
against flexibility here. The

Zur Person

question is not: 'Do we have a
lot of bad paid jobs?' but: 'Are
people stuck in those jobs?'
When [ was young I had a lot
of badly paid jobs - and I did
well. Experiences in bad jobs
can be positive as a first step
into the labour market for
young people, for immi-
grants, for returning women.
The real question has nothing
to do with the number of bad
jobs but rather with the mo-
bility of people in the labour
market.

The U.S. has a very flexi-
ble labour market. But
American experiences also
show that with low paid
jobs comes a higher risk of
poverty. What do you sug-
gest can be done to avoid
the emergence of the 'wor-
king poor'?

One of the great myths in
the discussion about mobility
is that the Americans are
very mobile. They are not. In
fact there is less mobility in
America than there is in most
European countries. This has
a lot to do with the much mo-
re polarized nature of Ameri-
can society. There is a large
population of young Ameri-
cans with extremely low lear-
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ning abilities and this group
is never going to be mobile.

Not even through further
skills training?

Evaluation conducted on
active labour market policy
show that training program-
mes are no longer effective
once a person reaches adult-
hood. The problem starts
when the young people con-
cerned are still children. In-
ternational research on social
inheritance shows that social
inheritance  patterns are
stronger in the U.S. than in
any other advanced country.

What can we do? Educate
earlier?

Yes. Day care not only
helps families to reconcile
work and family. It also helps
to homogenize the early co-
gnitive stimulus of children.
The more homogenous the le-
vel of skills, abilities and edu-
cation achieved, the more we
can ensure that there are
very few people that get
stuck in bad jobs or bad lives.
Once children start school it
is very difficult to remedy dif-
ferences in their levels of pre-
paration for learning, motiva-
tion and learning skills. Those
differences remain through-
out the years of schooling. It
is the early years of child-
hood that are crucial.

If a person moves on to a
better paid job this means
that somebody else has
to fill the empty space. To
support people's mobility
seems like a zero sum
game: the state invest in
early education but the pro-
blem of low income and po-
verty risks remains.

It depends how you look at
it. If you look at it as a snap-
shot in time there will always
be a lot of people in bad jobs.
But they will always be diffe-
rent people. Poverty will be
transient. Is that bad or
good? [ worked on life-time in-
come, estimating income in-
equality in terms of people's
total cumulated life-time in-
come. One of the paradoxes
you find if you look at income
inequality this way is that po-
verty becomes almost univer-
sal. In Denmark which has the
lowest poverty rate of all
countries, you suddenly find
that 93 per cent of Danes are
poor - because Danish young-
sters leave home very early
at the age of 19 and tend to
have little income.

This is trivial poverty.
But is social mobility really
possible for everybody?

Of course there are always
people with very low abili-
ties. Whatever you do they
will never make it. That is one
reason why we need a very
strong welfare state. We can-
not pretend that there will
ever be a world of completely
equal opportunities. It is a
question of more or less. Co-
gnitive abilities are very im-
portant in our knowledge-ba-
sed economy. If we look at Pi-
sa-winner Finland we find the
percentage of children that
fall into the very bottom cate-
gory of learning dysfunctions
is somewhere around four per
cent - compared to around fif-
teen per cent in the U.S. Of
course, the U.S. is potentially
capable of reducing this figu-
re to four or five percent. It is
purely a question of the soci-
al arrangement of society.

Many European coun-
tries face high unemploy-
ment rates. In this situa-
tion, social mobility surely
has its limits.

Again, that is a question of
flows and mobility. In Europe
unemployment tends to be
very long-term and for many
it is almost a permanent, re-
curring phenomenon. Unem-
ployment here is highly con-
centrated among youth and
women. It is a question of the
profile of the unemployed
person rather than the
overall level. This is where I
do agree with people who ad-
vocate more deregulation of
the labour market. There is
no evidence that deregulated
markets are the real cause of
high unemployment rates.
But it is very clear that a ri-
gid labour market is one of
the main causes of youth and
long-term unemployment. I
am in favour of deregulating
the labour-market in order to
create more flow. Because it
is precisely easy-access jobs
what help to integrate young
people, women and immi-
grants into the labour market
for the first time.

The welfare state was
created to help the poor. If
we force people into flexi-
ble, low paid jobs doesn't
this mean denying the res-
ponsibility of the welfare
state to support the wea-
kest member of society and
to ensure the provision of a
certain level of security
and standard of living?

I do not agree with your
definition of welfare state as
being mainly about the poor.
But for me the essence of the
welfare state is that it is the-
re for everybody. The main
raison d'étre of a welfare sta-
te is to provide security
against life risks. And we all
potentially face very similar
life risks. But the risk and
need structure in society has
been changing dramatically
over the last twenty to thirty
years. This is very much due
to the changes of women's
behaviour patterns. The risks
tend to be lower in older age
and more frequent in the ear-
ly phase of life when people
are forming families and ha-
ving children. In order to re-
spond to many of the new
risks it is the provision of ser-
vices and easy-access jobs
that are required rather than
financial support.

Leftwing trade unionists
would call this a dismant-
ling of the former welfare
state.

I am certainly not calling
for a dismantling of the welfa-
re state. | am just calling for a
complete overhaul, a reca-
sting of the welfare state to
make it fit better the new ty-
pe of risks. If we stick to the
old debate between neo-libe-
rals who want to dismantle
everything and old-fashioned
social democrats and trade
unionists who say: 'Don't in-
terfere with anything', we are
really lost. Then we will miss
the boat.
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