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Abstract

This thesis is concerned with the relationship leetw economic restructuring, the
changing division of labour and social stratificati with particular reference to New
Zealand in the period since the 1980s. It begirth wicritique of theories of capitalist
development, leading to the adoption of an appradgich focuses on both the long-
term evolution of the division of labour and the ywain which production and
employment are subject to periodic upheavals frgiscgles of economic crisis and
restructuring. The regulation approach is usednayse the restructuring of the New
Zealand economy following the global crisis of ##70s, which transformed it from a
model based on mass production and interventioegitlation to one based on flexible
production and liberal regulation. This providesoatext for analysing related changes
in employment, focussing particularly on the massjob losses in New Zealand’s
goods-producing industries, the subsequent periodigh unemployment and the
eventual resurgence in job growth based on morebfle use of labour, expansion in
producer and consumer service industries, and growboth skilled and routine white-
collar occupations. The remainder of the thesisoiscerned with the effects of these
changes on patterns of social stratification. A sideration of the theoretical and
conceptual issues surrounding class, stratificadiweh the division of labour leads to the
development of a model of class structure basedretations of production and
hierarchical divisions of labour. Census data tdassified to fit the model and analysed
to show changes in patterns of stratification sittee 1980s, looking particularly at
shifts in the relative size and composition of nhddass and working-class
employment and the implications for class formatibine model is also used to analyse
changes in structural inequalities between the saxe between ethnic groups, with a
focus on the ways in which different groups werfe@ed by the restructuring process
and how this was influenced by historically gendeaiad ethnicised divisions of labour.
The thesis concludes with an assessment of theteafechange in employment and

stratification and whether this is indicative dfansition to a post-industrial economy.
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Introduction

It is generally considered that there have beeresimmdamental changes in the nature
of work over recent decades. The perceptions at dmployment has become less
secure and stable, and standard working arrangsrhemne given way to more flexible
and atypical forms of employment. Work is seenéartreasingly concerned with the
production of information rather than the productiof goods, requiring workers to
obtain ever-greater levels of specialised skillorder to survive and succeed in the
labour market. Many commentators identify widerigbienplications in these changes:
it is argued that a diminishing attachment to gdbhg-term employment means our
lifestyles and identities increasingly centre omstamption rather than production,
while the decline of traditional working-class emyhent is said to have eroded the
importance of class as a form of social differama And there is a frequent refrain
that these changes are driven by the inexorabted$oof globalisation and technological
progress over which we have little control and tuchr we must adapt and conform in
order to prosper.

Many regard these changes as indicative of a trando a new type of economy
and society, variously described as post-industgatiety, the new capitalism,
informational capitalism or the knowledge economgainst this, sceptics argue that
the extent of change has been greatly exaggeratétha shifts that are observable are
not fundamentally new but rather manifestationtoaf)-term trends resulting from the
enduring dynamics of industrial capitalism. As fen the case with such debates, the
truth is likely to lie somewhere between the paladi positions of those dominating the
discussion, and can best be revealed by rigoroymrieal research in specific national
contexts. In New Zealand, there has been surphgsiliitje research of this nature.
Although the transformation of the New Zealand @ton in the 1980s and 1990s
generated considerable literature and there has hefair amount of research into
specific aspects of labour market and employmeangh, as yet there has been no
comprehensive analysis of the multi-faceted shiftemployment and social structures
which contextualises them within broader proces$espitalist development.
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This thesis seeks to address this gap by examitwagbroad and interrelated
questions. Firstly, to what extent have these simfemployment and related patterns of
social stratification occurred? And secondly, te txtent that they have occurred, is
this indicative of the emergence of a new typeasin@my and society or a development
of more longstanding trends? These questions alessed by means of two distinctive
analytical perspectives. The first is a focus andivision of labour, a foundational but
now much neglected concept within sociology, whpbvides a useful angle from
which to approach structures and processes of ehandhe realms of production,
employment and stratification. The second perspecis that of the regulation
approach, a neo-Marxist school of political econpmilgich interprets the progression
of capitalist economies in terms of a successiomlifferent modes of development
emerging from periods of crisis and restructurinthe marriage of these two
perspectives results in an approach situating tiadysis of New Zealand’s changing
employment and social structures within the conteixiong-term evolution in the
division of labour, while also highlighting the nraer in which that process was
disrupted by a more concentrated period of upheasabciated with the crisis and
restructuring of the late twentieth century.

The narrative of the thesis at various points teschn much of New Zealand’s
economic history from the colonial era onwards,thetfocus is very much on the years
from the mid-1980s to the mid-2000s. In this periacheoliberal restructuring project
transformed the highly protected and regulated Nésaland economy into an
exemplary model of free-market capitalism, in thecess changing the nature of what
we produce and how we produce it, and thus the wayghich labour is utilised. In
New Zealand, as elsewhere, the neoliberal projadt tlevastating effects on some
sectors of production and on large numbers of wsrke eventually delivered renewed
job growth in different sectors, but economic growitas modest and punctuated by a
succession of crises, culminating in the globaéricial crisis which began in 2007.
While the long-term effects of the crisis are at yeknown, the developed capitalist
economies may well be destined for another longdesf stagnation which could lead
to further rounds of restructuring and reform, dodher changes to the nature of
production and employment. In terms of this thegisneans that the period under
analysis is bookended by two major episodes in Mealand’s economic history: the
restructuring project begun in the mid-1980s in effort to resolve a prolonged

economic crisis, and the collapse of the new regamélst a further major crisis just
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over two decades later. That crisis occurred dffterthesis was begun and changed the
tenor of the study from an account of a period e¥alopment in full swing and
showing no obvious signs of imminent collapse, ne avhich might well have run its
course.

The empirical analysis in the thesis is based oficialf employment data,
particularly from the censuses of 1986 to 2006,dvsd drawing on earlier censuses for
the purposes of some longer-term comparisons, @gpplemented where appropriate by
other data sources. The starting point was pagtgrchined by availability of data and
post-dates the beginning of the restructuring ptoje 1984, but this does not unduly
constrain the exercise as it was only after 1986 tihe effects of restructuring on the
labour market became apparent in the form of magsilv losses and major structural
shifts in employment. As events transpired, the paiht of 2006 also proved to be
appropriate as it saw the last census before thegance of the global financial crisis
in the following year. It should also be noted ttet analysis is largely confined to paid
employment. While the interface between paid angaithwork raises a number of
important issues, which are touched on at seveiatg detailed analysis of changes in
unpaid work is constrained by a lack of good tiredes data.

The structure of the thesis moves from a consiaeraif theories of change within
capitalism, through analyses of transformationth&neconomy, the labour market and
the division of labour in New Zealand, to an exaaion of the effects on patterns of
social stratification. In Chapter One, a theorétprspective is developed by means of
a critical appraisal of themes of change and caityinin theories of capitalist
development. The argument challenges those accoumth contend that changes in
production and employment signify a transition toeav epoch of post-industrialism,
and suggests that the regulation approach proadesore balanced perspective on
issues of change and continuity and a better frasriewithin which to explore recent
upheavals in the division of labour.

In Chapter Two, the regulation approach is apptednterpreting the course of
capitalist development in New Zealand, with a gaitdr focus on the transformation of
the economy in the 1980s and 1990s. The restragtyrioject is explained as a delayed
response to the crisis which emerged in the 1930d,is seen to involve a transition
from a Fordist mode of development based on masduption and interventionist

regulation to a market-oriented post-Fordist modseld on flexible production and
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liberal regulation. This provides a context for lgsas of changes in the labour market
and the division of labour which follow in subsegtiehapters.

Transitions in the labour market are discussedhap@er Three. The analysis looks
firstly at the surge in unemployment resulting froestructuring and recession during
the late 1980s and early 1990s, and the subsegqupndvement in labour demand as
the new mode of development was consolidated ghlights the fact that the recovery
was based in quite different sectors of producfirmm those which experienced the
earlier job losses, and that levels of joblessnmsd underemployment remained
relatively high by historical standards. This iddwed by a consideration of the extent
to which employment has been destandardised asotientional model of full-time
and long-term waged or salaried employment has beated by the growth of more
varied and flexible working arrangements.

In Chapter Four, the changing division of labouthim employment is analysed in
terms of the redistribution of work between indigstrand occupations, both over the
long term and as a more immediate consequenceeofestructuring project. In very
general terms this has involved shifts from gooatsidpcing to producer and consumer
service industries, and from manual to non-manudl lawer-skilled to higher-skilled
occupations. This can be seen as a further developwf long-term trends within
industrial capitalism, which have involved a pra&gige decline in the direct labour
required for goods production and a simultaneogsesion in the extended division of
labour surrounding the production of commoditiestie form of both goods and
services.

The remaining chapters are concerned with the tsfieicthe changing division of
labour on patterns of social stratification. Theioed and conceptual issues surrounding
class are discussed in Chapter Five, in particiddnates over the ‘death of class’, the
merits of economic and cultural approaches to chsslysis, and the relationship
between class, gender and ethnicity. The argunfeheachapter is that economic class
analysis still has an important role to play in stedy of material inequality, but can be
enhanced by greater attention to the inter-relatignbetween relations of production
and divisions of labour. This leads to the develeptrof a typology of class structure
which is utilised in the empirical analysis in sefgent chapters.

In Chapter Six, changes in New Zealand’s classtire are analysed using census
employment data for the two decades from 1986 @620 he analysis shows, not

surprisingly, that there has been a decline in wgrclass employment and an
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expansion in middle-class employment, but thatftiheer still accounted for over half
of the workforce in 2006. The analysis also revealsidening of income inequality
between those at the upper and lower reaches otldss structure over the two
decades. The chapter concludes with some commenttheo implications of these
changes for processes of class formation.

Gender and ethnic inequality provide the focus bh@er Seven. The analysis
explores the ways in which the division of labosirgendered and ethnicised, in the
sense that women and non-European ethnic groupsdigpeoportionately located in
particular types of work and therefore inequitathigtributed within the class structure.
While these inequalities have longstanding histdrarigins, they also had significant
implications for the ways in which different groupgre affected by the process of
restructuring. Changing patterns of labour demavet oecent decades and efforts to
achieve greater gender and ethnic equality in eynpdmt have reshaped gendered and
ethnicised divisions of labour to some degree theilegacy of historical inequalities is
still very evident.

While the empirical analysis in the thesis is fignibcused on the New Zealand
context, the themes it traverses and the approa@mploys have a much wider
relevance. The trajectory of the New Zealand econtbmough the process of crisis and
restructuring and the emergence of a new mode w@Eldement has significant
commonalities with other developed capitalist ecoies, particularly those of other
Anglophone nations which adopted similar free-manrk@dels of capitalism in the
1980s and 1990s. The ways in which the divisiotabbur has evolved over the long
term and as a consequence of restructuring alsselgigarallel the experience of
similar economies, as do the shifts in patternsoafal stratification. It is to be hoped
this thesis will therefore offer some insights alue to the wider understanding of the

changing division of labour in contemporary cajstal.



1

Change and Continuity in Capitalism

There is a widespread perception that in recenedimve have been living through a
major economic and social transformationfide sieclenood has pervaded the social
sciences, where concepts representing the old dralee been increasingly prefixed
with a ‘post’ — post-industrialism, post-modernitgpst-Fordism and so on — and
established ways of understanding have been diethias outmoded. The mood of
change also infects public discourse, where coscgpth as post-industrial society and
postmodernism have become common currency alorgiaeas like the new economy,

the knowledge economy and the information soci®tich epochal conceptions clearly
appeal to our notions of economic progress andab@siolution. By encapsulating

visions of change, defining our era and speculatingut the future they stimulate both
sociological and popular imaginations. But in tixdikaration of capturing the zeitgeist

there is a temptation to overstate the extent ahgh, to neglect continuities and to
disregard the familiarity of the forces of chan@ertainly there is no denying that there
have been important transitions in the advancedtatesp nations in recent times: the

information technology revolution, economic andterdl globalisation, changing forms

of production and employment, fragmentation of cmnmgtion patterns, weakening of

class-based identities and the rise of new sociavements. But equally there are
continuities: capitalism is still driven by pursuwit profit, industrial production remains

fundamental to economic activity, nation-statesstittbounded and largely sovereign,
established social divisions and inequalities ggraind for most of us the daily routine
of work is little changed and of no less conseqgadoc our material wellbeing.

The changing nature of work is at the centre of ynainthe accounts of societal
transformation. There are perceptions that congreatiforms of work are disappearing,
that employment is increasingly characterised lexiflility and insecurity, that the
production of goods has been superseded by theugtiod and circulation of
information, that there has been a fundamentalapsly of the relationship between

capital and labour, and that new patterns of saseduality and identity are emerging
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from the turmoil. None of these contentions is with some foundation, but critical
scrutiny can show them to be exaggerated and rekiatithe changes arise from the
development and intensification of longstandingcésr within industrial capitalism
rather than some epochal rupture with the pasikisgra balance between the themes
of change and continuity is a difficult task andeamhich tends to be eschewed by both
the prophets of transformation and sceptical aritictheir eagerness to establish cases
for or against the new order. This chapter attertgptschieve such a balance by means
of a critical examination of the recurrent themekating to the emergence of a new
capitalism or a post-industrial society and theiplications for the nature of work and
inequality. In the process, it attempts to estabiisee case for a reconsideration of the
neglected concept of the division of labour in ustiEnding the nature of such changes,
and advocates a periodisation of capitalism whildwa us to situate the analysis of the
changing division of labour within cycles of crisisstructuring and growth in capitalist
economies. This approach will provide a framewook the empirical analysis of
changes in capitalism and work in New Zealand, tvhigll follow in subsequent

chapters. The first step is to revisit the conadphe division of labour.

The division of labour in industrial capitalism

The division of labour is as old as human sociekysting wherever there is a division
of even the most basic subsistence activities iveexes and age groups, wherever
there is even a rudimentary form of occupation&cggisation, or wherever there are
relations of exchange between communities withed#it productive resources or
skills. Over the course of history the division labour has become increasingly
complex and specialised as population growth, sodevelopment, technological
advancement and economic progress have encouragedmere diversification and
specialisation of economic roles. Within this graldevolution there have also been
particular historical junctures at which the digisiof labour has been subject to more
concentrated transformation as a result of upheamahe nature of economic activity.
The Industrial Revolution was undoubtedly one suitture and it might be argued
that we are currently living through anotter.

! The term ‘Industrial Revolution’ is used here &der the first such revolution, originating in Bt in

the late eighteenth century and involving the maidaion of production by means of water and steam
power. Distinctions are often made between suceessdustrial revolutions based on distinct phaxfes
technological development (Freeman and Louca 2001)these are best seen as part of the ongoing
development of the forces of production unleashethb original Industrial Revolution.
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The Industrial Revolution entailed profound chantgethe way labour was utilised,
divided and organised, and these had such farir@pdocial ramifications that the
division of labour became a central concern in aftempts of the classical social
theorists to interpret the period (Kumar 1978). Marx and Weber, the expansion and
development of the division of labour was expres¥ what each saw as the central
dynamic driving the development of capitalism —uwamalation in Marx’s case and
rationalisation in Webers. Both made an important distinction between two
dimensions of the division of labour which are ngenerally referred to as the social
and technical divisions of labour (Marx 1976 [1864%5-491; Weber 1978 [1922]:
114-137). In broad terms, the social division dfdar consists of producers — whether
they be enterprises, communities or individualg€Hgrming specialised economic roles
within a web of interdependent relationships, whhe technical division of labour
involves the compartmentalisation of production gesses whereby a number of
workers perform different parts of a single procé4arx contrasted the ‘anarchy’ of the
social division of labour in which relations betwemany producers are mediated by
the vagaries of the market, with the ‘despotism’'tioé technical division of labour
where workers combine as one producer or ‘collectworker’ under the authority of
the capitalist. Thus, “the division of labour withimanufacture presupposes a
concentration of the means of production in thedsaof one capitalist; the division of
labour within society presupposes a dispersal @fghmeans among many independent
producers of commodities” (Marx 1976 [1867]: 476).

Marx and Weber, along with Durkheim, located thigios of the social division of
labour in pre-industrial societies while highligidi the increasing complexity and
interdependency of economic relations entailed hg tevelopment of industrial
capitalism. This represented not just a quantieali@dap but also a qualitative shift in the
division of labour, with ramifications well beyornlde economic realm. Ifhe Division
of Labour in Society (1964 [1893]), Durkheim argued that the functional
interdependence of the expanding division of labepresented a new basis of social

integration or ‘organic solidarity’, superseding titmechanical solidarity’ based on the

! For Marx, accumulation refers to the ongoing esi@m of the stock of capital as surplus value
appropriated from the labour effort of workers @&@nwested in production to generate further surplus
value. For Weber, rationalisation has a broad radigaeaning but in the economic context refershio t
organisation of economic activity in ways desigriednaximise efficiency and calculability. The two
concepts are linked in that the rationalisationegbnomic activity enhances profitability and thus
stimulates capital accumulation. They should notyéver, be conflated: accumulation is an economic
process which may be pursued by means other th#@mahsation, while rationalisation is a more
ideational concept which is also manifested in@ewa of contexts outside the economic realm.
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collective conscience, which typified pre-moderrtistes. While Durkheim’s focus
was primarily on the occupational level and thatiehship of the individual to society,
Marx’s conception of the social division of labowas broader — encompassing
relations of exchange between different produdedsstries, regions and nations — and
more firmly situated in the context of capitalistveélopment. For him, the social
division of labour was a necessary preconditionclitalist commodity production, as
without it there would be no market for the excharg goods between independent
producers. The development of capitalism in turmaty expanded the social division
of labour, as its competitive dynamic encouragedgtoliferation of commodities and
the multiplication of specialised operations invaavin their production and circulation
(Marx 1976 [1867]: 470-480).

The technical division of labour is a more recehemomenon than the social
division of labour, but also originated prior teetindustrial Revolution when teams of
skilled craftsmen were employed in workshops tofgrer different parts of single
production processes under the charge of an eatrepr. However, it received
significant impetus from the development of largatle mechanised production which
allowed greater sub-division of tasks and the @pizent of skilled craftsmen by
unskilled labourers (Marx 1976 [1867]: 455-491).afd Smith, on the cusp of the
Industrial Revolution, lauded the increases in pobigity to be gained by dividing
manufacturing processes into partial and repetitasks performed by teams of
workers, while also recognising that this may beht detriment of their physical and
mental wellbeing (Smith 2003 [1776]). Charles Bajb#ater contributed what would
become known as the ‘Babbage principle’, pointirg the cost advantages of
minimising the amount of skilled labour employedtire production process: higher-
paid skilled workers need only be used for thosdtéid parts of the process which
required their particular skills, while other stapsthe process could be performed by
lower-skilled and lower-paid workers, thus resuytim significant savings on labour
costs (Babbage 1963 [1832]). Marx recognised theamtdges for capital of such
rationalisation and cost-cutting, but brought a encritical perspective to these themes.
He observed that the substitution of trained cradts by unskilled labourers made for
greater exploitation by increasing the rate of kigwalue which could be appropriated
from workers, while also enhancing the dominatibhabour by capital through strict
work routines and close supervision. For workérs, result was greater alienation due

to the degradation of work and denial of the faliint inherent in more creative acts of
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labour: “It converts the worker into a crippled nstnesity by furthering his particular
skills ... through the suppression of a whole worlfl productive drives and
inclinations” (Marx 1976 [1867]: 481). While Marxodussed on manufacturing,
Weber's work on bureaucracy illustrated that elab®rtechnical divisions of labour
were not confined to material production, but walso a feature of the rationalisation
of administration and management typical of modarge-scale organisations (Weber
1978 [1922]: 956-1005).

Growing specialisation within both the technicatlaocial divisions of labour saw
the workforce become increasingly fractured by drehmical distinctions of skill and
authority — and therefore of status and remunarafloverse production processes and
the compartmentalised tasks within them calleddiffierent levels and types of skill,
while the increasing complexity of production anatleange expanded the tasks of co-
ordination, administration and management whiclaitsd varying degrees of privilege
and authority. All this served to stratify laboundaadd greater complexity to class
relations. In Marx’s unfinished statement on classhe final volume ofCapital, his
very last sentence speaks of “the infinite fragragoih of interests and positions into
which the division of social labour splits not onlyorkers but also capitalists and
landowners ...” (Marx 1981 [1894]: 1026). Howevery fdarx these divisions were
secondary to the fundamental divide between cagitdllabour, and would not prevent
society polarising into ‘two great hostile campsthwhe progressive concentration of
capital and immiseration of labour. Weber was ungmred of the inevitability of such
polarisation and — defining class in terms of makeuation rather than production
relations — identified a large number of econongiass situations’ which reflected the
complexity of the division of labour in capitalisnthese consisted of ‘positively
privileged’, ‘negatively privileged’ and intermedgaproperty and commercial classes,
in which owners were differentiated by types ofgaxy and spheres of industry while
workers were distinguished by levels of skill. Welseiggested that these economic
positions coalesced into a smaller number of satésses within which social mobility
was ‘easy and typical’, although the unity of swthisses was highly variable. These
were the working class, the petty bourgeoisie,piopertyless intelligentsia, and those
privileged through property and education (Webéf8LRL922]: 302-307].

While Marx argued that industrial capitalism todie tdivision of labour to new

levels of complexity, he was somewhat equivocawdrat would become of it once

! The relationship between class and the divisiolaléur is discussed in detail in Chapter Five.
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capitalism was overthrown. The younger Marx waxauantically about a communist
society “where nobody has one exclusive spherectiVity, but each can become
accomplished in any branch he wishes” (Marx and esng 965 [1845]: 45). But
Rattansi (1982) suggests that Marx’s early viewshensubject reflected a tendency to
conflate the concepts of class and the divisiolalebur — with the consequence that his
vision of the classless society which would succeegditalism was one without a
specialised division of labour. Rattansi argues imadater works such aSapital Marx

is less sanguine about the prospects for the aboliof the division of labour,
distinguishing it from class and accepting it asyecessary feature of large-scale
industrial production even in a classless posttagi society. Subsequent history
could be said to support such a conclusion, inabnag no socialist or communist
society has succeeded in abolishing specialisedidins of labour and the inequalities
they entail — although Marxists dispute the belirht these societies represent
genuinely socialist societies of the type envisagetMarx (eg Callinicos 1991).

Marx was less equivocal when it came to the futdréhe division of labour within
capitalism. The imperative of capital accumulatwould drive capitalists to maximise
the exploitation of markets and the exploitationnafrkers, producing an increasingly
extensive social division of labour on the one hamil an increasingly intensive
technical division of labour on the other. Contiduaboration of the division of labour
was inherent in the expansive dynamic of capitalmnmodity production with its
“ever growing specialization of the products progllicas commodities” and “ever
greater division of complementary production prgessinto independent ones” (Marx
1978 [1885]: 119). Further developments in techgpland methods of production
would only give greater impetus to these processaesh new productive force, insofar
as it is not merely a quantitative extension ofdmaiive forces already known ...
causes a further development of the division oblaih(Marx and Engels 1965 [1845]:
32). Subsequent history has borne out these exjmetaas capitalism has spread its
reach into ever expanding domestic and global nigrkevolutionised labour processes
through new technologies and methods of productod, churned out an ever greater
range of goods and services through increasingtyptex networks of production and
circulation. Indeed, the classical theorists wolik&ly have been staggered by the
extent to which both the social and technical dwis of labour had progressed by the
late twentieth century: the social division of labothrough the proliferation of

enterprises and industries performing specialisetictions within production,
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circulation and consumption (Sayer and Walker 199@:107); and the technical
division of labour through the marriage of assemlinlg technology and Taylorist
scientific management, which encouraged extremegynfestation and intense
managerial control of labour processes (Braverngata L

The division of labour clearly played a dynamicerah the development of
industrial capitalism during the twentieth centuoyt at the same time it seemed to fall
out of favour as part of the conceptual apparadegabscientists brought to the analysis
of that development. Over recent decades therebbas some attention to specific
dimensions of the division of labour in the contektdebates about the labour process
(technical divisions of labour), gender relatiotise(sexual division of labour), and
globalisation (the international division of labpuBut in the voluminous literature on
the economic and social transformations of recemtd, very little emphasis has been
placed on the dynamic role which the evolving doms of labour has played in
processes of change. A notable exception is th& wloBayer and Walker (1992), who
are highly critical of this neglect and offer thawn corrective by showing how
attention to the division of labour can shed light a number of changes commonly
discussed under the rubrics of the service econguost-industrialism, post-Fordism
and so on. At the core of their work is a contantibat the latest phase of capitalist
development is marked not by a break with industagitalism, but by a widening and
deepening of the division of labour in a furthevelepment of forces which have been
with us since the Industrial Revolution. Their argnt unfortunately appears to have
made little impression and the division of laboontnues to languish in the shadows
cast by the grand ideas of epochal transformatiurt. as the following discussion
attempts to show, the division of labour still hasich to offer in informing our

understanding of the changing face of capitalism.

From post-industrialism to informationalism

The demise of industrial capitalism and the risgo$t-industrial society emerged as
important currents in sociological thought in tH#6Q@s and early 1970s, most notably
through the work of Daniel Bell (1999 [1973]) andat Touraine (1971). Although
encompassing a range of different perspectivespalseindustrial literature identified a
number of common features in the emerging soctifts in the focus of economic
activity from goods-producing to service industrigee growth of white-collar jobs and
particularly professional and technical work at éxpense of manual production jobs;
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the centrality of scientific or theoretical knowtgrl as a source of innovation and
planning; the increasing importance of tertiary eadion and of the university as an
institution; the emergence of new forms of societffication in which the possession

of knowledge rather than property is the axis efumality; and the decline of working-

class radicalism and the politics of class. Togethese developments were held to
represent not just a further progression in thdum of industrial capitalism, but a

transition to a whole new type of society whichfetiéd in fundamental respects from
the industrial society which preceded it (Kumar89Badham 1986).

Early post-industrial theory was to some extenexgrcise in ‘social forecasting’ as
Bell put it, and its predictions were soon overtakg developments which would shape
the nature of economic and social change over é&x¢ flew decades — principally the
rapid advances in information technology, the glabesis in capitalism in the 1970s
and the extensive economic restructuring whiclofedd. As the IT revolution gathered
pace, post-industrial society was identified morecisely by Bell (1979) and others as
an information society in which new technologieayeld a defining role. There were a
number of recurring themes in the early literatumethe information society which built
on those in earlier depictions of post-industriatisthe information revolution
represented a transformation comparable to thestndlRevolution; information was
becoming the principle source of innovation andaghoand the main economic activity
as measured by shares of production and employrkeotyledge rather than labour
was becoming the main source of value; the comésraif time and space were being
transcended by instant communication and globalisddastructures; and these
transformations would bring with them a raft of imb@nd cultural changes (Kumar
1995: 6-35; Webster 2002).

Others were less concerned with the exhilaratingsipdities of new technologies
than with the sober realities of the crisis in taBm which signalled the end of the
post-War boom, and sought to identify the new maafekapitalism which would
succeed the ailing Fordist-Keynesian version. A benof different schools of thought,
which can be loosely grouped under the headingost-pordist theory (Amin 1994),
saw the crisis of the 1970s as marking a breakwtbtindustrial capitalism as such, but
with the particular mode of development which hddhracterised the advanced
capitalist economies since the Second World Wane- im0 which accumulation was
based on mass production and mass consumptionjnamtiich national economies

tended to be highly regulated and insulated. Th&aueturing which followed the crisis
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was generally held to involve a shift towards mitegible production and fragmented
consumption along with a liberalised mode of regoia favouring greater market
competition. Some argued that there was an affipéiyveen these economic changes
and the emergence of a postmodern social condititarked by the weakening of
established social structures and identities arcteasing cultural fragmentation,
individualisation and impermanence (Harvey 1990shL.and Urry 1987). However,
post-Fordist theory generally stopped short of nalag that the economic
transformation would usher in a new type of sociatlyng the lines of the post-
industrial or information society. It also tended attribute less significance to
technology as the driver of change — technologyldv@ertainly facilitate changes in
economic activity, but those changes were driventhsy imperatives of restoring
profitability and growth to the capitalist economather than by technological forces.
We will return to a more detailed consideratiorpos$t-Fordism later in the chapter.

These two developments of the 1970s and 1980s H trexvolution and post-crisis
restructuring — were both seen as providing theeiomp for the development of a new
form of informational capitalism by Manuel Casteils his Information Agetrilogy
(Castells 2000a; 2000b; 2004). This is a work wadhsidering in greater detail as it
encapsulates many of the themes from other straintie literature, and paints the most
detailed and empirically-grounded picture of theeeging capitalist society. It is,
however, an epic work which traverses the vast dasnaf economy, society and
culture, and so in the interests of brevity théolwing discussion is confined to the key
dimensions of what Castells identifies as the ‘rem@nomy’ and the implications for
work and inequality. Those key dimensions are fiolde the new economy is
informational in that productivity and competitiveness dependttte production and
application of information; it iglobal in that production, circulation and consumption
are organised on a global scale; and riasvorkedin that economic activity is carried
out within networks of interaction between busimssgCastells 2000a: 77).

In conceptualising the new economy as informatio@aistells makes a distinction
between modes of production and modes of develop(@600a: 14-18). The mode of
production is still capitalist as conventionallydenstood by Marxism, but the history of
capitalism has been marked by successive modesw&#apment based on different
types of technology. These are agrarianism, ingistin and informationalism: the
agrarian mode involved the application of humanolabto natural resources; the

industrial mode involved the application of new myye sources to manufacturing
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processes; and the informational mode involves #pplication of information
technology to improve the generation of knowledgd aformation itself. Agrarian,
industrial and informational production may all ocsimultaneously within particular
economies, but the mode of development is defiryethé major source of productivity
in a particular age. Information is to informatibreociety what industry was to
industrial society — a technology which permeatésgpects of economic and social
organisation. Castells argues that the informatiechnology revolution is just as
significant as the Industrial Revolution was inngBrming economy, society and
culture (2000a: 29).

For Castells, the new economy is global in a way ih qualitatively different from
the erstwhile world economy linked by trade andestment: it has overcome the
constraints of time and distance between diffeneatts of the world, using the
infrastructure of information communications teclugges and abetted by the
liberalisation of trade and financial regulatioasd can thus operate “as a unit in real
time, or in chosen time, on a planetary scale” (200102). Nowhere is this more
evident than in globalised financial markets, inicghhhigh volumes of capital circulate
around the globe through instantaneous electraartsactions which create a web of
interdependence between national economies. Iiti@naé trade has not only grown
substantially in volume but also changed in chara@ growing proportion of trade is
in services and high-tech goods, which accentuetee imbalances between high-tech
and low-tech economies; developing countries areowtting for an increasing
proportion of international trade; there has bewmdasing liberalisation of international
trade; and there is a growing network of tradeti@ia between firms which cut across
regions and countries. A further dimension of glidadion is the increasing
internationalisation of production through growtH ®oreign direct investment,
increasing penetration of multinational corporasioand development of international
production networks. The latter is distinctive e hew economy, enabling production
processes which incorporate components producedifferent locations by different
firms, and in which sophisticated manufacturing anchmunications technologies play
a critical role (2000a: 101-123).

The networked character of the new economy linksety to its informational and
globalised dimensions, in that the dominant forrh®a@nomic activity occur within
networks which are global in scale and dependerftoavs of information and capital,

enabled by information communications technologye Tlogic of the network,
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according to Castells, exerts a greater influeneer @conomy and society than the
specific interests within the networks, so thae“fflower of flows takes precedence over
the flows of power” (2000a: 500). The supreme nestdtion of the power of flows in
the economic sphere is found in the hegemonic oblthe global financial markets,
where the instantaneous flow of capital througlctedmic circuits exerts a determining
influence over all other forms of economic activiljhe logic of the network also
provides the morphology for what Castells seeshhasdbminant organisational form in
the new economy — the network enterprise. This gpinencompasses a variety of
organisational strategies which arose from atterngpenhance flexibility in production,
management and marketing following the crisis @& 1970s. Although diverse, these
strategies together represent the superseding dfdatitional model of the large vertical
corporation by interdependent networks between dhinv businesses, which are
integrated by means of information technology (20%6-180).

In looking at the effects of these changes on w@dstells identifies some common
trends in the employment structures of what weemn tthe G-7 nations: the decline of
agricultural and traditional manufacturing employméhe rise in producer services and
social services; the growth of ‘informational’ work managerial, professional and
technical occupations; simultaneous increases ik @bthe upper and lower levels of
the occupational structure, including the formatmina ‘white-collar proletariat’ of
routine clerical and sales workers; and overallragipg of the occupational structure,
as jobs requiring higher levels of skill and ediwaragrow more quickly than jobs at the
lower end of the scale (2000a: 244). The other ntegmd is towards individualised and
flexible forms of employment, as the flexible pratian models enabled by information
technology and encouraged by the network enterpusdermine the standard
employment model of stable, full-time, waged orased employment governed by
standard employment contracts. Thus, we have #e af what Castells generically
labels the ‘flexi-timer’: part-time workers, tempoy workers, the self-employed, sub-
contractors and teleworkers. While these trendsataecessarily confined to those at
the lower-end of the labour market, Castells dass the emergence of a dualised
employment model consisting of a core labour fastekilled informational workers
and a disposable labour force of lower-skilled verskwhose jobs can be automated,
sent offshore, outsourced or sub-contracted acopridi the dictates of market demand
and labour costs (2000a: 281-296).
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This dual model is reflected in changes in classtions, which see labour divided
between ‘generic labour and informational or ‘setbgrammable’ labour. Self-
programmable workers have education which enalilemtto remain flexible and
adaptable to changing skill requirements, whileegenworkers lack this ability and are
confined to routine tasks in which they are expélel@ue to automation or business
decisions (2000b: 372-373). The capitalist classamwhile, is still concerned with
producing and appropriating profits, but existstree levels: the holders of property
rights, including shareholders, family owners anuividual entrepreneurs; the
managerial class who control capital assets onlbehahareholders; and the global
financial markets, where “profits from all sourcekimately converge in search of
higher profits”, effectively constituting a ‘colleee capitalist’ (2000b: 373-374). By
investing in financial markets, informational workghemselves often become owners
of collective capital, and so their relationshigiwihe capitalist class is very different
from the schism between labour and capital in itrdalscapitalism, and indeed less
significant than the cleavage between informaticaradl generic labour (2000b: 375-
377). In this context, there is a decline in clasntity and in the strength of organised
labour, which is increasingly superseded by newasmeovements based on the power
of primary identities such as sex, ethnicity, natamd religion (Castells 2004).

In many respects, Castells’s work can be seen asimaustrial theory for the
information age — essentially an updating and esioanof the themes explored by the
likes of Bell and Touraine more than two decadediesa Substitute Castells’s
‘information’ or ‘informational’ for Bell's ‘knowlelge’, and we find several familiar
ideas: the centrality of technology in processesafial change; information as the
material foundation of a new society; the growthirdbrmational employment; the
replacement of a labour theory of value with aroiinfation theory of value; the
transformation of class relations through the emecg of a new class of informational
workers; the decline of organised labour, and soGastells’s vision of the emerging
society also resonates in key respects with thbseamy other leading contemporary
social theorists who see the events of recent @scasl marking fundamental economic
and social transformations. Notable examples ireludlrich Beck on the
destandardisation of work and decline of clasgefiéxive modernity’ (1992; 2000a);
Zygmunt Bauman on the passage from heavy to ligpitalism and from a society of
producers to a society of consumers in ‘liquid mradg’ (2000); Richard Sennett on

the personal consequences of instability and inggan the employment culture of the
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‘new capitalism’ (1999; 2006); David Harvey on ttetationship between the flexible
accumulation regime of post-Fordism and the coowlibf postmodernity (1990); Scott
Lash and John Urry on informational and globalipeatduction in ‘economies of signs
and space’ (1994); and Michael Hardt and AntonigNen the ‘informatization of
production’ and the rise of ‘immaterial labour’'time age of Empire (2000; 2004).

Not all of these writers couch their arguments elpl in terms of post-
industrialism, but they all to varying degrees ceyna sense that we have moved
beyond industrial society into a new type of ecop@nd modernity. The changes they
depict are not just cumulative or cyclical, but elpal; not simply the latest episode in
industrial capitalism’s long history of developmesmd reinvention, but a decisive
rupture with the past (Savage 2009). Against thigre are two major strands of
criticism: firstly, that empirical scrutiny can shdhe trends proposed by these writers
to be greatly exaggerated, and in some cases ev#@nacgy to the empirical reality
(Bradleyet al 2000; Williams 2007; Doogan 2009); and secondiythe extent that the
trends are verifiable, they are not so much thelycbof a fundamental break with the
past, but rather the outcome of the same dynamigshvhave driven the development
of industrial capitalism since its inception (Kunt#95; Webster 2002). There is truth
to both these strands of criticism, but therefima line to tread between scepticism and
denial. Rejection of the more grandiose epochahates can lapse into a stubborn
refusal to acknowledge some very real changes, smalebates tend to become
polarised. Steering a path between those polatipasi— acknowledging change while
maintaining a scepticism towards epochal thinkingg the aim of the critique in the

following sections.

A new capitalism?

The variety of transformations envisaged by thetessi cited in the preceding
discussion makes generic criticism difficult. Howevby focussing on the key themes
identified by Castells — who exemplifies and sysaémes the key ideas within the broad
genre of what can loosely be called post-industifiglory — we can impose some
necessary order and limits on the discussion. Ttiesaes with a bearing on the current
thesis are the informational, globalised and netedr dimensions of the ‘new
economy’, which are reviewed in this section; aheirt effects on the nature of
employment and class relations, which will be désaa in the next section. From a
brief assessment of each of these points, we gare aat some tentative conclusions
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about whether or not we have truly crossed a gieade into a new epoch of post-
industrial or informational society. In the coursé this discussion, the neglected
concept of the division of labour will be coaxednr the shadows to help shed some

light on the issues.

Informationalism

Bell's post-industrial society was a knowledge stciin that theoretical knowledge
drove the increasingly important functions of inaben and planning, while
knowledge-based activities such as education, sejesnd research and development
accounted for growing shares of production and egmént. While this may be true, it
is difficult to see how it constitutes a break witidustrial society: capitalism has
always relied on advances in knowledge to maintampetitiveness and profitability
through technological development, product innaratand rationalisation of labour
processes; and the growing importance of knowledgprocesses of planning and
policy formulation has accompanied growth in thals@and complexity of industrial
capitalism throughout its development (Kumar 19Z89-230; Webster 2002: 51-57).
More recent writers in the post-industrial traditivave progressed from a concern with
the instrumental role of knowledge or informatiendconomic activity, to a concern
with the production of information as a commodity itself. In this view, the
commodification of information has progressed tohsan extent that information rather
than material goods provide the focus of econonuitvigy in the new economy. Thus,
Castells claims that the informational society istidguished by the application of
information and its related technologies to thedpagion of information, so that
“information generation, processing and transmissiecome the fundamental sources
of productivity and power” (2000a: 21). This is eeld in Hardt and Negri’s depiction
of the ‘informatization of production’ which seespaogression from an industrial
paradigm to an informational paradigm in which “@obng services and manipulating
information are at the heart of economic producti®000: 280). Similarly, in Lash
and Urry’s economies of signs and space, “whatnigeasingly produced are not
material objects but signs” (1994: 4), in the foomboth informational products and
‘aestheticised’ commodities (including material dsp which embody symbolic

information.

! Bell here distinguishes between the empirical Kedge of industrialism and the theoretical knowkedg
of post-industrialism but this appears to be mdra beuristic convenience than a meaningful disitimc
(Webster 2002: 51-57).



Change and Continuity in Capitalism 20

It is extremely difficult to gauge empirically winetr we have indeed moved from a
goods-producing to an information-producing econoiiitye customary approach is to
identify industries that can be defined as infoiorel and then measure their
contribution to production and employment. Howeuiere is a tendency in such
exercises to cast the net very widely and incluslanéormational practically every
activity which is not a direct act of material pumtion, thus embracing many service
industries which in fact produce very little in thay of information — an issue to which
we will return when we look at the matter of empimnt structures. Moreover, much
informational production is not distinct from magrproduction, but is part of the
extended division of labour surrounding materiabdurction, feeding into the many
activities involved in the production, circulati@nd consumption of material goods.
These sorts of intermediate informational prodwats becoming more visible (and
measurable) due in part to increasing specialisatibhin the social division of labour,
which sees informational activities once hidderhiitthe internal operations of goods-
producing or goods-circulating enterprises increglgi externalised and purchased from
specialised service enterprises — functions suchsearch and development, marketing,
communications, management consultancy, legal acduating services and so on.
This is not to deny that informational activitiese @ecoming more important, but it
does cast doubt on the argument that informatipr@duction represents the basis of a
new economy. Informational activity conducted fbe tultimate purpose of producing
and selling goods hardly represents a shift awaynfa goods-producing economy,
although it may indicate that information is becogia more important part of those
activities. Goods production which relies on infatron is still goods production. And
it might be added that goods which embody symbioiiormation are still goods —
rather than signs as Lash and Urry would have lisviee

The idea of informationalism also rests on the posfénformation technology as a
transformative force — it is not just about thedarction of information but also about
how information technology provides the means Fa& transition to an economy and
society based on informational production. Inforimatsociety theory is often charged
with technological determinism, in that technolagyeen to be an exogenous driver of
change rather than being socially embedded. Thieitainly true of many populist
accounts of the information society (eg Toffler @B8but perhaps less true of more
sophisticated accounts such as that of Castelilspuajh he too is often accused of

technological determinism (Stehr 2000; Garnham 1998stells in fact suggests at the
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outset that there is a dialectical relationshipveein technology and society, that while
scientific discoveries and technological innovatmay occur autonomously, they do so
within particular social and economic contexts Whicfluence how they are developed
and applied, and which in turn are shaped by tleeofigechnology (2000a: 5). This is
an entirely reasonable position, but one that it sustained in the course of his
substantive analysis where information technolapentedly appears at the heart of an
extraordinary range of changes, while the longstantbrces of capitalist development
are downplayed. Thus, globalisation appears astrihmph of technology over the
constraints of time and space rather than the tre$udapitalism’s expansionary quest
for new sources of profit; organisational restruicty appears as a revolutionary
marriage of information technology and networkingit rather than a further stage in
the ongoing rationalisation of production; and emgpient change is conceptualised in
terms of a disjunctural surge in informational protion rather than as a continuation of
long-term trends in the division of labour. Whilgfarmation technology has clearly
played an important role in all these changess dabatable as to whether it provides
the impetus behind them or is rather an enablimprielogy which facilitates and
perhaps accelerates processes of change whichiiérmto the logic of capitalism.

It is tempting to attribute considerable transfatiiwea power to information
technology because of the pace at which it hasldeed, the extent to which it has
colonised our workplaces and homes, and the shegenuity of many of its
achievements. However, this does not necessarikentaa transformative force on a
par with the industrial technology which changedremny and society so radically
during the Industrial Revolution. In this respe@oplding (2000) makes a useful
distinction between two types of technology: ondclvHallows existing social action
and process to occur more speedily, more effigretl conveniently”; and one which
“enables wholly new forms of activity previously pnacticable or even inconceivable”
(Golding 2000: 171). Golding contends that infonmatechnology generally falls into
the former category, that it has not fundamentelignged what we do, but rather how
we do it. If we apply this to the realm of produoct;j it could be argued that for the most
part information technology provides us with soneyvimpressive tools to enhance
production processes, accelerate and expand coroatiomis, facilitate networking and
improve the gathering and dissemination of infororatFor all the wizardry involved
in these advances, they are essentially improvesyratiter than new forms of activity

and do not entail the sort of transformations inthods of production, relations of
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production and divisions of labour unleashed byustdal technology. From a
contemporary perspective, the personal computehtmegem a far more impressive
piece of machinery than the spinning jenny, andntih@oprocessor a more staggering
invention than steam power, but arguably their eqnences have not been as great.
However, this should be qualified with the obsanmathat the IT revolution may still
be in its infancy and we cannot yet discern whérmay take us — just as the full
implications of industrial technology may not halleen apparent to those living

through the early stages of the Industrial Revotuti

Globalisation

Globalisation features strongly in the transformradl perspectives of a number of
major theorists including Castells (2000a), Baunfa®98), Beck (2000b), Giddens
(2003) and Hardt and Negri (2000). While this hteire and the topic of globalisation
in general encompasses a range of economic, dubindh political dimensions, our
concern here is primarily with the economic dimensi— again covered most
systematically by Castells. He and others of angfigo globalist persuasion posit the
existence of a single integrated global economwhich the autonomy of nation-states
Is severely diminished, signalling a new stageapitalist development. Against this,
others question both the novelty and extent of aiehtion and warn against
downplaying the importance of national economied aational policies (Hirst and
Thompson 1999; Gilpin 2001). This debate is toe®esive and complex to adequately
canvas here, but there is scope for some very gecemments about the novelty and
extent of globalisation and about that aspect wiiel the greatest bearing on the
current thesis — the international division of labb

The novelty of globalisation is disputed by worlstems analysis, which argues
that capitalism has operated as a globally intedgratystem based on an international
division of labour since the sixteenth century (&atein 1974; Arrighi 1994). Castells
acknowledges this, but makes a distinction betwhenvorld economy of old and the
global economy of today on the basis that therlagperates on a planetary scale in real
time (2000a: 101-102). This is not entirely conumgc both global and world
economies are planetary by definition (what is weeld if not planetary?) and while
financial markets may operate in real time, thisasthe case for international trade and

transnational production, which are still constegirby the need to move goods between

! See Held and McGrew (2003) for a range of diffeperspectives on globalisation issues.
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countries, even though new technologies have aatettand enhanced communication
within trade and production networks. Most impotignit is difficult to make a
qualitative distinction between the historic woeldonomy and the contemporary global
economy when the forces of global interdependeneefandamentally unchanged.
Today’s globalisation, like that of preceding ceids, is still driven by the
expansionary dynamic of capital accumulation whitipels capital to seek out new
production opportunities, open up new markets aqpdio# new sources of cheap labour
and materials (Wallerstein 2004). In this respegg should be wary of over-
emphasising the role of technological change asiwerdof global integration while
underestimating the global imposition of neoliberatonomic models through
international institutions such as the Internatidvianetary Fund, the World Bank and
the World Trade Organization in their efforts teive and sustain capital accumulation
in the wake of the crisis of the 1970s (Harvey 2005

Even if globalisation is not new, we might justifig apply the term to the current
era if global integration is accelerating at adasate than previously. Evidence for this
can be found in the ascendancy of global financiarkets, liberalisation of
international trade, penetration of transnatiomaporations, and internationalisation of
production (Castells 2000a: 101-147). However, tHarsd Thompson argue that such
evidence does not necessarily support a strongaligaltion thesis, for a number of
reasons. Firstly, the current phase of integradioth openness is not unprecedented, but
Is in fact a reversion to the state of affairs thasted in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Second, genuinely transnaltioog@orations are rare, as most large
companies remain nationally based in terms of sasggbduction and sales while
trading multinationally. Third, foreign direct insnent is highly concentrated among
the advanced economies rather than flowing freely the less developed countries.
Fourth, trade, investment and financial flows ao¢ genuinely global, but tend to be
dominated by the major economic powers. And fifthcause of their dominance, those
major powers have the capacity to exert regulagwyernance over the supposedly
uncontrollable global markets should the will exfstirst and Thompson 1999: 2).
While this position is contentious, it does provide valuable corrective to the
exaggerated accounts of globalisation that tendidminate academic and political
discourse. Hirst and Thompson are not suggestiaigthiere has been no change in the
international economy, but dispute the extent obgl integration and argue that the

principal economic entities are still nations, mtenected through trade and
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investment rather than subsumed into a single gkaitdy. Hence, they characterise the
world economy as ‘inter-national’ rather than globend the process of increasing
interdependency as one of internationalisationeratian globalisation. The distinction
is more than semantic — it highlights the impor&ant national economies and national
strategies, and provides grounds for challengimglelgitimacy of neoliberal economic
policies which have been imposed worldwide on thetgxt of maintaining ‘global
competitiveness’ in an inexorably globalising world

For the purposes of the current study, the mogineert aspect of interdependence
within the international economy is the internaéibdivision of labour (Dicken 2003).
A distinction must be made here between the ‘atatsinternational division of labour
and the ‘new’ international division of labour. Tlkassical international division of
labour consists of countries specialising in praiduc of particular types of
commodities exchanged though trading relationshipsthe perspective of world-
systems analysis, this involves relations of unkeguehange between core states
producing predominantly high-value products and igheral states producing
predominantly low-value products, while semi-pedgi states occupy intermediate or
transitional positions between the two (Wallerst@@04). The new international
division of labour involves transnational manufaictg operations, in which producers
locate different parts of their production procasse different countries offering
different comparative advantages. This is achietredugh a range of networking
arrangements involving branch plants, subsidiarynganies or sub-contracting
relationships — all varieties of Castells’'s netwarhiterprise. The newness of this
phenomenon is relative — Frobet al (1980) identified it as an important model of
production in the 1970s, and it has its originshi@ growth of transnational enterprises
after the Second World War (Wright 2002b). Like thassical international division of
labour, this new version also entails global inditjea as capital exploits low-cost
labour in developing countries and repatriates phefits to developed economies
(Munck 2002). Both the classical and new intermatlodivisions of labour can be
viewed as global manifestations of the more loedlidivisions within national
economies and local enterprises. The classicatnatienal division of labour is a
global version of the social division of labour iasnvolves many producers trading
different commodities in international markets, lshhe new international division of
labour is a global manifestation of the technidalsion of labour as it involves single

producers dividing up their production processesadrnansnational basis. In terms of



Change and Continuity in Capitalism 25

the latter, we can also see the Babbage principl®gk on a grand scale: just as factory
production enabled skilled labour to be replacedchgaper unskilled labour in local

contexts, so transnational production enables tlmeenexpensive labour in core

countries to be replaced by cheaper labour indessloped countries.

The international division of labour has becomeraasingly interdependent and
complex in recent decades as market liberalisammhtechnological developments have
facilitated greater movement of goods and capitéh terms of the classical
international division of labour, exports and imigoconstitute increasing shares of
production and consumption for most countries. énms of the new international
division of labour, manufacturing operations (anofrerecently some service functions)
have been increasingly relocated from developedidweeloping countries offering
competitive advantages, particularly in respecabbur costs. The old divide between
core and periphery has blurred somewhat as newdusinialising countries have
become less dependent on the production of foodrawdmaterials, diversifying into
the production of both manufactures and servicedb&h international and domestic
markets. These changes obviously exercise critdllences over divisions of labour
within nations: in the less developed nations, easing numbers of workers are
engaged in secondary production and services; whillee advanced capitalist nations,
the direct labour of material production declinetative to the indirect labour of
product development, strategy, marketing, distrdmytadministration and management.
Therefore, while globalisation or internationalieat itself may not be particularly
novel, increasing interdependency within the ird@ional division of labour is an

important factor to be considered in any analysisational employment structures.

Networks

The network is not quite as ubiquitous a themeh@a post-industrial literature as
informationalism and globalisation, but it is cahtto Castells’s vision of the new
society, which for him is a ‘network society’. Waibthers might not go this far, echoes
are found in Hardt and Negri's depiction of netwgkoduction as the dominant
organisational form in the ‘deterritorialized’ wdrbf informational production, while in

Lash and Urry’s ‘economies of signs and space’ethgran emphasis on the flows of

! Technological factors here are not confined torimation communications technologies, but include
developments in production techniques which haveblked parts of manufacturing processes to be
deskilled and outsourced, and advances in traregprtwhich have enabled goods to be transported
more quickly and more cheaply — including an ini@mtas humble and low-tech as the shipping
container, which has dramatically reduced the abatternational shipping (Levinson 2006).
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capital, commodities and information through speaeethe architecture of networks.
These accounts regard networks as a distinguisieiatyire of a new economy even
though, as with informationalism and globalisatiowtworks are not in themselves
fundamentally new but are a longstanding featurecohomic and social organisation.
Castells concedes this, but argues that the distamess of today's network
organisation is that information technology “praascthe material basis for its pervasive
expansion throughout the entire social structuB®00a: 500). This again raises issues
of technological determinism, but perhaps mostudeting is the sense that technology
has transformed the network into a social forcectvlseems to exercise a determining
influence over economy and society independentlgushan agency — as expressed in
the idea that the ‘power of flows’ is more impottéman the ‘flows of power’ (Tonkiss
2006: 46-49). This deflects attention from the vexgl exercise of power by capital and
political elites and — like the impression of inexdole globalisation — has a potentially
depoliticising effect by conveying a sense that aomctors are helpless in the face of
the irresistible logic of the network (Marcuse 202

We should not, however, dismiss the concept ofrteévork altogether. Others
argue more reasonably that while networks are bewpran increasingly important
form of organisation, society is not constitutedr@tworks but by individuals, groups
and organisations who increasingly relate to eatkerowithin networks (Van Dijk
1999). In the economic sphere, networks are abthweraeans by which to rationalise
the organisation of complex economic activitiestfoe purpose of maximising profits.
Information technology has come to play an impdr&gmrabling role in such networks,
but it is a new tool to achieve old ends: globahficial networks are a technologically
sophisticated means by which to organise the atmr of capital on a global scale in
real time; and the network enterprise is a techgioddly integrated means to achieve
organisational efficiencies in the production anduation of commodities. It was
observed in the previous section that transnatigp@duction networks are a
manifestation of the division of labour, and thensaapplies to networked production
on more localised levels where different firms withetworks or different units within
networked firms perform specialised and inter-edatoles as a collective producer or
as interdependent individual producers. The varitypes of organisational change
encompassed by the concept of the network enterpaiie essentially ways of
reorganising or restructuring the division of lahotn this context it is useful to

remember that the division of labour is not jusb@bhow work is divided, but also
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about how specialised roles are integrated. As Saxyg Walker (1992: 6) put it: “The
puzzle is this: how are the various specializedviiets to be connected so that they
function in a reasonably coherent and efficient nea®” The network enterprise can be

seen as one approach to solving that puzzle.

Transformations in work and class

Work

In the perspective of post-industrial theory, sbétaces such as informationalism,
globalisation and networking are considered todf@mn employment in the advanced
economies in two key respects: there is a strulcalmiét in employment from goods-
producing industries and occupations to serviceirdormational industries and
occupations; and there is a destandardisation adtvidualisation of employment
relationships, which engenders increasing insecuaitd instability in employment.
There is evidence for both these trends, althowglwith the topics discussed in the
previous section there is a tendency to exaggdatie the extent and the novelty of
such developments. These issues are the focudsfasiive analysis in later chapters,
so this discussion will briefly highlight the kessues.

Structural employment changes involve the redigtidm of work across both
industries and occupations. In terms of industpest-industrial theory conventionally
interprets the shift in employment from manufagtgrto service industries as a sign of
the coming of post-industrial society, just asshdt from agricultural to manufacturing
employment was indicative of the rise of industsatiety (Bell 1999 [1973]: 123-142).
The category of services, however, is problematicafcouple of reasons. One is that it
Is a catch-all residual category encompassing sevectivities linked only by the fact
that they involve neither the direct extractionrafv materials nor their processing into
manufactured goods, and so expansion in such gagte itself tells us little. Hence
there are varied attempts to sub-divide servicese meaningfully, but the axial divide
remains that between goods and services, and aalsls to be focussed on the
transition between the two. This brings us to #moad problem with services, which is
that much of the activity of service industries net distinct from that of goods
industries, but is part of the extended social siori of labour surrounding the
production and circulation of goods (Sayer and \Walk992; Gershuny 1978; Cohen

and Zysman 1987). Growth in service employmentosmew but has been occurring
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since the Industrial Revolution when the demand ti@nsport, communication,
financial, commercial and mercantile services aredbd in tandem with the production
of material goods and their distribution througmarket economy (Kumar 1978: 200-
204). Recent decades have seen more marked saluchanges as the automation and
internationalisation of production has reduced nf@acturing employment in the
advanced economies and more labour has moved hote tindustries nodirectly
involved in material production. However, may oéslk industries plapdirect roles in
goods production in the form of either pre-produgeti post-production or ancillary
work. And as noted earlier, this work is becomingrenvisible and measurable as
growing specialisation in the division of laboueset increasingly split off from goods-
producing industries. Not all the work of servigedustries is related to material
production, but it is too simplistic to interpréeir growth as evidence of a fundamental
shift from goods to services when much of it is doethe proliferation of material
goods and the expansion and specialisation of thsi@h of labour involved in their
production, circulation and consumption (Sayer an@lker 1992: 56-107). The
changing international division of labour is als&ey element in this, as much of the
direct production work once done in the advancepitalst nations has not simply
disappeared but has been shifted offshore, leathegmore developed countries to
concentrate on the indirect work surrounding préidac Any shift from goods to
services, therefore, is primarily one within thendkstic economies of particular
countries rather than within capitalism as a whole.

Castells is well aware of the problems with theasg of services (2000a: 219-
223), but retains it in his analysis while introthgc alongside it an alternative
distinction between goods-handling and informatiamdling industries, designed to
illustrate his contention about the rise of infotimaal employment. This distinction is a
minor advance in that it broadens the class of strths concerned with goods to
include activities such as transportation, wholegaénd retailing. However, many of
the industries he classes as information-handlilsgp @lay important roles in the
business of producing and circulating goods — itrtkss such as communications,
finance, insurance and real estate. Even if wepddCastells’s categories, his analysis
does not show that information handling has beca@meore important source of
employment than goods handling — goods-handlingustrees still accounted for a

greater share of employment in the advanced ecasoimithe early 1990s, albeit within
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the context of a long-term shift towards informatizandling industries (Castells
2000a: 318-324).

Occupational shifts in employment are obviouslysely linked to industry shifts,
but they also reflect changes in employment strestwithin industries. Post-industrial
theory tends to interpret growth in white-collar nwoas another indicator of the
transition to post-industrialism, but many whitdlaoworkers are employed in either
secondary industries or enterprises which sengcersdary industries. And just as there
has been an expanding social division of labouweeh industries and enterprises
involved directly or indirectly in material produmh, so there has been an expanding
technical division of labour within goods-produciegterprises which has resulted in
growth in the indirect labour of supporting, augiiegg and managing the direct labour
of physical production. Thus, in a typical manufaittg enterprise the number of
workers on the factory floor has been dwindlingass have been automated or sent
offshore, while at the same time the offices haeerbfilling up with white-collar
workers involved in tasks of management, admirtisina planning, research and
development, communications, marketing and sotas.d fallacy to see such workers
as the embodiment of post-industrialism when theypart of the extended division of
labour involved in goods production (Sayer and Walk92: 67-75].

There is also a tendency in post-industrial thetmrytreat white-collar jobs as
qualitatively superior to blue-collar jobs, not ynémbodying greater skills and
knowledge but also enjoying better working conaisipgreater autonomy and more job
satisfaction. This is not always the case. At adotle time Bell was lauding the growth
of white-collar work as the harbinger of a new éegverman (1974) was pointing out
that white-collar jobs were subject to the same@sses of deskilling and degradation
which accompanied the technical division of laboand mechanisation in
manufacturing. While Braverman was criticised foredooking the fact that job
degradation in some areas was accompanied by joéneament in others, it did not
alter the reality that many white-collar or servig#bs were subject to increasing
routinisation, mechanisation, subdivision and suge&mn. This is no less true today as
pressures to achieve efficiencies through ratisaibn and computerisation have de-
skilled and de-humanised much of the work of cldrisales and service occupations

! In the same vein, Hardt and Negri's concept ofriaterial labour’ is misleading when many of the
workers it embraces are contributing to the busirefsmaterial production, particularly as they exte
the concept to include the work of producing goadiéch have an informational dimension (Hardt and
Negri 2000: 289-294).
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and in many cases created conditions more typicaduostrial assembly lines than the
idealised world of the knowledge economy (Ritzeb@MHead 2003). Data-entry clerks,
call-centre workers, checkout operators and fastHfworkers are not necessarily of a
higher order than those on the assembly line sirbplsause they work in an office,
shop or restaurant rather than a factory.

With the benefit of having seen the consequencesteghnological and
organisational change, today’s commentators aréaper more aware than earlier
forecasters such as Bell that change and restmgtoan lead to the degradation as well
as the enhancement of work. Thus, many rightly Ilgghthe polarisation of work in
today’s economy, as in Castells’s distinction betmvéhe skilled and privileged class of
informational labour and the de-skilled and disadaged class of generic labour.
However, at the same time there is a tendency ¢ptaa very catholic definition of
categories such as informational labour and thusvier-estimate their significance.
Castells claims that informational workers make aipput a third of the employed
population in OECD countries (2000b: 376), but teilcompasses such a broad and
disparate range of occupations — many of whichardy be described as informational
to the extent that they involve some sort of jobesfic credentialing and skills — that
informational labour becomes of questionable valsean analytical category (Halcli
and Webster 2000). This is exacerbated by the dpugaof job titles, which has seen
increasing numbers of workers classified as maisagerthe basis of minimal levels of
authority or autonomy, or as professionals on th&sof modest levels of specialised
knowledge. There is no doubt that there has beasiderable growth in the genuinely
informational labour of education, research, desigmovation, communication,
strategy and so on. But that is only obscured, ilhwninated, by the indiscriminate
application of the concept to a much wider rangkesd fitting occupations.

The other aspect to claims about the transformatiomork is the idea that flexible
production models, organisational restructuringht®logical change and economic
uncertainty have made work increasingly insecumgermanent and individualised.
This is a particular concern of Beck (1992; 200@®nnett (1999; 2006) and Bauman
(2000; 2001), all of whom convey a sense that hkemgr and full-time waged
employment is becoming outmoded as flexible andgteus employment becomes the
norm. In much of this literature the trends areumssd rather than empirically
demonstrated, and where empirical support is pealid as in Castells’s discussion of

the ‘flexi-timer’ (2000a: 281-296) — the evidenseléss than conclusive. In a trenchant
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critique of this perspective, Doogan (2009) marsipErsuasive empirical evidence to
demonstrate that not only are the claims greatlyggrrated, but some are actually
contrary to the reality — for instance long-termpdomyment is shown to be increasing
rather decreasing in advanced economies (see alge E007). There has undoubtedly
been some destandardisation of work associated wdleasing rates of part-time
employment, temporary work, self-employment andvweirking. But not all such work
is insecure or precarious, and with the exceptiopant-time work each of these types
of employment still accounts for relatively smalloportions of the workforces of
advanced economies. In the case of part-time wbekgrowth is not solely attributable
to changes in labour demand, but also reflectmareasing supply of people who want
to work part-time rather than full-time. Much ofetlgrowth in part-time employment
has been among mothers with dependent childrempleed retirement age and tertiary
students — groups for whom part-time work providesmeans of maintaining
engagement in the workforce rather than being symatic of a broader weakening of
attachment to employment.

Nonetheless, there is certainly a popular percepti@at employment has become
increasingly precarious and insecure. Doogan stgglest the gap between perception
and reality indicates a ‘manufactured uncertainftllowing Bourdieu (1998), he
claims that it amounts to a new ‘mode of domindtighereby systematic exaggeration
of the threats posed by global market competit®rused by employers to coerce
workers into accepting unfavourable conditions e tinterests of maintaining
competitiveness and retaining jobs. And he arglhasrany who are sympathetic to the
cause of workers — including trades unions andasammmentators — unwittingly
contribute to this pervasive sense of anxiety bgrstating the threats of globalisation
and technological change and their effects onaheur market. Thus, Doogan suggests
there is a ‘confluence of narratives’ between podtistrial social theory and neoliberal
management discourse — in which Boltanski and @ti@$2005) identify a ‘new spirit
of capitalism’ celebrating the virtues of flexilyiand adaptability as requirements for
both businesses and workers to succeed in the divgpenvironment. This is not to
say that social theorists have been complicit ioliheral strategies, but rather that they
may have been a little too uncritical in acceptegted ideological representations of
economic change.

There may also have been a misreading of the trehthe 1980s and early 1990s,

when restructuring of production and deregulatidnlatoour markets made many
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workers redundant or forced them into precariouskimg arrangements. This was
compounded by technological developments thatddsars about the extent to which
jobs would be automated or exported. These devedapsrwere unusual at the time in
that they significantly affected the security ofddlie-class white-collar workers as well
as manual production workers, who had hitherto ibenmost affected by recession
and restructuring. In what might be described asase of premature extrapolation,
many commentators seem to have interpreted thissi@ temporary consequence of
readjustment but as the genesis of a long-terndtrand extrapolated it into a future
increasingly devoid of stable and secure employn{@®&#ck 2000a; Rifkin 1995;
Aronowitz and DiFazio 1994)In fact, it was more a matter of what Schumpeté8y
[1942]) might call a process of ‘creative destractiwhereby the destruction of jobs in
some sectors was followed by the creation of jobsthers. When the worst of this
process was over, there were indeed higher levelsemployment and higher levels of
non-standard employment than had previously beenc#ise, but the revival of job
growth exposed the gloomier forecasts as undulyragh In the meantime, however,
the perception that work was changing fundamentatig irrevocably had become
entrenched as conventional wisdom and has prové@dutti to dislodge. The current
economic crisis has lead to more waves of redundsarad reawakened the threat of
insecurity and the reality of precarious employmiemtmany workers, but this too is
likely to be a temporary phenomenon rather thaarlaihger of a jobless future. While
we should not ignore the fact that for many pedigbeible and insecure employment is
the reality and that this can have serious econamitpersonal consequences (Sennett
1999), it is important to keep the changes in pEospe and not lose sight of the fact
that conventional full-time employment is still therm and likely to remain so for the

foreseeable future.

Class

The transformation of employment is widely consadeto have been accompanied by a
transformation of class relations. There are twonmvariations on this theme: firstly
that the importance of clagger sehas diminished, and secondly that class remains
relevant but the class structures of industrialietgc have been fundamentally
transformed. The first position is discussed extehg in Chapter Five, but some brief

! Strangleman (2007) suggests that the literaturtherend of work is also characterised by a noistalg
for a lost sense of the permanence of work, whsahot new but is also found among earlier generatio
of writers and thinkers on work.
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observations can be made here. In essence the @ngaivout the decline of class is that
diminishing attachment to stable employment, trewvgng importance of consumption
as a source of social differentiation and the ganfeagmentation and individualisation
of social life have greatly weakened the signifamrof class as a form of social
organisation and identity. This perspective is egsped most strongly in postmodernist
arguments that class is effectively dead (Pakutsid Waters 1996), but there are
elements of it in Beck’s claim that individualisati dissolves the social institutions of
industrial society including class (Beck 1992; Bexkd Beck-Gernsheim 2002), and
Bauman’s contention that we are moving from a dgadé producers to a society of
consumers where identity is derived not from wotk from consumption choices
(Bauman 20053.To some extent, these arguments are premisecedaltie assumption
that standard employment is in serious decline \@adtherefore have a diminishing
attachment to work and to class affiliations anehitties formerly centred on work. A
more plausible argument is that class is beconesg Visible not as a consequence of
the decline of work as such, but as a consequehdheodecline of the manual
production work which traditionally provided thedmafor working class cultures and
solidarism, and which tended to bring the contafrslass relations into stark relief.
This may mean that class consciousness is wanirigf kdoes not mean that class is
dead. Class will remain an important dimensionaafia differentiation as long as work
remains a fundamental aspect of most people’s hvas the key determinant of their
material circumstances, as a site where they fooaiak relationships and share
collective interests, and as an element in how tthefjne themselves and perceive
others. The material dimension of class remainsiqudarly salient, as disparities in
wealth and income have grown in most advancedalegtinations over recent decades
as a consequence of neoliberal economic and suodiigies. It is somewhat ironic and
unfortunate that this occurred at the same timgoagl theorists were proclaiming the
demise of class.

The other approach to the transformation of classtions is that changes in the
nature of production have fundamentally altered dthess structures of industrial
society. We find this in both Bell's post-industréociety and Castells’s informational
society, where the possession of knowledge or mmdébion is considered more critical
than ownership or control of the means of productiostructuring class relations. This

is a theme which is very common in post-industtiaory, but it is not entirely

! See Atkinson (2007; 2008) for critiques of Beckl @auman on class.
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convincing. For Bell, status replaces economicredts as the axis of stratification, and
the highest status group is the professional dassiowledge class, which consists of
four estates — scientific, technological, admiitie and cultural — each with different

collective interests (Bell 1999 [1973]: 374-377)wiership does not feature at all in

Bell's stratification model, and his classes (antersed interchangeably with status) are
nothing more than occupational categories. As altrabe division between capital and

labour appears to be of less consequence thanuised between say a technician and
a clerk — a notion that is arguable at best. Tlkgation of professionals to the summit
of the stratification hierarchy also obscures thet fthat salaried professionals are
subordinate to capital and bureaucratic elites, gekrally operating at their behest
rather than being in the vanguard of the post-itéissociety as Bell would have us

believe (Giddens 1980: 262-263).

For Castells, the divide between capital and labsiik matters, but within the
category of labour there is what appears to be aenmmportant split between
informational labour and the low-skilled workersdsdls generic labour. The former, as
the most valued producers in the new economy araasrs of ‘collective capital’ in
the form of investments, have interests which appeaoincide more with those of
capital than those of generic labour (2000b: 37By3TCastells seems to suggest that
while the division between capital and informatibtabour is blurring, the division
between informational and generic labour is becgmsharper. This dualistic
conception of informational and generic labour bardisputed on a number of grounds.
Firstly, as noted earlier, informational labouraivery heterogeneous category ranging
from humble technicians to corporate executives ancbmpassing diverse material
circumstances and interests, so they are unlikelyave much cohesiveness as a class.
Secondly, there is no sharp dividing line betwadnrmational and generic labour, but
rather a graduated stratification of workers witiffetlent levels and types of skill
ranging from unskilled labourers to higher profeassis — quite where generic labour
ends and informational labour begins is difficutt tell. Thirdly, whatever their
differences in education, informational and genkxiiour do share common interests as
workers who lack ownership of the means of productiThe fact that informational
workers may be owners of collective capital isitifd consequence. Many low-skilled
workers are also owners of collective capital asnimers of superannuation funds. And
while workers and owners may share a common irtemresseeing a healthy

sharemarket, this does not alter the fact that #i&y have conflicting interests: owners
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have an interest in extracting as much surpluteg ¢an from their workers (skilled or
unskilled), while workers have an interest in rsgs exploitation and domination by
owners. This basic fact about the capitalist mofieroduction does not change just
because of a shift towards informational production

This is not to deny that differences in educatioslall are important dimensions of
stratification, nor that they are becoming more omg@nt as the nature of production
changes. In capitalist societies better qualifientkers have always tended to occupy
more privileged positions than those less qualifemad the possession of credentialed
knowledge is becoming an increasingly importanedsainant of life chances. But skill
differences do not replace differences in ownerdfaher, they intersect and overlap in
ways that produce complex patterns of inequalityeré are two important dimensions
to stratification: relations of production based @mmnership and non-ownership of the
means of production, and divisions of labour inuadvhierarchical gradations of skill
and authority. The challenge is to develop an wtdading of the relationship between
the two which can capture the complexity and chaggharacter of contemporary class

relations — a challenge which is taken up in Chalpitee.

The regulation approach

The preceding discussion suggests that the casea fdistinctively new form of
capitalism and a new social epoch — whatever wealdhthoose to call it — is not built
on solid foundations. While capitalism has undodlytevolved, the extent of change
has been routinely exaggerated and erroneouslytifiéenas something qualitatively
new rather than a development of the longstandiyrgaehics of industrial capitalism
pointed out so long ago by Marx and Weber. The napees of capital accumulation
and rationalisation have always driven developmehtke sort we have observed here:
the expansion of capitalism though internationéilisa and commodification; the
constant specialisation and reorganisation withédivision of labour; the utilisation of
scientific techniques and expert knowledge to enbgmoduction and planning; and the
development of new technologies to gain competitiyantages and exploit new
sources of profit. All of this has been characterisf capitalism since the Industrial
Revolution. The theories discussed to date do drd@ntion to some important trends,
but if anything these trends represent the devedosprand intensification of industrial
capitalism rather than its demise. Industrial g has evolved and changed but it is
resilient, and we should be wary of proclaimingpé&ssing without critically examining
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the nature of change or observing the continui#esl in so doing, the alluring gloss of
post-industrialism begins to chip away, revealig told juggernaut of industrial
capitalism hidden beneath.

The question remains that if we reject the ideamfepochal transformation in
capitalism, how are we to interpret the undeniablanges that have occurred over the
last few decades? The answer may lie in theorieshvbontend that capitalism is
subject to periodic transformations as a resukadnomic crises and/or technological
changes, identifying a number of phases of capitdievelopment since the Industrial
Revolution but without positing a fundamental ruptwith industrial society. This
brings us back to the theories of post-Fordism moeatl earlier in the chapter. In these
schools of thought industrialism persists but glifeerent form, the dynamics of change
are familiar from earlier phases of capitalism, &nel social consequences tend to be
less profound than in the post-industrial and imfational models. These theories
identify a significant transition in the developnber industrial capitalism around the
1970s when the mass production methods of Fordesra giay to more flexible forms
of production, enabled by technological changeiastitutional reforms.

There are three main schools of thought within timead approach. One is the
flexible specialisation approach, which suggestt there have been two significant
‘industrial divides’ since the late nineteenth eeyf the first involving the rise of mass
production, and the second involving a transitioriléxible production utilising skilled
workers and adaptable machinery and processesottuge more diversified goods
(Piore and Sabel 1984). The second is the neo-Suétenian approach, which suggests
that there have been five long-waves of developrsarde the Industrial Revolution,
each based on different ‘techno-economic paradigrasd ‘socio-institutional
frameworks’: the age of cotton, iron and water powlge age of railways, steam power
and mechanisation; the age of steel, heavy engingeand electrification; the age of oil,
motorisation and mass production; and the curregé af information and
communications technology (Freeman and Louca 2008¢. third is the regulation
approach, which identifies four modes of develophsmce the Industrial Revolution,
each separated by periods of crisis which resulthm adoption of new forms of
accumulation and regulation, with the latest inuajva transition from Fordism to post-
Fordism (Boyer and Saillard 2002). Of these thr&w®osls, the regulation approach is
the most influential and avoids problems of dualismthe flexible specialisation

approach and technological determinism in the nguipeterian approach. Before
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considering the regulation approach in greaterilgdatais worth expanding on the
concept of Fordism.

Fordism is sometimes narrowly conceived as a paatictype of production
process, but more broadly it encompasses both ptioduand consumption norms,
supportive institutional frameworks and even ensioeial configuration$.In the first
instance, Fordism refers to a system of produatiamplified by the assembly lines of
Henry Ford’s automobile plants and the scientifianagement techniques of F.W.
Taylor, which together rationalised production msses through a detailed technical
division of labour and close hierarchical supenossof workers. But beyond this, Ford
also sought to intensify the labour effort and potenconsumption, along with the
welfare and morality of workers, through pay incezd for those who conformed to
certain standards both within and outside the wladgo The extension of this sort of
social contract from the individual workplace tee tivider society lead to the idea of
Fordism as the foundation for a whole new sociaear This was to some extent
realised in the advanced capitalist nations af@g51 when an economic regime based
on mass production was supported by a social adntetween labour, capital and the
state. Workers accepted the rigours of Fordist Ualmocesses, in return for which
employers allowed them a greater share in prodtctgains through wage increases,
while the state brokered the relationship througlaetive role in centralised bargaining
and pursued Keynesian policies of stimulating agate demand through public
spending and expanded welfare provision. The resak a virtuous circle of mass
production and mass consumption: productivity gé@asl to higher wages, which lead
to increased demand, which lead to higher profits farther investment in production.
This provided the foundation for a sustained perbdeconomic growth which only
began to falter in the late 1960s and to collapsethe 1970s when declining
productivity and profitability, exacerbated by tlod crises of the 1970s, plunged
capitalist economies into crisis and initiated aiqee of extensive restructuring and
reform (Harvey 1990: 125-145; Jessop 2002: 55-94).

The regulation approach originates with a groupreinch political economists of a
broadly Marxist persuasion known as the Parisidmoal; starting with the seminal
work of Michel Aglietta (1979) on the historical\ddopment of the US economy and

continuing in the form of an extensive internatioresearch programme today (Boyer

! The use of the term in the broadest sense oweh tou&ntonio Gramsci’s essay on “Americanism and
Fordism” (Gramsci 1971: 277-318) which has beetuertial as a reference point for much Marxist
writing on Fordism and post-Fordism.
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and Saillard 2002).Beginning from the problematic of crises in calstaeconomies,
the Parisian regulationists reject both neoclassgsumptions of economic equilibrium
and Marxist predictions of an inevitable and fimeakdown of capitalism. Instead,
they seek to demonstrate how periodic crises aselwed through economic and
institutional transformations which enable capiégicumulation to remain relatively
stable over long periods of time. This general apph has spawned a number of
different schools of thought across the social rems, concerned not just with
economic change but also with locating various gpagt of social change within
economic contexts (Jessop 1990; 199Rpther than attempting to survey this diversity
of thought, the following summary focuses on theecteatures of the approach
developed by the Parisian school and outlined froductory works by Robert Boyer
and colleagues (Boyer 1990; Boyer and Saillard 2002

The regulation approach sees the history of cagmtalas progressing through
successivanodes of developmenbnsisting of differentegimes of accumulatioand
modes of regulatianRegimes of accumulation involve particular coof@ions of
production and consumption which allow periodswdtained capital accumulation and
the postponement or resolution of cyclical tendemdiowards disequilibrium. Such
regimes are based on distinctive technological gignas consisting not just of
particular types of technology, but also associd&abur processes and production
methods. Accumulation regimes can be broadly caisgp into two main types:
extensive and intensive. Extensive accumulatiobased on increasing the level of
absolute surplus value by utilising greater quaasipf labour to expand the scale of
production, while intensive accumulation involvasreasing the rate of relative surplus
value through new methods of production which emavkater productivity and more
intensive exploitation of labour. Because intensaggumulation brings productivity
gains which can be passed on in wage increasissmiore conducive to the expansion
of consumption. These two types of accumulationnatemutually exclusive but one or

! Some confusion has resulted from the direct tegiosi of the French termrégulatiori into the more
narrowly understood English term ‘regulatioRégulation to the Parisian school, refers to the way in
which institutionalised social relations operate elosure the systemic reproduction of the mode of
production, which is far broader than the type ééroeconomic management signalled by the English
understanding of regulation (Boyer and Saillard 200). Where the term ‘regulation’ is used here, it
should be understood in the broader sense inteogldte French writers.

% Notable examples of the use of the regulation @ag in other branches of the social sciencesdieclu
Jessop’s work which focuses primarily on the chaggiature of the state in capitalist societiess@es
2002; Jessop and Sum 2006), Peck’s work on thals@gjulation and spatial contexts of labour market
(1996) and the transition from the welfare to trerkfare state (2001), Koch'’s analysis of labour kets
and patterns of social inclusion and exclusion ostg-ordism (2006), and Harvey's work on the
relationship between post-Fordism and postmode(h290).
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other will tend to predominate in given contextsack accumulation regime is
supported by anode ofregulation which is a set of institutionalised norms, bebavs
and organisational forms that support the accunamatregime and ensure its
reproduction. Here again, two main types of regoatire identified: competitive and
monopolistic — the former involving the liberal pl@f market forces and the latter
involving a more managed economy dominated by molyoapital and an
interventionist state. A mode of regulation is etderised by a particular constellation
of institutional formswhich include the nature of the capital-labouatieh, the forms
of competition between enterprises, the monetadyfi@ancial regime, the nature of the
international regime and the role of the statea liven mode of regulation, institutional
forms tend to be complementary so that each catésbto their collective reproduction
and the overall cohesion of the mode of regulatiblodes of regulation are not
explained teleologically as a functional requirein@inthe accumulation regime, but as
an outcome of political struggles in which partanulgroups are able to force
compromises that support their interests. The catjon of a particular accumulation
regime and a compatible mode of regulatiana distinctive and relatively stable
economic configuration constitutesrade of developmehtModes of development can
vary cross-nationally within any given era as digtive national histories, cultures and
political relations play an important role in shapithe nature of institutions and
determining national growth models.

New modes of development originate in attemptsesoive structural economic
crises which threaten accumulation. Such criseseaiftiom endogenous rather than
exogenous causes and can take two forms: a cfihie anode of regulation in which a
failure to overcome cyclical fluctuations destad®b the institutional forms and
necessitates reform to the mode of regulation;acdsis of the accumulation regime,
in which the limits of the regime are reached ahe tecovery of profitability and
accumulation requires alternative methods of prodoc types of products,
technologies and locations for production. If sedses are not resolved, they have the
potential to develop into a crisis of the mode afduction which threatens the viability
of capitalism, but to date capitalism has provedaskably resilient in recovering from
crisis through restructuring. This has seen it mthweugh a succession of different

! The concept of mode of development is used inmaesthat different sense from Castells’s usage. In
both cases it refers to a particular historical gghavithin capitalism, but for Castells modes of
development are defined by the dominant technatogfethe age while in regulation theory they are
defined by distinctive forms of accumulation anduiation.
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modes of development since the Industrial Revatytiiased on different combinations
of accumulation and regulation. Initially there was expansionary phase of extensive
accumulation and competitive regulation lastingptizh most of the nineteenth century.
This was followed by a transitional period of irdese accumulation in which mass
production techniques developed but a competitioeerof regulation restrained wages
and prevented the development of mass consumpdiading to overinvestment and the
crisis of the 1930s. This contradiction was restldaring the Fordist period, in which
intensive accumulation was further enhanced by mpesfuction methods, but was now
accompanied by a monopoly mode of regulation inctvlwompromises between capital
and labour, mediated by the state, delivered resiewgrowth which enabled mass
consumption and sustained an unprecedented pefigiowth between the Second
World War and the early 1970s. The regime begafalter in the late 1960s for a
number of reasons: mass production techniquesedtaot exhaust their potential for
productivity gains; increasing internationalisatisiheconomic activity destabilised the
domestic circuits of mass production and mass copson; increases in wages and
social expenditure created inflationary pressueesl consumer preferences began to
shift away from standardised mass-produced good$ services. All this was
exacerbated by the oil crisis of 1973 and develaptxla major structural crisis which
eventually initiated a period of extensive restauiciy of capitalist enterprises and both
national and international economies, beginning ribe/ phase of capitalism loosely
referred to as post-Fordish.

There is no single hegemonic model of post-Fordisum rather a variety of national
models which share some characteristics and diffethers, representing the outcomes
of political struggles in different national contseX Boyer and Amable amongst others
have identified four major varieties of post-Fotdiapitalism in the OECD based on
different modes of regulation (Boyer 2000; 2005; éte 2000; 2004). Firstly, there is
the market-orientednodel typical of most English-speaking countriasyhich market
logic provides the organising principle, with an mrasis on competitiveness and

innovation and a reduced role for the state. Sdgpridere is themeso-corporatist

! The regulationists’ periodisation of capitalisndisputed by some, particularly in terms of whethés
possible to distinguish different eras accordinglifterent regimes of accumulation (Brenner anccksli
1991). These issues are too complex to enter iate, bbut in terms of this thesis the important p@n
that there is generally accepted to have beenfaisthe nature of capitalism following the crigi§ the
1970s involving a departure from mass productiod amnopolistic regulation — though there are
differing perspectives on how this should be intetgd.

2 The same was true of Fordism, of which Tickell d@etk (1995) identify nine variations based on
different couplings of accumulation and regulation.
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model which prevails in countries like Japan andéd&oin which large firms dominate
the economy and the state has an important coamgrole. Thirdly, there is the
statist model typical of some continental European coastsuch as France and to a
lesser extent Germany, which is a state-driven fofrmapitalism with a relatively high
level of public intervention in economic activitAnd finally, there is thesocial-
democratic model found in the Scandinavian countries, whishcharacterised by
greater social partnership between different istegroups and negotiation over the
nature of regulation.

New Zealand conforms most closely to the marketdrded model, which will be
described in more detail in the next chapter whenmwestigate the restructuring of the
New Zealand economy. But in very broad outline wae entify some critical shifts in
the nature of accumulation and regulation in caestadopting this model. The virtuous
circle of mass production and mass consumption sgiway to one of flexible
production and fragmented consumption, utilisingcnoelectronic technology and
flexible labour to produce short runs of diverdfiproducts, which together with
customised services cater to an increasingly diffeated and fast-changing market — a
regime which has been characterised as one ofbfleaccumulation’ (Harvey 1996).
This is accompanied by a return to a more competitode of regulation based on
neoliberal principles of unfettered market compatit Institutional reforms within the
mode of regulation involve a number of importanamges: dissolution of the capital—
labour compromise, which weakens the bargaininggoost labour; enhancement of
competition through deregulation of product marké&ssening of restrictions on the
flow of capital within financial markets; priorisgion of inflation control as the goal of
monetary policy; withdrawal of the state from itarherly interventionist role in the
economy; and greater integration of national ecaasnwithin the international
economy (Jessop 2002). Although this model enab#gaitalist economies to recover
from the crisis of the 1970s and set a new trajgdtor development, it failed to deliver
the sort of stable long-term growth experiencednduthe Fordist era. Growth was

slower and more intermittent, sustained by risirebtdand a series of short-lived

! While the transition to post-Fordism undoubtediydlved some ‘flexibilisation’ of production, crit
have rightly observed a tendency in some of tleediure to overstate the degree of flexibility dane
contrast with the inflexibilities of Fordism — Fasch was perhaps not as universally inflexible amneso
would paint it, and post-Fordism not as exceptignéiexible (Pollert 1991; Curry 1993; Sayer and
Walker 1992: 191-223). Moreover, mass productiothows do survive in some large manufacturing and
service enterprises — although even here theretdadsto be a greater diversity of products andises
and more flexible production processes, which sbmee termed ‘flexible mass production’ (Boyer and
Durand 1997).
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bubbles based on speculation in financial and ptgpmarkets, which resulted in a
succession of crises culminating in the major fawahncrisis which began in 2007
(Foster and Magdoff 2009).

The regulation approach stresses the role of clatrests in determining
trajectories of economic development. It has alydsskn noted that the Fordist mode of
development was based ongaid pro quocompromise between capital and labour,
under which workers accepted Fordist productionhwds in return for collective
bargaining rights, real wage growth and expandellavee provisions. While capital
benefited from the resulting expansion of consuamptby the 1970s there was growing
resistance among employers and business intekestee tpower of organised labour,
high levels of industrial action, the inflationagffects of wage growth and the tax
burden imposed by the welfare state. This fueltedrise of neoliberalism, which some
commentators see as a reassertion of capitaliss gawer in response to the advances
made by labour over preceding decades (Harvey 2D0nénil and Lévy 2004).
While it might be arguable whether the actors comeg perceived it in such terms,
there is no doubt that the eventual triumph of ibeohlism greatly benefited capital at
the expense of labour, initiating a marked redstion of income from wages to
profits, a loosening of restraints on capital’sligbto pursue those profits, a restriction
of labour’s ability to organise for higher wagesldetter conditions, and an abdication
by the state from the responsibility of compengpatabour through an adequate social
wage in the form of state welfare (Glyn 2006).

In a sense, the Fordist and post-Fordist modegw#ldpment can be characterised
as contrasting and ultimately unsuccessful attemptsresolve an irresolvable
contradiction within capitalism — the fact that Wwers constitute both costs of
production and sources of consumption. In the Bbrderiod, the emphasis was on
workers as consumers and wage growth was seemasarss to stimulate consumption,
but this proved unsustainable once productivitywghoslowed and the cost of labour
began to undermine profitability and stimulate atitn. In market-oriented post-
Fordism, the emphasis shifted to treating workersasts of production and containing

those costs by deregulating labour markets, weagemiganised labour and relocating

! Neoliberalism is variously understood as an idgploa policy framework and a form of
governmentality (Larner 2000). In this thesis itused to refer to the ideological legitimation tbe
market-oriented mode of regulation. Thus, followidgrvey, it can be defined as “a theory of politica
economic practices that proposes that human welgbean best be advanced by liberating individual
entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an tnsthnal framework characterized by strong private
property rights, free markets, and free trade. e of the state is to create and preserve aittishal
framework appropriate to such practices” (2005: 2).
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production to low-wage countries. This had two #igant consequences which
ultimately lead to the current financial crisisrdtly, the redistribution of income from
labour to capital and from low to high income easnmeant a greater share of that
income was invested in financial and property miarkes opposed to consumption,
shifting the locus of economic activity from prodioo to speculation. This
financialisation of the economy was encouraged énxegulation and globalisation of
financial markets, which enabled excessive spdoulaby financial institutions
supported by massive debt-leveraging. Secondlycdhstraint on wages meant private
consumption could only be sustained by rising hbakkdebt, facilitated by easy credit
and high levels of borrowing against rapidly ap@mteg property values. This debt
filtered through the deregulated financial systemthe form of mortgage-backed
securities repackaged into complex and opaque diaaproducts. Large volumes of
household debt turned ‘toxic’ with the burstingtieé US housing bubble in 2006—2007,
destabilising already highly leveraged financiatitutions and precipitating the global
financial crisis in 2007 (Foster and Magdoff 206&rvey 2010).

Neoliberal capitalism was thus hoist with its owetgrd, although it remains to be
seen whether this will prove fatal. Attempts to eginthe crisis have already been some
retreat from neoliberalism, with moves towardsegtiation, greater state intervention
and a revival of Keynesian stimulus spending. Bese may be short-term fixes rather
than long-term strategies, and have not as yetaimedtally altered the neoliberal
framework. Most importantly, the underlying problem income inequality, stagnating
production, unsustainable debt levels and a rapacifinancial sector — remain
unresolved and require more than mere tinkeringder to be remedied. The last major
crisis in the early 1970s was followed by protrdcpslitical struggles over economic
directions before the neoliberal solution in therioof Thatcherism and Reaganomics
emerged triumphant almost a decade later (Harve$)2m is likely that efforts to solve
capitalism’s current problems will also play outoseveral years of political struggle,
compromises and failed strategies before we careighe long-term consequences of
the present crisis and the shape of the capitdabstome.

It might seem that we have now travelled some dggdrom our initial concern
with the changing division of labour in capitalisin. fact, much of the post-Fordist
literature has little to say about the social donsof labour, while its concern with the
technical division of labour is largely confined tbe issue of changes in labour

processes. But what the regulation approach doepraside us with a way of
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interpreting the changes in capitalism which hawvturn shaped changes to the division
of labour and its manifestations in employment elags structures, and so enables us to
contextualise the analysis of those topics withm waderstanding of processes of
capitalist development. An example of this is Ka&c{2006) comparative study of post-
Fordist labour markets and social structures irogey which he presents as an attempt
to address a dual gap: “on the one hand, sociattste played only a minor role in
regulation theory and, in particular, in the debatethe transition from Fordist to post-
Fordist growth strategies; on the other hand, agn theoretical concepts have been
hitherto rarely considered in the debate on saceduality and stratification” (2006: 1-
2). The current thesis can be seen as a similamptt (albeit somewhat different in
approach) to address this dual gap in the New HAdatontext — although in New
Zealand the task is magnified as neither the réignlapproach nor the study of social
stratification have been strong currents in acade¢haught.

The ways in which restructuring reshapes labourketay employment structures
and social inequalities depends very much on thexiBps of the national context,
particularly a nation’s economic history, its naluresources, its location in the
international division of labour and the mode ofukation it adopts. The specifics of
the New Zealand situation will unfold over the csof the following chapters, but in
broad terms they are the changes already hightightéhe discussion on post-industrial
theory. These include: structural shifts from goga®duction to producer and
consumer services and circulation activities; oetwgmal shifts from manual
production work to a combination of low-skilled akdowledge-based work which
either provides services or indirectly supports dgp@roduction; and a limited shift
away from the standard full-time wage-earner mad&ards more destandardised
forms of employment. In terms of class structuinés means a shift from working-class
to middle-class jobs; a shift within the workin@s$ from blue-collar to white- or grey-
collar work; and a shift within the middle classvards professional and managerial
work. All these trends also have important impimas for gender and ethnic
inequality, as gender and ethnic groups are dig&thinequitably within the division of
labour and are therefore differentially affecteddianges in the nature of production
and employment.

It might be reasonably asked that if these aretahges which are highlighted by
post-industrial theory, what is to be gained frastdrding that approach and opting for

the regulation approach? One reason is that thdatgn approach is not an epochal



Change and Continuity in Capitalism 45

theory which rests on demonstrating a decisivelbfiean industrial capitalism, but is
instead concerned with changes in the nature afsinil capitalism and is therefore
less prone to the hyperbole which we observed @ discussion on post-industrial
theory (a point of difference which is obscuredsiyne critics who mistakenly seem to
regard post-Fordism as synonymous with post-indilistm). Another related reason is
that if we wish to locate the changes in the donsof labour within the context of
capitalist development we need a sound understgrafihow capitalism develops and
the ways in which it has changed. The regulatiqor@gch is better equipped than post-
industrial theory to capture the way that capitaligrogresses through stuttering steps
rather than giant leaps, through a succession ftdéreint modes of development of
varying success rather than through quantum jumgps &grarianism to industrialism to
informationalism. And it is better equipped to amsal those changes in terms of
capitalism’s own internal logic — its cycles of gitt, crisis and restructuring and the
play of class interests — rather than attributingnt to exogenous and uncontrollable
forces of technological change or globalisationnetworking logic. The regulation
approach balances themes of both change and ciytinyuhighlighting the transitions
between Fordism and post-Fordism while explainimgnt in terms of the established
imperatives of capitalism: the need to sustaintefgiccumulation and resolve crisis
tendencies through viable forms of production aodsamption and compatible forms
of regulation. While post-industrial theory puts ewerwhelming emphasis on change
and its staunchest critics counter with a stubbemphasis on the continuities of
industrial capitalism, the regulation approach shmw change and continuity go hand

in hand, and how industrial capitalism survive#tsressential features by changing.

Conclusion

To conclude, we can return to where we began, thighclassical perspectives on the
division of labour. That discussion highlighted fhet that the progressive expansion of
and specialisation within the division of laboursaan enduring feature of the growth of
human society, but also that industrial capitaligave considerable impetus to that
process by virtue of its expansionary dynamicsitnihtensification and rationalisation
of production processes. This is the theme devdltyeSayer and Walker (1992), who
show that many of the developments we have disdussee can be seen as aspects of
the ongoing widening and deepening of the divissdriabour and efforts to better
organise and integrate it. In this sense, the idinisf labour should be seen not just as
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an outcome of other developments, but as a dyndonce in its own right and a
concept with considerable explanatory power. Thisreundoubted merit in this
argument and much to be said for restoring thestixi of labour to its former position
as a central concept in the analysis of industapitalism. However, it would be wrong
to suggest that the division of labour simply exggmand complexifies constantly and
inexorably in tandem with the expansion of capstali Within the ongoing long-term
evolution of the division of labour, there are parfar conjunctures at which it is
subject to more sudden and severe upheavals. Epésedes accelerate the demise of
some industries and occupations, hasten the risthefs, and bring about new ways of
organising the complex whole at both the microdexetechnical divisions of labour
and the macro-level of the social division of labo&uch instances of creative
destruction occur most dramatically at those cartjunes where economic crises
precipitate the restructuring of capitalism througgw models of accumulation and
regulation, abetted by new technologies. The reigumaapproach provides an
understanding of these periods of upheaval andhmnefore complement the focus on
the long-term evolution of the division of laboatlowing an integration of the themes
of change and continuity. This is the perspectivectv informs the empirical analysis
of the changing nature of work and stratification New Zealand in the following
chapters, beginning with a look at the economiadi@mations resulting from the

neoliberal restructuring project of the 1980s ag€(s.



2

Economic Transformation in New Zealand

There can be few better examples of capitalismgacily for reinvention than the
transformation of the New Zealand economy in th80k%and 1990s. Over a few short
years of intense reform and restructuring, it wieam being an exemplary model of
Fordist accumulation and monopolistic regulatioratoalmost antithetical example of
flexible accumulation and competitive regulatiorneTstimulus for the transformation
lay in the global crisis of capitalism in the 1970gich severely damaged the New
Zealand economy, and the subsequent failure of &&gn-Fordist strategies to reset
the country on the path of growth and prosperitiye Tieoliberal solution adopted by
New Zealand from 1984 onwards was not its own @eabut was already being
implemented in some of the world’s most powerfudremmies such as the USA and the
UK. However, New Zealand arguably took the neohlbgrath further and faster than
any other developed country at that time, at caralole human cost in terms of
unemployment, inequality and poverty. While thatgtgy eventually delivered renewed
growth in production and jobs, it was a falterimglashort-lived recovery which ended
resoundingly with the onset of the global finanataisis in 2007-08. This cycle of
crisis, restructuring, growth and further crisijf@ms closely to the interpretation of
capitalist development provided by the regulatiggpraach, but this perspective is
rarely brought to bear on the analysis of New Zedilaeconomic transformatidn.

This chapter attempts to show the utility of thegulation approach to
understanding the transition between the two cetirg modes of development which
prevailed before and after the crisis of the 19T0Obegins with a brief account of the

development of the New Zealand economy prior td ¢hais, then provides a narrative

! Of the many general accounts of the restructudhghe New Zealand economy, only O’Brien and
Wilkes (1993) draw on the regulation approach, thig is largely confined to a characterisation huf t
before and after economies as models of Fordism @ost-Fordism. Neilson applies the French
regulationist perspective more systematically terjpreting the changing nature of the state (1298)
the implications for the labour movement (1993keithere in the literature there are scatterederées

to Fordism and post-Fordism which owe little exilidebt to the regulation approach, while more
systematic applications of the approach are gegarahfined to rather narrow research topics.



Economic Transformation in New Zealand48

of three phases in the subsequent transition smamode of development — the stages
of crisis, restructuring and consolidation — befooacluding with an outline of the key
features of post-Fordist accumulation and regufatibhis is a necessarily brief and
schematic account as the objective is not to peowad detailed analysis of New
Zealand's economic development, but to establiskcoatext for the analysis of
accompanying transitions in the labour market dved division of labour which will

follow in subsequent chapters.

From colonialism to Fordism

The development of capitalism in New Zealand carp&eodised into four relatively
distinct phases or modes of development separgtgeriods of economic crisis which
were resolved through extensive programmes of mefand restructuring. The first is
the colonial period, which established the pre-ams for the capitalist economy and
the subjugation of the Maori economy through thprapriation of land and an influx
of labour — a period which is framed by the signaighe Treaty of Waitangi in 1840
and the start of the Long Depression in the laf048 The second is the neo-colonial
period, an age of agrarian capitalism which sawctihesolidation of a pastoral economy
linked closely to Britain through flows of tradedafinance, spanning the period from
the 1890s to the Great Depression of the 1930s.tHirek is the Fordist period, which
began with the election of the first Labour Goveemtnin 1935 and matured during the
long boom from the end of the Second World Warluhg crisis of the 1970s. And the
fourth phase is the post-Fordist era which commevegh the election of the fourth
Labour Government in 1984 and takes us up to thebigs of the new crisis in 2007.
In terms of the time periods, these phases broacttprd with the periodisation of
capitalism identified by the Parisian regulatiosisind discussed in the previous
chapter. However, the nature of capitalism in thdier periods was obviously very
different in New Zealand to that in the more adwaheconomies of Western Europe
and North America. New Zealand was still very macfrontier society when Britain
was in the full throes of the Industrial Revoluti@md industrialisation in New Zealand
was constrained until after the Second World Waesite considerable growth in

manufacturing and service industries since 1945y Mealand is still distinguished

! This phase was preceded by a period of initiatacirbetween 1769 and 1840 in which the European
presence consisted mainly of sealers, whalersstsaahd missionaries. As there was no large-settlers
colonisation in this period, and capitalist relasoof production were therefore not prevalent, #ie is
excluded from the periodisation of capitalism inMNgealand.
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from most of the larger capitalist economies bydépendence on agricultural exports.
However, periods of growth and crisis in the NevalZad economy have clearly been
linked to the vicissitudes of the more advancednentes to which it exports its
primary products. And as the New Zealand econons developed, the modes of
regulation which have emerged from periods of srisiave borne increasing
resemblance to those of the larger capitalist exoes By the time of the post-1945
boom, New Zealand exhibited a mode of regulatiorchvivas as thoroughly Fordist as
those of the USA and Britain — although it was mieds dependent on Fordist mass
production. After the collapse of Fordism, New Zea@ even became something of a
global pacesetter in its programme of restructuang reform and its commitment to
the tenets of neoliberalism. The focus in this ¢las very much on the transition from
Fordism to the market-oriented post-Fordist mode development, but before
examining that we need to briefly consider New 2Zedls integration into the
international division of labour as an agricultupabducer, which played a critical role
in its subsequent development.

The colonisation of New Zealand in the mid-nineteezentury has been explained
by Bedggood (1980: 19-22) as the outcome of asciisiBritish capitalism which
necessitated colonial expansion in a quest foremutior surplus capital and surplus
labour. The initial phase of capitalism in the eolaan be seen in Marxian terms as a
period of primitive accumulation in which the nessy conditions for capitalist
agriculture were established through dispossessidviaori land and the creation of a
class of wage labourers, drawn primarily from la&sdl immigrants and supplemented
where necessary by indigenous labour. Land wasirgchiy a variety of means
including legitimate purchase, fraudulent transaxgj military conquest and
government confiscations (Sorrenson 1992). By tB@0% the vast majority of the
country’s productive land was in the hands of Paksbttlers, and public works
schemes were opening up more land for farming atabishing the infrastructure for
capitalist agriculture. The main focus of agricudtin this period was the production of
wool for the British market, while cereals, meatdadairy products were mainly
produced for the domestic market. Growth in agtumel also stimulated expansion in
the social division of labour, which saw the depeh@nt of service industries such as
mercantile, financial and transport services alaiilp secondary industries concerned
with primary product processing and public workewNZealand’s integration into the

world economy as an agricultural exporter madeusiceptible to international crises,
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and the contraction in export markets resultingnfrthe Long Depression stalled the
development of the fledgling economy and mirecdhiaiprotracted period of stagnation
lasting from the late 1870s to the early 1890s dGar 1992; Hawke 1985; McAloon
2009).

The next phase of New Zealand's development sathdurconsolidation of its
position as an agricultural producer and a susthperiod of growth from the mid-
1890s until the start of the 1920s, followed by entaltering growth until the onset of
the Great Depression (Hawke 1985; Brooking 1998# ihitial recovery owed much to
the fortuitous combination of a revival in exporarkets and a crucial technological
development in the form of refrigerated shippindiich allowed the export of meat and
dairy products to Britain. Accumulation thus becareatred on pastoral production of
wool, meat and dairy products for export, with gsnings funding the importation of
manufactured goods and further investment in afjual production. Reciprocal flows
of goods and capital tied New Zealand closely tataiBr in what Denoon (1983)
characterises as a relationship of ‘unforced depecel, determined not by imperial
control but by internal social forces. This invalvéhe consolidation of a mode of
regulation which favoured the allied interests arhiers, merchants and financiers over
those of industrial capital and urban labour (Ammsgy 1978). Industrialisation
remained a distant prospect, with secondary prasluctonfined largely to the
processing of primary products, while the domestiarket for manufactures was
constrained by low wages and poor living standardeng the working class. But while
New Zealand’s fortunes may have been heavily relienagricultural exports, it was
not exactly a nation of farmers. Mechanisation gfiailture and expansion of the
surrounding social division of labour meant thattbg mid-1920s only about three in
every ten New Zealand workers were employed in anymndustries — slightly more
than the proportion in the secondary sector (25qm), but considerably less than the
proportion in service industries (45 percent).

Heavy dependence on agricultural exports and foregpital meant that New
Zealand was again hit hard by an internationaisckden the Great Depression struck
in 1929. A period of massive unemployment and wpdesd hardship was followed by
the election of the first Labour Government in 19@bich set the foundations for the

Fordist mode of development that would deliver vee@ growth and prosperity after

! The figure for primary industries includes forgsfishing and mining as well as farming. The figdior
secondary industries includes construction andiaslas well as manufacturing. Less than 16 péraen
workers were engaged in manufacturing.
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the Second World War. We observed in the previohapter that the regulation

approach highlights the role of class struggle emahpromise in setting trajectories of
economic development, and this was certainly trieNew Zealand in the 1930s.

Labour’s election and subsequent strategy builtligaffections which emerged in the
preceding period: real wage increases had beertraomesl while farmers, merchants
and speculators enjoyed prosperity; the industadiitration system had proved

generally unfavourable to workers’ interests; anepi2ssion-era policies failed to
alleviate widespread unemployment and hardshipthAdl created a tide of support for
the advancement of working-class interests thrdaggh trade unions and parliamentary
representation (Richardson 1992). The Labour Gaowent's response was a
compromise which would stabilise the capitalistremay rather than replace it, and
would deliver both better standards of living foorkers and profits for capital (Jesson
1989: 14-21). It was a compromise which was maneiiargely intact for at least three
decades after the War in an era dominated by Natigavernments, in what Roper
calls a period of ‘Keynesian consensus’ (2005: 12&).

The compromise was built on a strong role for ttadesin the management of the
economy and distribution of the social product. Tladour movement largely
surrendered its goal of socialism and acceptedctmstraints of the capital-labour
relation in return for ongoing real wage increasa$ employment and expansion of the
welfare state through health, education, housirdysatial security provisions. Capital
reluctantly accepted restrictions on commercialedems and the need to share
productivity gains in return for a compliant workte, expanding domestic markets and
economic stability. There were also compromisewéen different fractions of capital,
as agrarian interests made concessions to indusapéal by accepting import controls
and channelling of investment into domestic secondadustries, while in turn
receiving benefits in the form of guaranteed prisessidies and centralised marketing.
The problems associated with New Zealand’'s heapgmgence on agricultural exports
had been exposed by the Depression and it was tblaathe primary sector could not
provide sufficient employment for a growing popidat particularly at a time when
farming was being rapidly mechanised. While NewlZied's destiny as an agricultural
producer was by this time irrevocably sealed, iswéear that industrialisation was
required in order to expand domestic production angployment and to reduce
dependence on the export earnings of the primapiselhis was achieved through a

mix of import controls and demand management pedicimport licensing provided the
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necessary protection for secondary industries, thighgranting of licenses manipulated
to keep out finished consumer goods while allowing importation of materials or
capital goods which would provide inputs into dotiteshanufacturing. Demand for the
products of protected industries came almost dntifom within the domestic
economy and was sustained by real wage increasastary policy which expanded
the availability of credit, and fiscal policy whigxpanded spending on welfare, health,
education and housing (Hawke 1985; 1992; Eastofili;9Roper 2005).

This mode of development conformed in its esseriaments to the brand of
Fordism which prevailed in North America, North-weys Europe, the United
Kingdom and Australia (Jessop 2002: 55-58), aNvélt distinctive features owing to a
continued dependence on agricultural exports, dlatively embryonic state of the
manufacturing sector and a small domestic markéichvtogether constrained the
development of large-scale mass-production indesstiNonetheless, its technological
paradigm was based on advances in machine technualbigh delivered productivity
gains in agriculture and — in combination with Taigt technical divisions of labour —
in the manufacture of both consumer and producedsjblts accumulation regime was
based on the production of agricultural goods fqyoet and of standardised processed
goods, consumer durables and services for domastisumption; with export demand
fuelled by Fordist growth in foreign markets (pawtarly Britain) and domestic demand
fuelled by productivity-linked wage growth and ergang welfare provisions at home.
O’Brien and Wilkes (1993: 16-18) use the term ‘degent agricultural Fordism’ to
characterise Fordist accumulation in New Zealamdthe grounds that mass production
largely involved the production and processing oimpry products rather than
manufactured goods, and that these products wegyelyaconsumed not in the domestic
market but in the British market. While this doaeghtight the distinctiveness of the
New Zealand situation, it neglects the criticakrohport substitution industries played
in sustaining accumulation during this era. Thoedustries were dependent on
agricultural exports to fund the importation of m#acturing inputs, but primary
production accounted for a relatively small and lidewg share of GDP and

employment, while within the secondary sector traeessing of local primary products

! It has become customary to decry New Zealand’sufa@turing sector in this period as inefficient and
sclerotic, but empirical analysis by McAloon (2006yeals a more varied picture with several indestr
exhibiting considerable technological and orgaiosa innovation which vyielded significant
improvements in productivity and competitiveness.
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was less significant than the processing of imgbmeanufacturing inputs for the
domestic market (Hawke 1985: 258).

The accumulation regime was supported by a modegilation that conformed
closely to the institutional forms typical of Fosdh. Firstly, the capital-labour relation
was regulated by the compromise which deliveretweage growth through collective
bargaining. Second, competition was restricted bgnge of import barriers, subsidies,
price controls and investment restrictions whichvofaed the development of
monopolies and oligopolies in many sectors (oftettesowned). Third, the monetary
and financial regime involved tight regulation bétfinancial sector, while the Reserve
Bank managed the money supply to promote dual tbgscof full employment and
price stability. Fourth, the state had a stronghgeliventionist role focussed on
sustaining economic growth and full employment tigto demand management and
regulatory controls and through its own role as employer. And finally, the
relationship with the international economy wasrahterised by a greater degree of
insulation than in the past thanks to the develagroéimport substitution industries —
although New Zealand was perhaps less insulatedttiealarger Fordist economies due
to its continued reliance on agricultural exporis @nported manufacturing inputs.

The Fordist mode of development delivered sustagredith, full employment and
rising incomes for most of the period from the 1950 the early 1970s. Growth rates
were steady rather than spectacular, averagingfouempercent per annum, which was
healthy by historical standards but not sufficiemtmaintain New Zealand’s relative
international standing, as GDP per capita gradsilbped below the OECD average by
the mid-1960s (Easton 1997b: 15-27). Demand fooualgenerally exceeded supply
despite a growing working-age population, incregsiabour force participation by
women and Maori, and relatively high levels of ingmaition, with unemployment
hovering at around one percent until the mid-197Bmployment grew rapidly in both
secondary and tertiary industries, with the forneenploying 35 percent of the
workforce and the latter 53 percent by 1971. Thenary sector’s declining share of
employment was matched by a falling share of GOst-12 percent by the late 1960s

! paradoxically, import controls increased the peatien of foreign capital as foreign manufactunets
wanted access to the New Zealand market were esjtir establish finishing operations here, with the
prime example being the vehicle assembly indusigmke 1985: 273-274).

2 Based on Census data. Registered unemploymentamaglerably lower, averaging around 0.1 percent
of the labour force between 1950 and 1974 (Rop8b28), but this measure understates the actual lev
of unemployment as many job-seekers would not faweally registered with the Department of Labour
when jobs were plentiful and the duration of unesgpient was likely to be relatively short. The Censu
measure includes people looking for work but notially registered.
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(Easton 1997b: 140). But while agriculture no landeminated the domestic economy,
it still dominated the country’s exports as thetpebed manufacturing sector was
focussed on import substitution and generally toefficient to compete in overseas
markets. New Zealand therefore remained vulner&dbl8uctuations in international

commodity markets, suffering from a major collapgsevool prices in the late 1960s,
benefiting from a subsequent commodity price boorthe early 1970s, and then being
plunged into recession when struck by the multiplews of the global crisis in

Fordism, the first oil shock and Britain’s entryarthe EEC, which all occurred around
1973-74. This spelt the beginning of the end fa& Bordist mode of development,
although it would be a decade before it finally guobed to the gathering forces of

neoliberalism.

Fordism in crisis

The period from the crisis of the early 1970s @t @f the late 2000s can be divided into
three phases which are typical of the restructuohgapitalist economies. The first
consists of failed attempts to resolve the crisithiw the framework of the existing
mode of development, in this case through KeyneB@udist fixes. The failure of these
strategies leads to the second phase which invoagisal restructuring of the economy
based on a wholly new strategy, in this case thadibexal project. The third phase
involves consolidation and embedding of the new enotl development, which may
involve some compromise and a limited ‘rolling basksome earlier reforms in order
to achieve a political consensus — in this caset wehaometimes described as a ‘third
way’ strategy. The duration of the third phase aelseon the stability and success of
the new mode of development and in this case it nat®er short-lived, delivering a
relatively brief period of unstable growth beforeiry dealt what may prove to be a
terminal blow by the global financial crisis.

The course of this process of crisis, restructumgl consolidation tends to be
shaped in large part by struggle and compromised®et competing class interests in
which political actors play pivotal roles. In mad¢veloped countries, the neoliberal
solution was advanced by parties which represetitedinterests of capital, notably
Thatcher’'s Conservatives in the UK and Reagan’suBlggans in the US. But in New
Zealand we had the curious situation of the trad#l party of business interests
(National) pursuing Keynesian solutions between518idd 1984, before the traditional

party of the working class (Labour) implemented evlibberal restructuring agenda
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between 1984 and 1990. Normal business was reswimed the National Government
of the 1990s finished off some aspects of the m®oshich had been politically
unpalatable to Labour — notably welfare and laboarket reform — before the Labour
Government of 1999-2008 adopted a third-way styatelgich tempered some of the
more extreme aspects of earlier reforms while lggawost of the neoliberal programme
firmly in place (Roper 2005). We will return to thestructuring process in the next
section after outlining the course of the crisig-ordism.

As Roper observes, most accounts of New Zealan®s ©f the 1970s and early
1980s blame a combination of external shocks wkilerely affected the country’s
terms of trade — particularly the oil crisis andtéin’s entry into the EEC — and poor
economic management by government (Roper 2005:).6Sl4ich explanations fail to
account for the causes of the global crisis whittliceed other industrialised countries
and consequently damaged New Zealand’'s export rsarke crisis which was
exacerbated rather than caused by the first oitlshBoper argues that the primary
cause of the crisis both in New Zealand and intevnally was declining profitability,
which he explains in Marxist terms as a resulthef law of the tendency of the rate of
profit to fall (Roper 2005: 14-20). This argument, simplified terms, is that
competition impels capitalists to replace variatdgital (living labour) with constant
capital (plant and machinery etc), and as the forisi¢he source of surplus value the
rate of profit tends to fall and the process ofumealation suffers. The theory of the
tendency of the rate of profit to fall is contemi$oeven within Marxism, where
competing explanations of crisis focus on underscomption (or over-production)
resulting from workers being paid less than theigaf their labour and thus creating a
demand gap between what they produce and whatdde\afford to consume, while
others focus on the wage squeeze which occurs \phessure for increases in real
wages impacts adversely on the rate of profit (&ak994). The regulation approach
tends to eschew monocausal explanations of crisith@a circumstances of different
episodes may vary, but it concurs with the genkftaixist perspective that capitalism
has inherent tendencies towards crises — amply dsimaded by the frequency of their
recurrence throughout history — and that thesarameifested in declining profitability
and explicable in terms of capitalism’s own intérlagic rather than the exogenous
factors blamed by neoclassical and Keynesian ecmt®m

Whatever the explanation for capitalism’s long-temsis tendencies, the question

remains as to how crises are forestalled over fmrgpds of sustained growth and why



Economic Transformation in New Zealand56

such growth models eventually break down. To anshatr we have to move from the

abstract laws of capitalism to the specifics oftipalar modes of development. In the
case of Fordism, profitability was able to be sustd for a prolonged period through

the operation of a virtuous circle of mass productand mass consumption. Mass
production techniques generated productivity gawsich in turn funded real wage

growth and allowed the expansion of consumptionclwithus generated rising profits

to be invested in further productivity improvemegisssop 2002: 56). The breakdown
of this mode of development, as noted in the previchapter, can be attributed to a
number of factors: the exhaustion of possibilif@sfurther productivity gains in mass

production, the inability of mass production tecjugs to satisfy changing patterns of
consumer demand, the inflationary tendencies imheire a regime based on wage
growth and public spending, and the increasingmaigonalisation of economic activity

which undermined the management of national ecoe®(oyer 1988: 200-203).

This was an international crisis which impactedesely on New Zealand through
the contraction of export markets and investmewsl, but it was also a domestic crisis
in which New Zealand itself experienced a markemvdbwn in labour productivity
growth (Marks 1983) at a time when real wage grow#s accelerating as a result of
the breakdown of centralised wage fixing and a atamof increasing industrial unrest
(Easton 1997b: 93-94). Profitability inevitably red, in turn constraining investment
and creating pressures to reduce labour costsghreedundancies or wage restraint.
This spelt the end of both full employment and reage growth which had
underpinned Fordist development, with unemploynmisinig exponentially and the real
wage rate falling for much of the decade after 197&nsequently, consumers had less
disposable income to spend on the products of Fomddustry, the state was placed
under increasing fiscal pressure from falling takets and rising welfare costs, public
debt soared and economic growth plummeted — falfrogh a peak of over seven
percent in 1973/74 to a negative growth rate ofosinthree percent in 1977/78 (Dalziel
and Lattimore 2004).

The strategy of the Muldoon administration of 197%84 was to attempt to
resuscitate Fordism through Keynesian policies @hand management, regulatory
intervention and fostering of large-scale industmpich far from resolving the crisis
may ultimately have served to prolong it. It shoaldo be noted, however, that in this
period the economy was not as sclerotic and owgulaged (at least by international

standards of the day) as it was subsequently mhinyeadvocates of the neoliberal



Economic Transformation in New Zealands7

reform programme (Goldfinch and Malpass 2007). Negtional Government did
engage in some market liberalisation and attemptedreduce some forms of
government spending but in other respects goverhimgrvention increased, notably
in the form of increased agricultural subsidiefre@ze on wages and prices introduced
in 1982 to control rampant inflation, and the stateded ‘Think Big’ energy projects of
the early 1980s — the latter described by O’Bried ®&ilkes (1993: 125) as “the last
gasp of the Fordist regime.” These, and otheregjras such as job creation schemes
and expansion in state sector employment, were cgessaful in containing
unemployment, which reached almost 6 percent oflaéheur force by 1984 — an
increase of over 75,000 people in a decade. Desgpitatalogue of poor economic
indicators, the economy did grow in the early 19&®@sn average of just over 2 percent
per annum between 1980 and 1984 (Dalziel and Latén2004: 151), but it was
growth built on unstable foundations, held togethéh stopgap solutions and funded
by unsustainable debt.

Meanwhile, relations between labour and capitalemgeteriorating. During the
Fordist period workers had been in a relativelpragr position because of high labour
demand and the importance of wage growth to thamsipn of consumption. But the
compromise between capital and labour could onlynlagntained in boom conditions
when high productivity and profitability continuéal deliver real wage increases. When
declining profitability put pressure on employessconstrain labour costs in the 1970s,
there was an upsurge in industrial conflict. Whereathe 1960s there had been an
average of 104 work stoppages and 82,000 workipg test through industrial action
per year, in the 1970s there was an average oWwéd stoppages and 293,000 working
days lost each year (Deesbtal 1994: 374). Roper argues that following the breaku
of centralised wage bargaining in 1968 the balaotcgower shifted in favour of
workers as increasingly militant unions secured esamportant victories. But this was
countered in the late 1970s by the emergence opl@yar militancy’, abetted by a
government which sought to curb the power of uniand restrain wage increases
(culminating in the wage and price freeze of 198%.the balance of power shifted
back towards capital, employers moved from suppbrtentralised bargaining and
compulsory unionism to advocacy of a deregulatestesy which would allow more
flexibility in employment contracts and wage fixi(lgoper 2005: 96-106).

This was part of a broader ideological shift améngsiployer and business

organisations, away from the Keynesian-Fordist ensss towards the neoliberal
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doctrine of unfettered free-market capitalism, whwgas now ascendant in countries
such as the UK and the USA. A similar shift in thimg had taken place within the
government’s key economic agencies — Treasury lamd@Reserve Bank — where the old
orthodoxy of Keynesianism gave way to a new ortlxgdoased on neoclassical and
monetarist economic theory, which was very muclodds with the policies of the
National Government (Roper 2005: 160-168). The Yufp of an increasingly activist
business community and the advice of increasingitated officials had little influence
on the staunchly Keynesian Muldoon administratlmut, did find receptive ears among
key figures in the Labour Party which was to takever in 1984 (Oliver 1989). And it
was ironically under a Labour government that theiggle over the direction of
economic development after Fordism would be resbimdfavour of capital rather than

labour.

Restructuring and reform

The period from the mid-1980s to the mid-1990s egsed an overhaul of the economy
which was perhaps more radical and extensive thgnraNew Zealand’s history. And
in contrast to major reforms of earlier periods gniegramme was not democratically
mandated, with Labour giving little warning of th@pending economic revolution
during the 1984 election campaign and subverting tustomary processes of
consultation to implement their reforms once inc&ff— as did the succeeding National
government during the 1990s (Kelsey 1995: 28-4%}idal accounts of the imposition
of the neoliberal solution generally focus on senmembers of the Labour
administration being captured by ideologically-énvofficials and avaricious business
interests, and emboldened by a foreign exchanges at the time of their election to
embark on a ruthless and unpopular programme ofnmefeg Jesson 1989; Kelsey
1995; Goldfinch 2000). A different reading of thegess is provided by Larner (1996;
1997), who argues that it was not so much a maftére Labour administration being
ideologically seduced and manipulated to act initiverests of capital, but rather that
Labour saw certain neoliberal strategies as a maamshieve economic efficiencies
which would provide them with the resources to parsocial-democratic goals.
Whatever the motivation of the actors and the jalitmachinations involved, these can
only provide a partial understanding of the transftion of the New Zealand
economy. They might help to explain why the shidihi Keynesianism to neoliberalism
took the particular form it did in New Zealand, butust be remembered that this was
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just one instance — albeit a particularly dramane — of a shift that was taking place
throughout the advanced capitalist nations in respoto the failure of Keynesian-
Fordist strategies to resolve the global crisicabitalism. This is not to say that the
policies adopted in New Zealand were either inéar judicious, but rather that they
have to be seen in the context of a particular nmbnmecapitalist development.

To encapsulate the restructuring programme in &f sammary is difficult due to
the scope and severity of the reforms, but we caadby outline the major changes in
terms of what Kelsey (1995: 85-239) describes as fibe ‘fundamentals’ of the
programme: market and trade liberalisation, statetos reform, disinflationary
monetary policy, fiscal restraint and labour mardetegulation.

Market and trade liberalisation involved the remowsa reduction of the many
regulations, incentives, subsidies, barriers andtrots that had built up over the
preceding decades of Keynesian economic managgikeisey 1995: 85-114; Bollard
and Buckle 1987). According to the new orthodoXyese interventions distorted
markets and prices, resulting in inefficient allb@a of resources and discouraging
innovation, flexibility and competition. The finamcsector was the first to be
comprehensively deregulated, stimulating a frenizgativity on financial markets and
the diversion of investment from productive to spatve activities — with the
consequence that New Zealand suffered severely tinenglobal sharemarket collapse
in 1987 (Jesson 1999). While liberalisation stintediathe financial sector, it had quite
the opposite effect on the productive sectors oicaljure and manufacturing. Small
farmers were hit hard by the removal of governmasgistance at a time of rising
interest rates, with many forced off the land ameirtholdings consolidated into larger-
scale operations. The manufacturing sector wasrdded by dismantling of the import
licensing system, reduction of tariffs and remasfalax incentives for exporters. Many
local manufacturing industries found themselvesbimao compete with cheaper
imported products in a contracting domestic markesulting in widespread plant
closures and redundancies (to which we will reiarohapters three and four) (Britton
et al 1992). Restrictions on foreign investment in Newealdnd were also relaxed,
prompting an inflow of foreign capital, increasifayeign control over New Zealand
companies — including formerly state-owned entegwi sold off under the
government’s privatisation programme — and the tregion of locally-generated

profits to overseas owners (Kelsey 1999: 121-160).
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Reform of the state sector saw a rash of corpetaiis, privatisation and
restructuring, driven by the neoliberal orthodokwatt public sector organisations are
inefficient and ineffective (Kelsey 1993: 29-75;989 115-149; Easton 1997a; Boston
et al1991). Corporatisation began with the state’siti@rganisations in areas such as
energy, communications and resource managementhwhicder the State-Owned
Enterprises Act of 1986, were required to be rurb@sinesses in ways that were as
profitable and efficient as comparable private gmises. Subsequently, commercial
imperatives and business models were also impogeh wrganisations in areas
formerly regarded as non-commercial such as headiilncation and state housing. Gains
in profitability and efficiency were achieved aetkost of thousands of jobs in state-
sector organisations which had been amongst thatigosl largest employers, along
with the loss of community services and increasusgr charges for consumers.
Corporatisation served as a prelude to the priaiais of many state-owned enterprises
by turning them into saleable entities and pavhngway for greater public acceptance
of their eventual sale. Privatisation was ostegsibimeans of reducing public debt, but
it was clearly also driven by an ideological comigic that commercial enterprises
belonged in the hands of private capital and netstate. Once in private ownership, the
remaining constraints of public responsibility aratcountability were largely
subordinated to the profit motive, which meant Hertjob losses and further costs to
consumers. Meanwhile, core public sector agencl@shmvere spared corporatisation
and privatisation were subject to significant budgets and the imposition of
commercial practices in respect of accounting, gament and employment relations.
The results were repeated rounds of organisati@satucturing, significant reductions
in staff levels, deteriorating pay and conditions fremaining staff, increasing
flexibilisation of the workforce through the use asual workers and consultants, and
commodification of the agencies’ services whichdme ‘outputs’ to be purchased by
ministers, other government agencies and privatesus

Disinflationary monetary policy was in many waysthé core of the neoliberal
programme (Kelsey 1995: 150-172; Whitwell 1990; Zd&ll and Lattimore 2004: 50-
62). The monetarist diagnosis of New Zealand’s eouno malaise held that high
inflation was distorting price signals and prevegtefficient resource allocation as well
as reducing returns on financial assets, discongagnvestment, and hampering
international competitiveness. If inflation coul@ Ibrought under control and price

stability maintained, it would allow market forcés operate more effectively and
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thereby provide conditions for sustainable econogriowth. Several aspects of the
wider reform programme contributed to the disindlaary strategy, including a tight
fiscal policy and industrial relations reforms winiconstrained wages. But the central
mechanism was a tight monetary policy implementgthle Reserve Bank, initially by
controlling the funds available to banks and lateough the indirect setting of interest
rates. Prior to 1984 the Reserve Bank had beegeaublio consider objectives such as
economic growth and full employment along with pristability in implementing
monetary policy. After 1984 price stability becamhe overriding goal, and this was
duly enshrined in statute with the Reserve Bank@d989, which dropped references
to other objectives. Inflation was successfullyesl in — falling from over 18 percent to
less than one percent between 1987 and 1992 -t kigraficant cost to producers and
workers. Producers already facing the removal ofgation and subsidies were hit with
high interest rates, high exchange rates (in tse odexporters) and declining domestic
demand, exacerbating the effects of market libgatibn on profitability and
employment. The growing pool of unemployed acted aagonstraint on wage
settlements, so that those who remained in workdaeductions in real incomes and
living standards. These costs were not unintendederjuences, but were integral to
the disinflationary strategy, legitimated by theguanent that short-term pain was
necessary for long-term gain.

Monetary policy was supported by fiscal restramjch involved a reversal of the
Keynesian strategy of high levels of governmentndpey funded by high and
progressive taxation and borrowing. The neoliberalscription was for reductions in
government spending, particularly in social welfaaad a lower and flatter taxation
regime, which together would not only allow a baiag of the books but would also
encourage productive investment, increase incentiee work and reduce welfare
dependency (Kelsey 1995: 207-239; Dalziel and traite 2004: 63-84). The Labour
Government initially focussed on taxation reformmoddening the tax base by
introducing the Goods and Services Tax (GST) addadiag personal and company tax
rates, thus undermining the progressive naturbefdxation regime and encouraging a
redistribution of income from lower to higher ea€lhis was followed by attempts to
reduce spending through the reorganisation of thte sector described above. Political
considerations constrained Labour’s reform of thelfave state, but the succeeding
National Government had no such qualms, launchingdical assault on welfare

spending spearheaded by significant reductions enefit levels and tightening of
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eligibility criteria, resulting in considerable ewmic hardship for beneficiaries and
low-income earners (Bostort al 1999). When budget surpluses were eventually
achieved in the mid-1990s they were used to retitdic debt and fund further tax cuts
rather than to alleviate the hardship of those Wwhd borne the brunt of the austerity
programme or to repair the battered health andaducsystems. The inviolability of
fiscal restraint was enshrined in statute by tisedli Responsibility Act of 1994, which
required the government to maintain a prudent lefedebt, an operating surplus on
average over time, a positive level of net wortludent management of fiscal risks and
stability in tax rates. Henceforth, it would be rexnely difficult for any government to
return to an expansionary fiscal policy of the tgeen during the Fordist period.
Neoliberal philosophy regarded the labour marketlkds to any other commodity
market and held that it should therefore be gowkimedemand and supply rather than
regulatory control, which essentially meant thatptyers should have greater
flexibility in how they hired, fired, utilised andemunerated workers. This would
necessitate dismantling the long-standing system cerfitralised bargaining and
weakening the collective organisation of workerse Tabour Government made some
tentative steps in this direction, most notablyhwiite Labour Relations Act of 1987,
which sought to encourage movement away from natiawards towards enterprise
agreements, and the State Sector Act of 1988 wirichight public service pay fixing
under the same system as the private sector arai@ged departmental rather than
service-wide agreements (Walsh 1989; Destkal 1994: 66-80). However, the Labour
Government was constrained by the party’s clossioglship with the union movement
and it was only after the election of National 890 that radical reforms could be
enacted, in the form of the Employment Contracts &c1991 (the ECA) (Deekst al
1994: 81-101; Dannin 1997; Walsh and Brosnan 198BBg. stated intent of the ECA
was to ‘promote an efficient labour market’ andhs end it effectively individualised
the employment relationship, making it a matterwaen individual workers and
employers rather than the union and the employarganisation. Unions could still
negotiate collective contracts, but they lost th@omatic and exclusive right to
represent workers in negotiations and to securekbtacoverage of any agreement
across industries or occupations. In the name edom of association’, union
membership became voluntary and individual emplsyeere able to choose who
should represent them in negotiations and whetheregotiate an individual contract

with their employer or to be part of a collectivgreement. Employers were not
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compelled to negotiate collective contracts — Was a matter for negotiation between
the parties — and where they did enter into callecgreements it tended to be at site or
enterprise levels rather than at a multi-employerel. This was encouraged by
restrictions on strike action, which was only alemvin support of negotiations for a
collective contract with a single employer and mot support of multi-employer
negotiations. The effects of the ECA were to weakencapacity of workers to pursue
their interests collectively and — in a labour neinwhere the supply of workers greatly
exceeded demand — to strengthen the powers of gerpldo enforce agreements
unfavourable to workers’ interests. This not onlpwed employers to restrain wages
and conditions, but also facilitated increasing aséexible or non-standard working
arrangements, as we will see in Chapter Three.efieet of the ECA on trade unions
was dramatic, with union membership falling from g&rcent of wage and salary
earners in 1991 to 22 percent by 1995. The praportif the workforce covered by
collective agreements is estimated to have falemf49 percent to 29 percent between
1990 and 1993, with almost all collective contramténg enterprise rather than multi-
employer agreements (Walsh 1997: 196-197).

By the end of the fourth National Government’s setderm in office in 1996,
advocates of the reform programme could point taber of successes in terms of
economic indicators. The economy was in recovergaengrowth averaged over five
percent per annum between 1994 and 1996, and 8t fifure of 6.4 percent was the
highest since the crisis hit 20 years earlier.abndin was under control, the budget was
back in black, public debt was at its lowest sit®84, private sector investment was
accelerating, employment growth was at its highe&0 years, and unemployment was
on the way down. (Dalziel and Lattimore 2004). Hoer it is questionable whether
New Zealand was in a better position than it woddbe been had it pursued a less
radical and destructive programme of reform (D&lZ602). Impressive economic
growth figures have to be seen in the context efyibars of policy-induced recession
which had gone before — New Zealand was not so rhaoming as dragging itself out
of a deep hole into which it had dug itself. Eviea sudden surge in growth in the mid-
90s only took per capita GDP back to a level shghbove that of 1985 in real terms.
And a fall in unemployment from 10.6 percent to pe8cent between 1992 and 1996
sounds less impressive when compared with thedigfi4.2 percent in 1986 — when

there were 47,000 fewer people unemplo¥ed.

! Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force&yrDecember year averages.
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The road to recovery was littered with victims lo¢ ineoliberal juggernaut — not just
the unemployed whose jobs had been wiped out bykehaliberalisation and
monetarism, but other beneficiaries whose inconagsleen cut or who had lost their
entittement, and low-paid workers whose real wagad fallen as a result of labour
market deregulation. But not everyone had sufferétere had been a redistribution of
income and wealth from labour to capital and framw-income to high-income earners.
In the decade before Labour took office, employemmensation (wages and salaries)
on average accounted for 53 percent of GDP whibsgyoperating surpluses (profits)
accounted for 39 percent; by 1996 the employeeeshad fallen to 42 percent while
operating surpluses had risen to 45 pertéftte redistribution of income from labour
to capital was accompanied by a redistribution agmnaimrkers as the earnings gap
between high and low income earners widened (Di6@88). Combined with the
regressive changes to taxation regimes and cutsetfare benefits, this resulted in
increasing levels of household inequality: betwd®&84 and 1998 the wealthiest 10
percent of households enjoyed a rise of 43 pelicergal disposable income, while the
bottom 50 percent of households saw their dispesaicbme fall by 14 percent — with
an estimated one-fifth of households living beloke trelative poverty threshold
between 1993 and 1998 (Waldegrave and Stepheng.2088wv Zealand had moved
from a mode of development in which generalisedspeoty and a more equitable
distribution of income were integral to the growéigime, to one in which a high degree

of inequality was an accepted and perhaps essésuialre of the growth model.

Consolidation and a new crisis

By the end of the fourth National Government’s setderm in office in 1996, the

restructuring project was more or less completetatadundamentals of the new regime
firmly in place. Any desire to push the projectthar was constrained by electoral
reform which saw Mixed-Member Proportional Repréagon (MMP) introduced for

the 1996 election. The adoption of MMP by publifterenda occurred in the context of
widespread disaffection with the anti-democratitura of much of what had occurred
over the preceding years, when the two-party systath effectively presented voters

with a choice between the neoliberals in the blumer and the other neoliberals in the

! Statistics New Zealand, National Accounts (yeateenMarch 2009), Consolidated Accounts full series.

% Using a poverty threshold of 60 percent of the iaedequivalent, disposable household income.
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red corner, both of whom used the strong powerghefExecutive to push through
unpopular programmes with little resistance fromliBaent and little regard for the
will of the electorate. The first MMP election i®96 forced National into coalition
with the economically centrist New Zealand Firsttpaputting the brakes on an
already-slowing neoliberal project rather than rewg it in any significant way.
Between 1999 and 2008, the Labour Party held potheough a variety of
arrangements with other parties from the left aedtre of the political spectrum,
including formal coalitions and confidence and dy@greements.

The latter period embraces Labour’'s conversion tértard Way' approach,
emulating similar shifts in other countries whicladh been through neoliberal
revolutions, most notably the UK under the Blaivgmmment and the USA during the
Clinton administration. Essentially, the Third Waestrategy was to retain the
fundamentals of a marketised economy while pursisogial-democratic goals of
greater fairness and equity (Giddens 1998). Thengxo which a free market and a fair
society are compatible goals might be debatedthauteality of Labour’s tenure — as in
other countries which pursued similar strategiegas that the third way proved to be
much closer to the second way (neoliberalism) ttenfirst (democratic socialism).
Both Roper (2005: 221-238) and Kelsey (2002: 49-@ryue that the Labour
government embedded rather than usurped neoliberatetaining all the key features
of the earlier reforms while mitigating their hagshconsequences with some
adjustments to regulatory and social policy sestinghis did little to roll back the
neoliberal project but did achieve something ofétigsal compromise, defusing much
of the left-wing opposition to the market economkiler for the most part placating
business interests and neoliberals — althoughrémagined quick to denounce anything
which might threaten the inviolability of the matk®ifferences between the major
political parties were largely confined to argungeatound the margins of the market-
oriented model, and even among opposing interestipgr there was a general
acceptance that the rules of engagement in econaaticity had been set and the
players had to adjust their behaviour and expectataccordingly. The success of this
compromise was due in part to favourable intermafi@onditions, which enabled New
Zealand to achieve solid if unspectacular econaymevth and improvements in most
economic and social indicators from the start ef tiew millennium until the onset of

the global financial crisis.
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To briefly summarise the key shifts during the adisition period we can return to
the five key strands of the restructuring projecharket and trade liberalisation, state
sector reform, disinflationary monetary policy, cié restraint and labour market
deregulation. In relation to the first three eletseme find the persistence of neoliberal
economic management, while in regard to fiscalgyoéind the labour market there is
greater evidence of the social-democratic leaninfsthe post-1999 Labour-led
governments. Markets remained regulated by connpetitather than government
intervention, although there was a return to songht-handed intervention in
infrastructural sectors where deregulated markats delivered unsatisfactory results
for consumers — most notably the electricity andc@mmunications sectors — and a
greater willingness by the state to play an aatole in fostering certain industries and
skills considered critical to New Zealand’s econordevelopment. The state sector
reforms remained largely in place and most of thgafised enterprises stayed in
private hands, although the government did buy mdontrolling share in Air New
Zealand and the whole of the railways infrastruetas well as re-entering the banking
market with the establishment of Kiwibank. Monetapplicy continued to be
determined by the requirements of the Reserve Bettk which gave precedence to
considerations of price stability over those of remmic growth and employment,
although there was a limited relaxation of theatdin targets.

Fiscal policy remained constrained by the prin@pté the Fiscal Responsibility
Act (incorporated into the Public Finance Act in02), but increases in spending were
made possible by revenue gains from the econornavegy and an increase in the top
marginal tax rate. Most of the new spending unberltabour-led governments was in
social policy areas, with increased funding forltheaeducation, superannuation and
state housing, and the introduction in 2004 of\Werking for Families programme to
assist low- and middle-income families with incommgpport and tax credits. This
expansion in spending also lead to renewed growstate-sector employment. These
were essentially attempts to mitigate the damagee diy the neoliberal reforms and
leaven the social deficits of the free-market ecopoand fell far short of a return to the
Keynesian welfare state. There were clear poliffgidinces between political parties in
this area, with those on the right wanting the peats of economic growth to be used to

! Most notable in this regard was Labour’s Growtd &movation Framework (later reincarnated as the
Economic Transformation Agenda), which sought tocoemage innovative enterprises, skills

development and global competitiveness, particplanl the areas of biotechnology, information and
communications technology and creative industi@$i¢e of the Prime Minister 2002).
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fund tax cuts rather than social spending, but Was essentially an argument about
how to distribute surpluses rather than about thguirement for prudent fiscal

management, which was set in legislation and gépesgreed by the major parties

(Dalziel and Lattimore 2004: 80-84; Roper 2005:-239).

Labour market deregulation was rolled back to aitéich degree when the
Employment Contracts Act was replaced by the Emplayt Relations Act (ERA) in
2000. The new Act sought to redress some of thguities of the ECA and encourage a
more conciliatory approach to employment relatidmslt on ‘mutual trust and
confidence’ and ‘good faith behaviour’. Among itated objectives were to address the
‘inherent inequality of bargaining power’ betweenrkers and employers, to encourage
collective bargaining while also protecting indiva choice, and to promote mediation
to solve disputes and reduce the need for judiciedrvention. Although the Act
removed some of the impediments to union repregentand collective bargaining
contained in the ECA, it also retained some of kkeg aspects of that Act: union
membership remained voluntary, the right to neg®timndividual contracts was
retained, employers were not compelled to enter aailective agreements, and there
were still significant restrictions on the right strike (Walsh and Harbridge 2001,
Deeks and Rasmussen 2002: 118-138; Rasmussen ZD€g}ite its intentions, the
ERA failed to reverse the decline of collectiveanigation among workers — the fall in
the number of union members was arrested, butrbgopion of workers belonging to
unions remained static at about 17 percent andptbportion covered by collective
agreements continued to decline to a low of 14gmsrm 2007 (Department of Labour
2009a). The divide between collectivised and irdiralised employment relations had
been well and truly crossed during the precedingrsyend there appeared to be no
going back, leaving employers holding the uppedhatrthe bargaining table.

The consolidation phase was framed by two majarivational crises — the Asian
financial crisis of 1997-98 and the global finahciasis beginning in 2007-08, both of
which had significant effects on New Zealand’s esuit performancé.The years in
between, however, were characterised by relatialyyant conditions, with economic
growth averaging between three and four percemt20@6 before falling to around one
percent in the year preceding the latest cfidiee growth regime was extensive rather

than intensive, based on increases in the volunigboiur rather than improvements in

! Between these crises there was also an interhtitownturn associated with the ‘dotcom crash’ in
2001, but this did not have a serious impact on Mealand (Reddell and Sleeman 2008).

2 Statistics New Zealand: Gross Domestic Productebiber quarter releases 2008 and 2009.
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productivity: employment grew significantly and mmgloyment fell from almost eight
percent to under four percent between 1999 and B9@ke New Zealand one of the
lowest unemployment rates in the OECD; but at #rmeestime labour productivity grew
slowly at around one percent per annum and felgmssively below the OECD
averagée. With low productivity and a weakened union movemevage growth was
slow for most of the period, although it picked slghtly between 2005 and 2007 as
strong job growth began to generate labour shostades in other market-oriented
economies, consumption growth was fuelled less ibjpng incomes than by rising
household debt, which had been growing rapidlyesthe early 1990s and reached 159
percent of household disposable income by Z0Ufis was sustained by a housing
boom lasting from 2001 to 2007 that encouragedtgreazorrowing against property,
along with relaxed lending criteria by banks anmhficial institutions. When the global
crisis hit in 2007-08 credit conditions tightendtie property bubble burst and
consumption slumped. Producers were faced withddesu deterioration of markets at
home and abroad as well as a contraction of losntie, with the result that production
fell and the economy was plunged into recessiothbystart of 2008.

By contrast with the Fordist-Keynesian period, tie®liberal regime had delivered
only a short period of fragile growth and achievled at great social cost in terms of
inequality and economic hardship. Despite impressjeb growth during the
consolidation period, unemployment remained farhéigthan it had been before
restructuring and persisted despite the emergdredaur shortages in some sectors, as
we will see in Chapter Three. Many unskilled woskeeemed to have been left behind
by the process of change, and a surplus pool ollabad become an integral feature of
an economy which depended on a flexible labour lyugpd wage restraint. Similarly,
despite some reduction of income inequality andepigMevels from 2004 — seemingly
due largely to the Working for Families programméevels of inequality and poverty
remained far greater than they had been beforendiodiberal project began (Perry
2009). Over the two decades from the mid-1980sh& mid-2000s, New Zealand
experienced among the most significant increasemdaome inequality and relative
poverty in the OECD (OECD 2008). That this trendweaentually arrested largely by a

! Unemployment data from Statistics New Zealand, ¢ébwold Labour Force Survey (December year
averages); productivity data from Statistics Newaldad, Productivity Statistics 1978-2009 (March
years); OECD comparisons fronOECD Factbook 20Q9 retrieved on 16/9/2010 from
http://www.sourceoecd.org.

2 Based on average hourly earnings data from Seatisew Zealand, Quarterly Employment Survey.

% Reserve Bank of New Zealand, retrieved on 16/96dm http://www.rbnz.govt.nz/statistics.
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redistributive mechanism such as Working for Faesil+ which was targeted not at
beneficiaries but at wage earners — was itselhditiment on an economic regime that
failed to provide adequate wages for many workansgl, it did not address the issue of
why market incomes were inadequate in the firstg@l@oper 2005: 233-234).

In New Zealand, as elsewhere, it remains to be sé@ther the latest crisis means
the neoliberal programme has run its course. Title ational Government elected in
2008 is more committed to the principles of neakitiem than its Labour predecessor,
and so far disinclined to seek alternative solitmthe crisis. But if the crises of the
1930s and 1970s are any indication, the story hiamg way to run and its eventual
outcome will depend on processes of struggle antbocomise between competing class
interests both here and in countries such as theabK the USA, from which New

Zealand tends to take its lead.

Contrasting modes of development

To conclude, we can place the major shifts of ®@&4+2007 period more firmly within
the framework of the regulation approach by lookaigthe ways in which the new
mode of development contrasted with that of thediSbmperiod. In general terms, the
transition conforms to the pattern described in gi#éxaOne as typical of developed
capitalist nations: a shift from an accumulatiogimee based on mass production and
mass consumption, to one based on flexible prooimaind fragmented consumption;
and a move from a monopolistic mode of regulatiemtied on the capital-labour
compromise, to competitive regulation prioritisithegg operation of free markets. Within
this typical pattern, however, there are aspectshef New Zealand case which are
distinctive due to the fact that it is a small emory whose comparative advantage still
lies in agricultural production, and due also te #pecifics of the post-1984 reforms

which were the product of a particular politicatlesocial context.

Regime of accumulation

In New Zealand as elsewhere, the post-Fordist agtaiion regime was enabled by the
emergence of a new technological paradigm, whieh th@& main source of economic
dynamism shift from standardised production based nsachine technology to
diversified production utilising microelectronicsnda information communications

technologies. This was a matter not just of chamgele technological infrastructure,
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but also new labour processes and organisationalelmodesigned to enhance
flexibility, reflexivity and efficiency — somethingshich was necessary in order for New
Zealand enterprises to survive competition fromhlotal and overseas producers in
newly deregulated markets (Pesgial 1995; Perry 2004; Le Heron and Pawson 1996).
These changes significantly affected the natuggreduction in both manufacturing and
service industries, although it is important toentitat there were large sectors of the
economy — notably primary production, constructaomd personal service industries —
where new technologies and production models affess scope for change.

The demise of mass production techniques in matwfag was accentuated in
New Zealand by the fact that many such industriesewn the business of import
substitution and went into terminal decline witle ttemoval of import protections — the
car assembly industry being the most notable examipl other manufacturing or
processing industries, microelectronic technologgbded the introduction of flexible
machinery which could produce short runs of diergiproduct lines — although the
extent to which this occurred is difficult to gaugenpirically. In primary product
processing industries, the emphasis shifted franpks bulk production to adding value
through innovations in processing and packaging, drmersifying product ranges to
cater for segmented markets. A small number okl@cale manufacturers of consumer
durables, such as household appliances, also sigltesidapted to flexible production
methods and introduced design innovations whichbledathem to compete with
imports and in some cases expand into export narBait the most successful new
manufacturing enterprises tended to be smalleesoglerations utilising advanced
technologies and innovations to target specialiegplort markets in fields such as
electronics, software and industrial equipment.

Most of the growth in production and employmentwbger, was in service
industries. Here, information technology revolutsed internal labour processes by
allowing computerisation of many routine clericahdaadministrative tasks, and
enabling more effective integration of internal idigns of labour by enhancing
communications. In large-scale service enterpridabpour processes were also
reorganised (often repeatedly) to conform to neganisational models believed to
offer improvements in efficiency and flexibility. eBr/ice enterprises increasingly
performed roles within production networks in whe#rvice functions were outsourced
from specialised enterprises, adding complexitythi® social division of labour and

stimulating the expansion of producer service itdes Services also became
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increasingly exportable as real-time communicatitimsugh ICT networks reduced the
disadvantages of New Zealand's remote locationhoaljh services remained a
relatively small share of total exports (with theception of tourism which is not a
typical export). The flipside of this was that sees were also increasingly importable,
allowing large New Zealand enterprises to outsotfuwoetions such as data processing
and call-centre operations from low-wage countries.

Flexible production catered to increasingly fragteenand shifting consumer
markets. Consumption was more fragmented parthadmee of cultural trends which
encouraged greater diversity of lifestyles andesast trends which were themselves
influenced by the changing nature of productionnd gartly because of widening
income disparities which meant greater differenndble level and type of consumption
that could be afforded by people in divergent eoamigocircumstances. Consumption
among low-income earners became focussed on cheapss-produced imports
distributed through high-volume and low-cost reti@| while those with greater
disposable incomes provided demand for the innesatesigner products of high-end
manufacturers and specialist retailers and for ntdrtlge consumer service industries in
areas such as entertainment, recreation, cafeeatadirants, and personal services. The
increasing diversity of goods and services was reggtent at the higher end of the
market where, in a highly competitive environmeptpducers had to compete
vigorously for market share through product inn@mratand diversification and niche
marketing, creating ever-expanding and ever-chgngnoduct lines. It was no longer
sufficient for producers to make a uniform prodappealing to a broad market; they
required a range of products which would appeaintmy different segments of the
market or specialised products catering to nicheketa (Le Heron and Pawson 1996
318-346).

But while flexible production was able to caterdiwerse and changing markets, it
was unable to deliver significant growth in produty and hence, as observed earlier,
accumulation was predominantly extensive rathen thensive. That is to say, it
depended on utilising increasing volumes of lab@arterms of both the number of
workers and the hours worked) to increase the smhleroduction and the level of
absolute surplus value, rather than increasingivelaurplus value through productivity
gains. There was a sufficient labour supply to filnek mode of growth and sustain
profitability during the consolidation period, adilgh the labour shortages which began
to emerge towards the end of the period createdewmgssures which might have
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threatened profitability had the financial cris mtervened. As it was, for most of the
period wage growth at the lower end of the laboarket was constrained by low
productivity, a surplus of low-skilled labour andaak of collective organisation among
workers. At the higher end of the labour markesth with the managerial and
professional skills which were valued in the newiemnment were able to command
high premiums, opening up the disparities in incceme consumption that we have
already noted. Overall, however, consumption gromis sustained more by household
debt than by rising incomes, making the growthmegvery fragile. In this environment
export markets may have offered greater possidityexpansion, but exports remained
focussed on primary products — albeit with moreugahdded than in the past — and
there was no significant increase in the value xgjoels as a proportion of GDP.
Consequently, the post-Fordist accumulation regiidenot offer the same possibilities

for sustained growth and generalised prosperithas$-ordist regime.

Mode of regulation

Fordism’s monopolistic mode of regulation dominatby large capital and an
interventionist state was effectively dismantled the neoliberal reforms, which
introduced a competitive market-based mode of etgul. The regulation approach
holds that in a successful mode of regulation there complementarity between the
institutional forms — the capital-labour relatidine forms of competition, the nature of
integration into the international economy, the etany and financial regime, and the
role of the state. In Fordism, the institutionainie tended to cohere around the capital—
labour compromise which enabled growth in produistiwages and consumption. In
market-oriented post-Fordism, as we have seengcdhgromise was abandoned and
there was a shift in the balance of power betwegital and labour. Workers were seen
not as the engine of consumption but as costs adyation, and to keep those costs
down collectivised employment relations gave wayindividualised relations which
helped to constrain wages and allow more flexibldisation of labour. This
complemented other aspects of the new mode ofaggulin that a deregulated labour
market was seen to enhance competition in prodackets, to assist New Zealand to
compete in an increasingly internationalised econoto support a disinflationary
monetary strategy and to minimise state interventiccapital—labour relations.

The nature of competition was fundamentally trarmmet by market liberalisation.

New Zealand went from being one of the most regdlaand protected economies
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among developed capitalist countries to one ofnttust deregulated and open. New
Zealand producers not only had to compete morer@igdy against each other, but had
to compete with an influx of cheap imports and wkreed with highly competitive
export markets. Increased competition among praguoé both goods and services
meant greater emphasis on innovation and flexybifit production processes, product
design and marketing. This was accompanied by derable organisational change as
large organisations were restructured to achiewaatgr efficiency, flexibility and
reflexivity, while small and medium-sized enterpssfound opportunities to compete
with large enterprises in market niches or playcesed roles within production
networks (Perret al1995; Perry 2004; Le Heron and Pawson 1996).

More effective integration with the internationalo@aomy was one of the main
objectives of market and trade liberalisation. Néealand has always depended on
external linkages due to its role in the internaaiodivision of labour as an agricultural
exporter. But dismantling of the structure of reguns and protections which had
restricted international flows of goods and capdaling the Fordist period greatly
increased its exposure to global forces. The obganay have been to enable New
Zealand to compete more effectively in a globagjsivorld, but the result was greater
penetration of imports and foreign direct investmenNew Zealand rather than any
notable improvement in New Zealand’s export perfamoe or foreign direct investment
overseas. Nonetheless, the strategic change wai§icsigt in that whereas the Fordist
model sought to encourage growth by insulating twmestic economy from
international competition, the post-Fordist modelurgued growth through
internationalisation of the New Zealand economy.

The monetary and financial regime was also openedy deregulation of the
financial sector, which lifted restrictions on dapimovements and drew New Zealand
into global financial markets, while the floatinf the dollar placed the value of New
Zealand currency in the hands of foreign exchangekets. Financial speculation
became a defining feature of the new regime anectdt not just the financial sector
but also productive sectors where profiting fromaficial management and improving
‘shareholder value’ became priorities. This resllia the financialisation of the
economy as the financial sector and financial @& more broadly assumed
unprecedented dominance at the expense of the &eahomy’, in the process
increasing economic volatility and the risk of &idn this environment, the state had a

diminished role in controlling financial activitynd concentrated on maintaining price
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stability by indirectly setting interest rates teelp inflation within target levels, and in
the process also influencing the exchange rate.

The state in general assumed a far more limitezlirothe economy than during the
Fordist era. Deregulation of product, financial afmbour markets entailed a
fundamental shift from a state which sought tovatyi manipulate markets through
regulatory intervention, to one focused on prowdiconditions for free markets to
operate efficiently and competitively while also cewaraging international
competitiveness among New Zealand enterprises edelhsometimes referred to as a
‘competition state’ (Neilson 2006; Larner 1997).€eTBtate’s own participation in
economic activity was also greatly reduced as aultresf privatisation and
corporatisation of its trading organisations antbré$ to scale back the core public
service. State spending was constrained by reqaimsmof fiscal responsibility and
reduced taxation on businesses and high-incomeesarieading to a reining in of the
welfare state by minimising levels of assistancd araximising incentives to work.
Notwithstanding increases in public sector spending employment towards the end
of the consolidation period, the post-Fordist sta#es far leaner and more light-handed

than its Fordist incarnation.

Conclusion

Over the course of its economic history, New Zedlaas moved through four distinct
phases or modes of development: colonialism, ném@lism, Fordism and market-
oriented post-Fordism. These have been separatquetyds of economic crisis and
initiated through extensive restructuring of praitut and reform of institutions. The
latest such period has been perhaps the most wwoosltand transformative as
responses to the crisis of the 1970s moved fromeasingly desperate attempts to patch
up the ailing Fordist-Keynesian regime, to a radomaversion to neoliberalism which
resulted in a complete overhaul of the economy, amentually to a Third Way
compromise that was essentially neoliberalism waitfriendlier face. The end result
conformed very closely to the market-oriented gestdist model typical of the
English-speaking capitalist countries, with a regimaf accumulation based on a
virtuous circle of flexible production and fragmedtconsumption, and a mode of
regulation based around market competition andmahstate intervention. The process
of restructuring had devastating effects on New |lateh producers, workers and
beneficiaries for the better part of a decade amthteially delivered only a brief period
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of fragile growth before the global financial cestruck in 2007—-08. This, then, is the
scenario within which the labour market and theston of labour underwent major
change in the period between the last two greagesrin capitalism. Having established
the nature and causes of the economic transformalew Zealand experienced in this
period, we can now proceed to look at how this sfmmation has affected the
availability of work, the type of work we do andvhat is distributed and organised.

This task begins with an analysis of changes inaheur market since the 1980s.



3

The Labour Market in Transition

Processes of economic transformation of the kinoee&nced by New Zealand since
the 1970s entail profound upheavals in the laboanket and the division of labour. The
onset of crisis inevitably causes a general cottmacof labour demand, rising
unemployment and increasing insecurity for work@itse restructuring which follows
tends to result in further job destruction in certsectors of production while creating
different types of jobs in others. This may also &®sociated with changes in
employment relationships as the institutional ageaments governing relations between
capital and labour are reformed to meet new remerdgs. All this was certainly true of
New Zealand’'s experience during the troubled ttaorsifrom Fordism to the new
market-oriented post-Fordist mode of developmeull. #gmployment gave way to rising
unemployment from the mid-1970s and job losseslated dramatically with the
beginning of the restructuring project in the migBQ@s, being felt most severely in the
productive sectors which had underpinned the Fbrdegime. The subsequent
revitalisation of job growth was centred on differendustries and occupations, and
saw the emergence of a labour market charactebigagteater labour surpluses, more
flexibility and insecurity, and less standardisethis of employment than had been the
case under Fordism.

This chapter explores the transitions in the labmarket through an analysis of
official data sources, focussing on changing lewélemployment and unemployment
and the destandardisation of work. It begins with analysis of the rise in
unemployment during the crisis and restructuringools and the subsequent resurgence
in employment growth, before considering the apmpaparadox of continuing labour
surpluses at a time of emerging skills shortagég. rEmainder of the chapter looks at
non-standard work, beginning with a discussion twe mnhature and causes of
destandardisation in employment before assessimgitipirical evidence for various

types of non-standard work in New Zealand.
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The rise and fall of unemployment

The experience of high unemployment during theisiis Fordism and the subsequent
restructuring was common to the advanced capitaiitions, although the timing and
severity of job losses depended to some extenherstrategies different nation states
adopted in response to the crisis (Koch 2006). Tdmst of New Zealand’s
unemployment was not an immediate effect of theignn the 1970s, but rather a
consequence of the restructuring project in the 1&80s and early 1990s. Despite the
deteriorating economic climate in the 1970s, regest unemployment did not exceed
one percent of the labour force until 1979 as tletiddal Government mopped up
surplus labour by means of Keynesian demand maregefob creation schemes and
state-sector employment. But these were stopgapti@es which masked the
underlying problem of falling market demand for dab while adding to the
government’s increasingly unsustainable fiscal bord Unemployment pressures
became increasingly difficult to contain in the lgat980s, and by the time the
reforming Labour Government came to power in 198gistered unemployment had
reached almost six percent — a total of 77,000 lpeopemployed compared to fewer
than 2,000 a decade earlier. The days of full eympént were well and truly over, but
the worst was yet to come.

While the Muldoon administration had intervenedthe market to sustain labour
demand, the approach of the fourth Labour Governnaed the subsequent fourth
National Government was to abandon workers to teecynof the market. The reforms
which we reviewed in the last chapter — in paraicuharket liberalisation, tight fiscal
and monetary policy and state sector reform — ahtributed to contractions in
production and labour demand, which were compournethe sharemarket crash of
1987 and a further global downturn in 1991-92. Agufe 3.1 shows, the
unemployment rate — now officially measured by Haisehold Labour Force Survey
(HLFS) — rose from 4.2 percent in 1986 to a peak®@6 percent in 1991 and 1992 as
the number of unemployed workers soared from 70t6QB0,000. Despite continued
growth in the working age population, the numbep@bple in paid employment fell by
111,000 between 1987 and 1992, and the proporfiadwts with paid jobs fell from
64 percent to 57 percent (Figure 3.2).

! These figures (as with other HLFS data in thisptéid are averages over the four quarterly surireys
the given year. On a quarterly basis, unemploymeaked at over 190,000 or 11.1 percent of the labou
force in the March quarter of 1992.
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Figure 3.1: Unemployment rate
1986-2009
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Figure 3.2: Employment growth and employment rate
1986-2009
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Changes in employment at the sectoral level willdiscussed in more detail in
Chapter Four, but in broad terms, while job lossese felt across the economy, they
were particularly severe in the formerly protect@@nufacturing industries which
suffered the double blow of removal of import barsi and recession in the domestic
market. Primary sector employment also fell as expuoarkets contracted and

government subsidies were removed. The slowdovpnaduction was duly reflected in
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major job losses in the construction and transipoitistries and cessation of job growth
in the wholesale and retail industries. The onlglustries to experience significant
employment growth in this period were some prodacel consumer service industries.

We saw in the previous chapter that by the mid-$9896w Zealand was moving
from a restructuring to a consolidation phase, wita pillars of the new mode of
development in place and the conditions establisbedenewed economic growth. As
figures 3.1 and 3.2 show, unemployment fell and legmpent growth returned from
1993, and the improvement continued except forvantlarn associated with the Asian
crisis in 1997-98. The initial phase of the recgweas marked by a fall in the official
unemployment rate to 6.3 percent by 1996, followgd slight increase at the time of
the Asian crisis and then a further fall to belamrf percent by 2005, before starting to
climb again in 2008 as the effects of the latesaricial crisis were felt. In the period
from 1992 to 2007, the number of people officiatlgunted as unemployed fell by
almost 98,000 or more than half — although as wes&e shortly the official figures
somewhat misrepresent the actual level of surgbsur in the economy. Over the
same period, the number of people in paid employrgew by over 660,000, with an
initial surge of growth from the trough of the §atl990s and slower but steady growth
in the years following the Asian crisis. By 2008, fgercent of the adult population were
employed, compared to just 57 percent in the eE®80s. As we will see in the next
chapter, most of this employment growth occurreduite different sectors from those
which had borne the brunt of the earlier job lossa®otably producer and consumer
service industries and retailing — although theas @&lso resurgence in the construction
industry. And whereas most of the earlier job leds&d been among manual production
workers, most of the new job growth was in whitdatzooccupations — not just in the
skilled categories of managers, professionals eddnicians, but also in the less-skilled
categories of service and sales workers.

Employment regrowth was not just a matter of jobMsrkers being absorbed back
into employment, but also of increasing levelsaiidur force participation by women
and older people, along with increasing volumesohigration (see Chapter Seven).
The growth in labour force participation by womeasaa long-term trend which had
been evident throughout the Fordist period, bugceived renewed impetus after 1992
due in large part to increasing employment amonthers of young children. Between
1992 and 2007, the employment rate for women iseearom 49 percent to 59

percent, while the male rate increased from 65qmerto 73 percent. For both sexes,
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these rises also reflected increasing employmenhgmeople around retirement age or
older. This was partly due to increases in the afyeligibility for New Zealand
Superannuation from 60 to 65 — which occurred mesgiwely during the 1990s — but
also reflected an increasing tendency for peopl@amtain some form of engagement
in the labour force beyond retirement age, whetbereconomic or social reasons.
Employment rates among 60—64 year olds increasad #4 percent to 64 percent
between 1992 and 2007, while among those aged % they increased from five
percent to 14 percent. During this period the labfomce was also boosted by a
significant expansion in New Zealand’'s immigratiomtakes, following the
liberalisation of immigration policy in the late 83 and early 1990s. Between 1992
and 2007, around 945,000 working-age migrants edrivn New Zealand on a
permanent or long-term basis (including New Zeatamdeturning after long absences).
While this was balanced by significant emigrati@monetheless resulted in a net gain
of 138,000 migrants of working age.

Long working hours also became more common. Whitgagye working hours did
not change greatly, this was the outcome of twontawailing trends: increasing
proportions of people were working part-time, batreasing proportions of full-time
workers were working longer than the once-standé@rthour week. Between 1986 and
2000, the proportion of full-time workers who wodk®&0 hours or more per week
increased from 20 percent to 29 percent, althotighlisequently fell to 24 percent by
20062 A combination of factors is likely to have contrtbd to the increase during this
period: slower wage growth and greater demands ausédhold budgets may have
compelled some workers to work longer hours to taénliving standards, while low
productivity and shortages of skilled workers mayéd caused employers to pressure
workers to put in extra hours in order to sustawdpction levels.

As suggested in Chapter Two, the voracious appfitéabour in the context of
relatively low productivity growth indicates an acculation regime which was
predominantly extensive rather than intensive. Tikato say, growth in output was
achieved by increases in the volume of labour usgatoduction rather than increases
in the level of output per worker. This contrastéghwthe Fordist period, in which
growth was built on improvements in productivitydbhgh more intensive use of labour

! Statistics New Zealand migration statistics, ested from Table Builder at: http://www.stats.goxt.n
methods_and_services/access-data/TableBuilder.aspx.

2 Based on HLFS data. Census data shows a highideire of long hours, with 29 percent of full-timer
working 50 hours or more in 2006.
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in mass production industries — which in New Zedlarcase included agriculture as
well as manufacturing. Certainly in the Fordistipérthere was also rapid growth in
labour demand as production expanded, but thatitalvas being utilised in a way that
yielded higher productivity gains and consequelifyher rates of economic growth
than experienced during the growth phase of thet-poslist regime. Extensive

accumulation regimes were not untypical in pos@idreconomies, although they
tended to be more evident in countries adoptingketasriented models in which the
short-term interests of capital prevailed and pabiiity was restored primarily by

making labour cheaper and more flexible, as oppasedhose countries where
negotiated solutions protected the interests ofkersr and encouraged a return to
profitability through improvements in productivifiKoch 2006). When labour demand
peaked in the years before the latest crisis, Nexalahd was one of the more
pronounced cases of an extensive growth model, \aitlour productivity growth

among the lowest in the OECD, while its employmeates and working hours were

among the highedt.

Labour surpluses and skills shortages

Prior to the latest crisis, labour demand was ahslevel that New Zealand was in
danger of running out of workers — or at leastaiertypes of workers. Skills shortages
were becoming an increasing problem in a range rofepsional and technical
occupations and some skilled manual trades, althaumny employers also experienced
difficulty in recruiting unskilled labour. Over thgx years to June 2007, an average of
40 percent of firms reported difficulty in findingkilled staff and 21 percent had
difficulty in finding unskilled labour. Over the e period, an average of almost one in
five firms cited a shortage of labour as the maamstraint on expansion of their
busines$.An indication of the type of skills in short supfi$ provided by Immigration
New Zealand’'s Long Term Skill Shortage List, which mid-2007 listed 73
occupations, of which 45 were professional, witfugher 13 being technician and

associate professional occupations and 12 beifiggkihanual trade$.

! Based on data fro@ECD Factbook 20Q%etrieved on 18/09/2010 from http://www.sourcehecy.

2 Quarterly Survey of Business Opinion. ReportedheyDepartment of Labour Bkills in the Labour
Market - August 20QRetrieved on 18/09/2010 from http://www.dol.goefpublications/Imr/archive/.

% Figures as at July 2007. Retrieved on 18/09/2€d http://www.immigration.govt.nz/opsmanual/
7131.htm.
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This was occurring despite the fact that joblessaesl underemployment were still
relatively high by historical standards. While #ewas certainly a significant fall in
unemployment from the early 1990s, at its loweshtpof just under four percent from
2005 to 2007 the unemployment rate was still carsioly higher than it had been
during the Fordist period. For comparison betwdendras we have to turn to census
data, which gives higher unemployment rates thanHhFS and is subject to some
definitional changes over time, but nonethelessaalan approximate comparison. This
shows that the unemployment rate in 2006 (5.1 p¢yeeas higher than it had been at
the last census prior to restructuring in 1981 (@e2cent), considerably higher again
than it had been during the 1970s when less thanpevcent of the labour force were
unemployed, and still more so by the standarde®fl®50s and 1960s when the Fordist
growth model all but eliminated unemployment.

Official unemployment figures also conceal sigrafit levels of joblessness and
underemployment. To be officially counted as unaygt, a person must be without a
paid joband be available for worland be actively seeking work, using methods other
than simply looking at job advertisements. The upleyment figures therefore do not
include those jobless people who want to work Ibetesther not immediately available
for work and/or not actively seeking work when sy®d, perhaps because they have
exhausted all options or have simply become disgmd from active job hunting.
There was an annual average of 73,000 people isetloategories even when
unemployment was at its lowest between 2005 and 200ot far below the number of
officially unemployed (84,000). At the same timmsar numbers of people — an annual
average of 79,000 — were underemployed, that sayoworking part-time and wanting
to work more hours. So the pool of surplus laboas wonsiderably larger than the
official unemployment figures reveal, with an awmaof 236,000 people or seven
percent of the adult population either jobless ndaremployed. Moreover, as Figure
3.3 shows, the decline in official unemploymentwesn 1992 and 2007 was not
matched by a comparable fall in the ranks of ojbkless or underemployed workers.
Both categories fluctuated over the period, wit ttumber of people jobless but not
officially unemployed ending up just 14 percentdvelits 1992 levels, and the number
of underemployed falling by 19 percent — compardth & fall of well over half in the

number of officially unemployed.

! It is likely that the jobless figures also exclualeertain number of people who ceased to lookvimk
after shifting from the unemployment benefit toksiess or invalid’s benefits as a result of thetgging
of eligibility criteria for the unemployment benefBetween 1992 and 2007 there was a fall of 78qudr



The Labour Market in Transition 83

Figure 3.3: Unemployment, joblessness and underempl  oyment
1986-2009
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Comparable figures on joblessness and underempladyane not available for the
Fordist period, but given the conditions of full glsyment and low levels of part-time
employment during those years it is certain thalyttvould have been comparatively
low. This contrast between the levels of laboupkis in the Fordist and post-Fordist
economies is typical of countries which followedimilar trajectory of development to
New Zealand. The sustained period of full employinéuring the Fordist era was
rather unusual in the annals of capitalist develepimand one which we should not
necessarily expect to see repeated. Labour sugplaséMarx explained, are an inherent
feature of capitalism as it has a tendency to dcsplvariable capital (labour) with
constant capital (plant and machinery) (Marx 19¥86[/]: 762-870). It is only during
periods of extraordinary growth in capital accuniolathat the additional demand for
workers engendered by the expansion of producticGuificient to outweigh the effects
of the declining ratio of labour required in protlan and thus to absorb the reserves of
surplus labour (Koch 2006: 28). This was the casd-ardism when rising labour
demand was sustained by the rapid expansion of imesRiction, but in the post-
Fordist period production expanded more slowly amech investment was diverted
into speculative activities, so the new growth mogeoved less successful in
overcoming capitalism’s tendency to create reseo¥esirplus labour. Moreover, while

full employment had been an explicit objective airdist states in countries such as

in the number of people receiving unemployment bexnédout an increase of 128 percent in the number
of people receiving sickness or invalid’s bengffifBnistry of Social Development 2009: 162).
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New Zealand, in the post-Fordist era this goal s@#sordinated to the imperatives of
restraining wages and controlling inflation, acl@é\by means of tight monetary and
fiscal policies and labour market deregulation. vie saw in Chapter Two, New
Zealand's Reserve Bank Act of 1989 removed full leyipent as an objective of
monetary policy, and subsequently rises in intena@sts were used to dampen economic
activity whenever growing labour demand threatetioestimulate inflation — preventing
any possibility of a return to genuinely full empioent.

Joblessness in the post-Fordist labour market Vgasexacerbated by higher levels
of frictional unemployment than in the past. Thss mostly short-term joblessness
caused by labour turnover and people entering -entering the labour market. While
there is a certain amount of frictional unemployiman any labour market, in the
Fordist era it would have been minimal as the wandé consisted overwhelmingly of
full-time waged or salaried employees in relativediable long-term jobs, and
movement between jobs would be relatively seambgsen the situation of full
employment. Frictional unemployment increased ie fost-Fordist period for a
number of reasons: employers were more inclineds® temporary workers for the
purposes of flexibility; redundancies and busingssures were more common due to
the competitive nature of the economy; workers we@e inclined to change jobs
voluntarily during the course of their careers; #mele were greater numbers of women
moving in and out of the workforce as they alteedabetween paid work and family
responsibilities. While comparable data is not ke for earlier periods, we do know
that the post-Fordist labour market was charaaeérisy a considerable degree of
‘churning’, with a high number of jobs being crehtnd destroyed and significant job
mobility among workers. In each quarter from 200602007, an average of 289,000
workers joined new employers and 277,000 left eygale resulting in an average
worker turnover rate of 17 percent — meaning egdgnthat over each three month
period around one in six workers started or |gétta"

Many of these workers would have changed jobs @if thwn volition and moved
directly between positions, but for others movemeaulld have been involuntary and
involved periods of joblessness. In the latter gatg, people may have either been
made redundant or may have finished temporary jdliten the labour market was at
its worst in the early 1990s, the most common neaseemployed people gave for

leaving their last job was being laid off, dismdse made redundant. When the labour

! Statistics New Zealand, Linked Employer-EmployesteD Retrieved from Table Builder at
http://www.stats.govt.nz/methods_and_services/a:zdata/TableBuilder.aspx.
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market was resurgent in the 2000s, the most commaason was having finished a
temporary, seasonal or contract job. Even when eynpnt levels were at their

healthiest in 2005-07, there were on average 16p@@ple who were unemployed
because they had finished temporary jobs, makin@mpercent of all those who

specified a reason for leaving their last job. AtHer 9,000 people or 13 percent on
average had left their last job because of beirdyd#, dismissed or made redundant
and the same number had left because of unsatisfagbrk conditions. These figures
exclude a large number of people who did not speeidsons for leaving their last job
and the many people who were jobless but not irdud the official unemployment

counts. They indicate that there was consideratdecurity in the labour market even
when labour demand was at its peak. However, ls/tthie most unemployment was
relatively short-term, suggesting that people wereding to move between jobs
reasonably quickly. When the job market was akoigest point in the early 1990s, the
majority of unemployed people had been out of worksix months or more; but long-

term unemployment declined progressively until 92 less than one in five were in
that category, while the majority had been unemgdofor less than two months. In
fact, the number of people who had been unempldgedess than one month was
higher in 2007 than it had been in the early 1990s.

While all this points to a significant level of dtional unemployment in the post-
Fordist labour market, there was also a degredroftaral unemployment. This tends
to be longer-term and arises from a mismatch betwalkour supply and demand —
either because jobless workers are located inrdifteparts of the country from the
available jobs or because they lack the skills irequfor those jobs. The skills
mismatch is a critical factor in explaining the apmt paradox of labour shortages at a
time when so many people were jobless. We havadyraoted that job growth and
labour shortages were most pronounced in skilledigations. Most of those who were
out of work, on the other hand, were relatively iskilled. Of those officially
unemployed between 2000 and 2007, on average 5&mehad no post-school
qualifications, 72 percent were looking for jobslamv-skilled occupational categories,
and 41 percent were aged under 25 and so wouldttehdve little work experience.
Those who were jobless but not officially unemplbymay have been even more
disadvantaged, as many would have been deterreddative job seeking due to a lack
of appropriate skills or difficulty in returning tive workforce after prolonged periods

of unemployment.
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This mismatch arises in large part from the tramsitbetween modes of
development. The combined effects of restructuringternationalisation and
technological change wiped out vast swathes ofdkiled manual jobs in production
industries and encouraged job growth in servicaustnies and skilled white-collar
occupations. Many of the workers who lost theirsjdbrough restructuring lacked the
skills to take advantage of the new areas of jawgr. Some would have acquired new
skills through retraining while some would have medsorbed into low-skilled service
work, but others were effectively left behind — sigmed to long-term joblessness or
intermittent periods of short-term and low-standaechployment. And despite
increasing participation in education and trainirsignificant numbers of younger
people continued to enter the labour force ill-pged to succeed in a new environment
where there was a premium on professional and ieahskills and fewer low-skilled
jobs available. These are the victims of disjuradtprocesses of economic change and
the failure of education and training policies tarmmage the transition effectively.

A final point to note is that the post-Fordist @ras characterised not just by higher
levels of joblessness, but also by a more inegitatistribution of employment
between households. Callister’'s work (2000; 200iws that between the mid-1980s
and the mid-1990s there were increases in the piops of both ‘work-rich’ couples
(where both partners are employed) and ‘work-pootples (where neither partner is
employed), and conversely a decrease in the piopodf households where one
partner is employed and the other not. Increasmgl@yment rates among women are
obviously an important factor in the growth of waitgh households, while the growth
of work-poor households reflects falling employmantong low-skilled males during
the restructuring period. By 1991 around a fifth pspfme working-aged households
could be classified as work-poor — a figure thaangded little over the next decade

despite the recovery in employment growth.

Destandardisation of work

We have already identified one aspect of flexipiiit the post-Fordist labour market in
the relatively high levels of frictional unemployntieand labour turnover associated
with workers moving between jobs or in and out wipioyment. Associated with this

are changes in the characteristics of jobs in #rg@peral sectors of the labour market —

! This analysis does not cover the years from 2002007 when further increases in employment may
have reduced the incidence of ‘work-poor’ housesold
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the growth of what is widely referred to as nomsdtd work or alternatively as
atypical, flexible, contingent or precarious wofBf these designations, non-standard
work is the most useful for our purposes as it emgasses a wide range of employment
types — not all of which are flexible, contingemtprecarious — and signals a departure
from the standardised employment model which predatad under Fordism. Just as
Fordism entailed standardisation of production aweshsumption, it also involved
standardisation of employment — the predominandalbfime and long-term waged or
salaried employment in a single job based at anlamps premises and carrying the
benefits and protections of a formal employmenttiem. And just as the demise of
Fordism meant destandardisation of production aodswemption, it also involved
destandardisation of work — the growth of employtremangements which departed
from the conventional model in one or more respeutkiding part-time employment,
casual work, fixed-term contracting, agency tempisglf-employment, multiple job
holding and homeworking.

We saw in Chapter One that some notable sociakiftesuch as Castells, Beck
and Bauman have argued that the trend towards ndizstiisation and insecurity in
employment is so pronounced that we may be witngssie end of work as we know
it, while others have argued that such grandiosend are at odds with empirical reality
(Doogan 2009). In New Zealand, the changing natfieemployment arrangements has
inspired a burgeoning literature and it has beatat&ely suggested that non-standard
work may in fact be becoming standard (Spoonleyl200here is certainly evidence to
show that non-standard work has become more commbiew Zealand (Spoonlegt
al 2004; Carroll 1999; Baines and Newell 2005) asoiher developed economies
(Mangan 2000; Houseman and Osawa 20a3)wever, as suggested in Chapter One,
there is a need for some caution in interpretirgse¢htrends: some categories of non-
standard work still only account for fairly smaltoportions of the workforce; much
non-standard work is not insecure or precariousdiffiérs little in most respects from
standard employment; non-standard working arrang&nare often preferred by
workers rather than being imposed by employers;teerdtls which emerged during the
restructuring period of the 1980s and 1990s may lsalsequently slowed or reversed.
The evidence for the growth of non-standard worklew Zealand will be analysed in
the next section, but first we need to considertvidvaneant by non-standard work and

why it became more common during the post-Fordisipgl.

' In New Zealand, a considerable volume of reseanctvorking arrangements has emerged from Massey
University’s Labour Market Dynamics Research Progree (see http://Imd.massey.ac.nz/).
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Figure 3.4: Typology of non-standard work
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Source: Derived from discussion in Edgell (2006: 126-152)

While Ulrich Beck is one who may be guilty of exagating changes in the nature
of employment, he offers a useful conceptualisatbrnlestandardisation (1992: 139-
150). He identifies three dimensions to the stashdanployment model: the labour
contract, working hours and the work site. Standaodk is regulated by the terms of
standardised employment contracts (often negotiatdigctively), it is full-time and
long-term, and it is concentrated within centralisbusiness premises. Thus
destandardisation, for Beck, involves increasingrées of flexibility in the contractual,
temporal and spatial organisation of work. Edg@0Q06: 126-152) draws on this
conception to show how different types of non-staddvork embody different types of
destandardisation, as represented in Figure 3.& iBhsomewhat simplified, as in
reality different types of destandardisation oftewerlap, but it is useful as an
illustration of the ways in which different type$ mon-standard work depart from the
standard model. Contractual destandardisationinvolves the growth of self-
employment, which may take many different formshe tommon factor being that
there is an exchange of labour but no contractrgfleyment between the seller and the
purchaser of that labour. This includes workingppretors who sell their services to
other producers or consumers on the open markégpendent contractors or sub-
contractors who provide services to other busireess® a contractual basis, and
franchisees who are licensed by a company to tsefiroducts or services in return for
some form of paymenfTemporal destandardisatiois the most common departure
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from standard employment and involves variatioth®onumber of hours worked and/or
the tenure of employment. This includes part-timarkers on standard employment
contracts, fixed-term employees contracted to worlimited periods, casual workers
hired as needed without formal employment contractany certainty of tenure, and
temporary workers hired through intermediaries sashtemping agenciesSpatial
destandardisatiorinvolves a departure from the norm of working at employer’'s
premises and encompasses various forms of outwpddanducted by either employees
or contractors. This includes homeworking and telding, which are often but not
always the same thing — not all homeworkers arewmidgnt on telecommunications and
not all teleworkers are based at home, with someking from remote offices or
‘telecentres’ or on the move between customerss{&atiet al 2005). If all three
dimensions of destandardisation coincide, it magnenesult in what Edgell terntetal
destandardisation manifested in informal work which is beyond thenpew of
employment and taxation regulations. This mightgeafrom ‘under the table’ work
done by legitimately employed people or benefiemrito work performed by highly
vulnerable and exploited groups such as illegal ignamts, and criminal activities
involving exchange of goods and services on theckblenarket (Williams and
Windebank 1998).

A further distinction needs to be drawn betweererniof types of non-standard
employment often referred to as precarious workl #iwse non-standard jobs which
offer greater rewards and protections to workers.dah identify four axes along which
the quality of non-standard work varies: job sdgurcontrol over the labour process,
regulatory protections and income levels (Rodg®&&9). Non-standard work covers a
spectrum along each axis: from those with littletadaty of continuing employment to
those in secure long-term positions; from those sehwork is tightly controlled by
employers to those who control their own means rofipction and work processes;
from those without any employment protections tasthfully covered by collectivised
employment contracts; and from the low paid to thighly paid. Precarious non-
standard workers rank at the lower end of the specbn each count. They have little
job security, often subsisting on casual work amclnfg considerable uncertainty as to
tenure and hours of work; their work processes @aten highly prescribed and
controlled by those who employ them; they seldoweharmal employment contracts
or union representation and are therefore vulnerebkxploitation; and they tend to be

poorly remunerated, often at a level below thaumeg for an acceptable minimum
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standard of living. Examples of workers in thisegairy might include non-contracted
casual or part-time workers in service industrieshsas hospitality and retailing,
seasonal workers in horticultural industries, ana-skilled homeworkers paid on piece
rates. Examples of non-standard workers in lessapi@is situations include part-time
workers in stable jobs with long-term employmenttcacts, employed professionals on
fixed-term contracts with good incomes and reaslenakpectations of further work,
and self-employed people who control their own wpraicesses and have scarce skills
that are well remunerated. Inevitably, there amydreas in such distinctions but it is
important to recognise that at the lower end ofgbectrum there is a distinctive group
of non-standard workers subject to greater levieéxploitation and hardship.

The destandardisation of work in the latter parth& twentieth century was very
much associated with — but not entirely reducible-tthe restructuring of production
following the crisis of Fordism. The standard enyph@nt model was not an invention
of the Fordist era, but it did come to predomirtata greater degree during that period
(Edgell 2006: 73-80). Large scale production based highly compartmentalised
technical divisions of labour required large workfes gathered together in factories
and offices, with low labour turnover in order tanimise training costs and production
bottlenecks. Moreover, large producers tended tantaia direct control over the
extended division of labour, from pre-productiorotigh the core production process to
post-production work, by keeping the work in-houather than outsourcing services
from smaller firms or contractors. The economiesaile available to large producers
could also make it difficult for petty commodity qulucers and small proprietors to
compete in product markets, drawing many away fseitemployment and into waged
employment. The appeal of waged employment wasrestaby the capital-labour
compromise which underpinned Fordism, with progueskbour laws and centralised
bargaining delivering improved conditions of emptmnt, greater job security and real
wage growth. Together, these factors made what ave call standard employment a
more advantageous arrangement for bosses and wailkaz.

In the post-Fordist era several factors encouradeftis away from this standard
model. Firstly, flexible production models in whi¢he volume and composition of
output were more subject to changing market camaitioften required a labour supply
which was both numerically flexible (in terms oktAmount of labour employed) and
functionally flexible (in terms of the way it wagployed), something which could be

achieved through the use of temporary workers atefal contractors in preference to
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permanent employees who might at times be surglugduirements. Secondly, and
relatedly, greater pressures to minimise laboutsciosthe interests of competitiveness
and profitability meant that non-standard workeiftero provided a cheaper alternative
to standard employees, not just because they ¢muldore easily dispensed with when
no longer required, but also because they offeldngs on the non-wage costs
associated with standard employment contractsiriignand development, paid leave,
superannuation contributions, health and accidestrance, redundancy payments,
administrative costs and in some cases provisioagoipment. Thirdly, information
communications technology enabled some types ok wmrbe performed off-site by
employees or independent contractors working fraamda or other remote locations
while remaining connected via electronic netwollS. also encouraged some forms of
self-employment by enabling small businesses toradpeout of virtual offices
consisting of little more than a PC and an Inte@inection, with minimal start-up
costs and online access to potentially vast markiétarthly, structural shifts in
production and employment from goods-producing dovise industries meant more
workers were employed in industries where non-steh@mployment was common —
particularly in sectors such as retailing, hosfitaland tourism where labour
requirements are highly variable and much worlows-$killed, meaning staff are more
disposable and recruitable. Finally, increasing bers of workers were prepared to
take up non-standard jobs, some because of a dehrtipportunities for standard
employment but others out of preference — partrbullaothers of dependent children
needing to combine paid work and family responsgiéd, older people wishing to
maintain some engagement with the workforce whésirey into retirement, tertiary
students funding their studies through part-timecasual work, and some immigrant
groups with a preference for self-employment ovaged employment.

Both demand and supply factors therefore contribtaeghe growth of non-standard
employment in developed capitalist economies. Thisot to say, however, that the
phenomenon was simply a mutually advantageous m#&ad market forces. The trend
really gathered strength in the 1980s and early04%%hen restructuring of production

and intensification of competition were forcing doyers to find new ways of utilising

! Additionally, if there is an ample supply of caklebour which can be employed on wages and
conditions inferior to those of permanent employé¢leis may undermine the latter’'s bargaining stteng
and lead to a deterioration of their wages and itiomd. Non-standard workers can thus act as a mede
day reserve army of labour, not only providing talpiwith a buffer against fluctuating labour
requirements but also simultaneously acting as@aiat on the demands of the core workforce (Méfigdo
and Magdoff 2004).
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labour flexibly and cheaply. In the context of sngrunemployment, many workers
who were unable to find suitable long-term jobs hadurn to alternative forms of
employment, although for others it may have beewederred option. The literature
suggests, not surprisingly, that supply-side factare significant in encouraging the
more desirable forms of non-standard work suchrategsional self-employment and
stable part-time work, but demand-side factors ediike growth of precarious non-
standard work (Tucker 2002). A crucial factor inabling the shift to more flexible
working arrangements was the deregulation of lalmoarkets that occurred in market-
oriented post-Fordist economies in the 1980s ar@D4.9This was done not in the
interests of workers, but rather to enable capdalse labour more flexibly and more
cheaply by individualising employment relationssiag legislative restrictions on the
way employers utilised labour, and weakening thegyaf unions to protect vulnerable
workers against unfavourable conditions of emplayimeNew Zealand’s Employment
Contracts Act being a good example. It is worth parmg the haste with which labour
markets were deregulated in the 1980s and 1990@sthst reluctance to accommodate
workers’ demands for flexibility from employers. New Zealand, it was more than 16
years after the passage of the ECA that legislatias finally passed giving employees
with caring responsibilities a statutory right tquest flexible working arrangements
from employers, and this only occurred in the fateconsiderable opposition from
business groupsFlexibility was not quite a one-way street, buaffic certainly moved

faster and more freely in one direction than theent

Non-standard work in New Zealand

The growing body of literature on non-standard warkNew Zealand suggests a
significant trend of destandardisation which was sm@ronounced during the
restructuring of the 1980s and early 1990s, slowaisighe post-Fordist economy entered
its consolidation phase and employment growth netir On the supply side of the
equation, the increasing participation of womepand employment has clearly been an
important factor in the growth of non-standard wdbkit other demographic groups
have also been over-represented, including recegranis and those at either end of the
working-age spectrum — young people in the eaiygesd of their working lives and

older people around retirement age (Baines and MNex@®5; McPherson 2006).

! The Employment Relations (Flexible Working Arrangents) Amendment Act 2007.
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Qualitative research suggests that life-cycle afestlle factors make non-standard
employment a preferred option for some, but foreaht is more a matter of taking
whatever work is available on whatever terms engieyare prepared to offer it —
particularly in the case of work at the precariemsl of the spectrum. While there is
little quantitative evidence on this kind of wonk New Zealand, qualitative studies
suggest that it is not uncommon for non-standardkars to be in low quality jobs with

poor wages, inferior conditions, inadequate legatqztions, low levels of unionisation,
and a high degree of insecurity and uncertaintyr ggb tenure and hours of work
(McLarenet al2004; WEB Research 2004).

On the demand side of the equation, research on dmlvwhy New Zealand
employers utilise non-standard labour is limitedl anlittle dated. Evidence from the
early 1990s suggested that in the prevailing réaseasy conditions, casualisation and
outsourcing tended to be pursued as short-termuresago contain costs rather than as
deliberate long-term strategies of flexibilisatiGhndersonet al 1994; Ryan 1992). A
desire for greater flexibility in contractual argggments and labour costs was behind the
push for labour market deregulation which culmidate the Employment Contracts
Act of 1991, but while the ECA may have acceleratbéeé existing trend of
destandardisation it did not result in a quantunft dbwards non-standard work
(Brosnan and Walsh 1996; Deeésal 1994: 511-534). It is useful here to distinguish
between public and private sectors: until the ea8190s the public sector with its new
imperatives of efficiency and fiscal responsibiléggpears to have made greater use of
non-standard labour than the private sector (Amatees al 1996), but once the state
sector reforms were bedded in and the ECA was edlaitte use of non-standard labour
grew more rapidly in the private sector (Brosnad Salsh 1996}. The slowdown in
destandardisation during the consolidation phagghisupport earlier suggestions that
the use of casual and outsourced labour was laegedgessionary phenomenon and that
economic recovery could see a shift back towards shandardisation of work
(Andersonet al 1994; Brosnan and Walsh 1998). By the same totten,return of
recessionary conditions after 2007 might see argesge in the use of non-standard

workers, although it is too early as yet to drasmnfconclusions about this.

! The ECA was superseded by the Employment Relafdmdut, as noted in the last chapter, the latter
did little to alter the fundamentals of the earliset. While it introduced greater regulation of Ron
standard working arrangements and offered somegtioh to vulnerable groups such as homeworkers,
there was little in the legislation to discouragepdoyers from using non-standard workers (Rossitet
McMorran 2003).
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Figure 3.5: Full-time wage and salary earners
as a proportion of all employed people, by sex
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An indication of the decline of the standard modelfull-time wage and salary
earning which characterised Fordism is shown inufed3.5. In 1966, at the height of
the Fordist era, over 80 percent of workers welletifne employees (ie working more
than 30 hours a week for wages or salaries). By6 8% had fallen to less than 60
percent, thanks to increases in both part-time vemidk self employment. A significant
factor in this trend was increasing labour forceipgation by women combining part-
time paid employment with unpaid domestic labounisTappears to have been the
driving factor behind the decline in standard waork until the 1981 Census, during
which time the proportion of full-time employees the female workforce fell
significantly while there was little change in theale workforce. However, with the
onset of restructuring in the 1980s the pictureni@n also changed. The proportion of
male workers in standard employment fell from 8€cpat to 64 percent between 1981
and 1996 as secure full-time jobs became more es@ard increasing numbers turned to
casual or part-time work or self-employment. Fothbsexes, the decline levelled off
between 1996 and 2001 and reversed slightly atatecensus in 2006, reflecting the
end of the restructuring process and a return éem@uic growth which created more
full-time waged and salaried jobs. This levellinf af destandardisation is common to
other advanced economies which followed a restringupath similar to New
Zealand’'s (OECD 2009) and is contrary to the piteahs of those such as Beck and
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Castells who foresaw a continuing downward spirdb ichronic insecurity where
standard jobs would be a thing of the past.

It is important to note that while Figure 3.5 givas indication of the long-term
trend of destandardisation, it overstates the ptapo of workers in standard
employment as the figures include full-time wagd aalary earners who are temporary
workers, homeworkers or multiple job holders. Itvesy difficult to estimate the total
proportion of workers in non-standard jobs as déifie forms of non-standard work tend
to overlap and there are some deficiencies in #ia.Estimates in the late 1990s and
early 2000s ranged from 39 percent (Baines and N&065) to 57 percent (Carroll
1999), but these studies used different data ssumoe methodologies. Calculations
from 2006 Census data indicate that 49 percentookevs were either part-timers, self-
employed (including employers), multiple job holsler working from home — but this
excludes temporary workers who are not identifigdhe Census. However we measure
it, non-standard employment clearly accounted ftarge proportion of the workforce
by the late 1990s and early 2000s — perhaps eeemd#jority. This should be qualified
with the observation that many non-standard jobsiakodiffer greatly from standard
employment — particularly permanent part-time jabsl some fixed-term contract
positions — and the growth of non-standard workukhtherefore not be read as a shift
towards precarious work. The latter may well haxengp, but the trend is impossible to
quantify as official statistics do not allow usdigtinguish jobs of this kind.

Official data sources also do not enable us toideatify the extent of informal
employment, which by its very nature is not susbéptto measurement. While
informal employment is more common in developingjares, where it often accounts
for the majority of work, it has been estimatedtteaen in advanced industrial
economies informal work may equate to as much &fthaof the level of formal
employment (ILO 2002). There are no estimates fewNealand, but it is likely to be
at the lower end of the scale given that it hasefeilegal immigrants — a group who
tend to have high rates of informal employmentslalso difficult to gauge whether
informal work increased during the post-Fordistigeeralthough this is likely given the
general trend towards destandardisation, and péatlg the increased use of causal
labour which is more conducive to hiring on an mfal basis (Edgell 2006: 142-148).

Given the limitations of the data, any statisticahalysis of non-standard
employment in New Zealand will give only a partetture, but with this qualification

in mind it is worth looking at the trends duringethost-Fordist era in more detail. Table
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Table 3.1: Proportions of employed people in non-st  andard work, by sex

1986-2006
1986 1991 1996 2001 2006

Part-time *

Male 55 7.6 12.5 12.1 12.4

Female 28.3 31.1 36.0 35.8 34.7

Total 14.8 17.8 23.2 23.1 22.9
Self-employed ?

Male 12.4 14.8 14.8 15.9 14.9

Female 6.3 7.2 8.1 9.0 9.1

Total 9.9 11.5 11.8 12.7 12.2
Multiple job holders *

Male 4.7 6.3 8.4 9.6 9.2

Female 5.7 8.5 11.0 10.8 10.3

Total 51 7.2 9.6 10.2 9.7
Working from home *

Male 7.7 7.2 9.3 9.4 7.9

Female 9.2 8.4 10.9 10.7 9.6

Total 8.3 7.7 10.0 10.0 8.7

! Usually work fewer than 30 hours per week in all jobs.
2 Employed on own account but not employing others.

% Usually work some hours in jobs other than main job.
* Worked from home on census day.

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings

3.1 shows the trends since 1986 in different tygfeson-standard work for both sexes.
Generally, the figures confirm the overall trendinfreases during the restructuring
period and then a levelling off, followed by a &liglecline during the consolidation
period. Part-time employment is the most signiftozategory, not only in terms of size
but also because many workers in other types ofstammdard employment such as
casual work, multiple job holding and homeworkiryd to work part-time and are
therefore enumerated within this category. The dsggncreases in part-time work were
between 1986 and 1996, when it grew from 15 pert®e28 percent of the workforce
and the level of male part-time employment morentr@doubled. This period
encompassed the years of restructuring and recegsion unemployment growth was
at its most rapid and large numbers of full-timerkars were losing their jobs or being
forced involuntarily into part-time or casual woBetween the 1986 and 1991 censuses
full-time employment fell by 127,000 while part-tmemployment rose by 28,000.
Between 1991 and 1996 growth in full-time employteturned, but at 102,000 it was
still lower than the 129,000 increase in part-timerkers. After 1996 the economic
recovery produced considerably more growth in tintle than part-time employment,
but this did not result in a significant reductiorthe proportion of workers in part-time

jobs, with the figures settling at around 12 petéenmen and 35 percent for women.
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Although growth in part-time employment is oftekea as evidence of employers’
preferences for flexibility in their workforces, muly-side factors may have played a
more important role. Over the two decades in goestthree groups in particular
contributed to the growing supply of workers wagtipart-time rather than full-time
employment. The first was tertiary students, whosmbers increased greatly due to
rising educational participation rates. The secaad older people around retirement
age, whose numbers increased due to populatiomggeid who were more likely to
work than in the past due to the raising of th@ewstent age, changing social attitudes
towards ageing, and for reasons of financial nétyessdnd the third was mothers of
dependent children, whose labour force participatitso increased as a result of both
changing social attitudes and financial necesse (Chapter Seven). These groups
together accounted for seven in every ten part-tingekers in 2006, and were
responsible for around 90 percent of the growtpart-time employment between the
1996 and 2006 censuses. The HLFS also shows teatttog period only around five
percent of part-time workers on average wanted twkwiull-time — although a
considerably higher proportion would have prefetedork more hours.

By comparison with part-time work, growth in seifyployment was more modest.
It was most pronounced between 1986 and 1991 ufiticty at around 12 percent over
subsequent censuses, with stronger growth amongewdimn men — although in
contrast to other forms of non-standard work, womeenained considerably less likely
than men to be self-employed. There was much at&cdscussion of involuntary
self-employment during the late 1980s and early0$98s firms laid off workers and
rehired them as self-employed contractors, whileeotworkers used redundancy
payments to set up small businesses, but this doeseem to have significantly
increased overall rates of self-employment.

There was stronger growth in multiple job holding until 2001 as it became an
increasingly common option for people unable ta ffall-time work, unable to make
ends meet with a full-time job or simply wishing garsue portfolio-type employment
(Taylor et al 2004). Multiple job holding increased most markeldétween 1986 and
1996, when the proportion of both men and womer wibre than one job almost
doubled, but it subsequently levelled off at a fegof around one in ten workets.

! The Census gives much higher figures for multjpkeholding than the HLFS, possibly due to sampling
bias in the HLFS. Because of its wider coverage,@lensus probably provides the more accurate data
(Baineset al2005).
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The proportion of people working from home alsoréased between 1986 and
1996, although it is difficult to know whether telerking was a significant factor in
this. Many people in this category are primary seavorkers and so the trend
represents the outcome of the countervailing imités of declining primary sector
employment and increasing homeworking in other asctOverall, growth in this
category was relatively modest and levelled ofeaft996 before reversing slightly
between 2001 and 2006.

Data on temporary employment is not available frbhra census and was not
collected in any official surveys until the SurvefyWorking Life was introduced as a
supplement to the HLFS in 2008. As yet there hdg baen one such survey, but it
does provide a snapshot of temporary employmeR008, showing that 7.7 percent of
the workforce at that time were temporary employ@sduding 4 percent who were
casual employees, 1.9 percent who were fixed-templ@yees and 0.6 percent who
were temp agency workers. Temporary work — like tnmtker types of non-standard
work — was more common for women than men, with @&ent of females and 6.3
percent of males working in temporary jdbShis survey shows a lower incidence of
temporary employment than surveys in the 1990s hvpiat the figure at around 11
percent (Brosnan and Walsh 1998; Allah al 2001; Department of Labour 1992;
1997). While this might indicate that rates of temgry employment, like other forms
of non-standard work, fell as economic conditiomgprioved, we should be wary of
drawing any firm conclusions given the differenttho&lologies of the earlier surveys.
But whatever the trend, the fact that the recequrés show only about one in thirteen
workers employed on a temporary basis lends Hitlpport to prophecies of a descent
into endemic insecurity in employment. On this poihis also worth noting that the
same survey found the majority of workers (55 pet)icead been in their current jobs
for more than three years, with almost a quart8rg@rcent) having been in their jobs
for more than 10 years. Around a fifth of worke24 percent) had been in their present
employment for less than one year.

Finally, it is worth looking at the prevalence afmstandard work in different types
of industry. It was noted earlier that non-standaxtk is more common in service
industries, and so any shift in employment from dgproducing to service industries

will inevitably result in an increase in non-stardlavork. Table 3.2 shows that the vast

! Statistics New Zealand, Survey of Working Life, fefa 2008 Quarter. Data retrieved on 18/09/2010
from http://www.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/wankome_and_spending/employment_and_
unemployment/surveyofworkinglife _hotpmar08qtr.aspx.
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Table 3.2: Part-time employment by industrial secto  r

1986-2006
Industrial sector 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006
Number of part-time workers employed (thousands)
Primary 23.4 24.7 35.3 29.9 28.4
Secondary 36.7 30.7 36.7 36.1 39.2
Tertiary 158.5 186.6 269.9 302.1 345.1
Percent of workforce part-time
Primary 13.9 16.9 22.9 20.5 20.4
Secondary 8.5 9.4 10.9 10.8 10.4
Tertiary 17.9 20.8 26.0 26.1 25.4

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings

Table 3.3: Self-employment by industrial sector
1986—-2006

Industrial sector 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006

Number of self-employed workers (thousands)

Primary 52.9 50.1 39.1 37.8 32.9

Secondary 36.0 36.8 38.4 42.4 46.4

Tertiary 56.2 67.5 89.3 113.2 137.6
Percent of workforce self-employed

Primary 31.8 34.4 25.8 26.2 23.8

Secondary 8.3 11.3 11.6 12.8 12.4

Tertiary 6.4 7.5 8.7 9.9 10.2

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings

majority of New Zealand'’s part-time jobs are irtigaty industries (84 percent in 2006),
and almost all the growth in part-time work betwekE3B86 and 2006 was in these
industries. However, there was also some growthemumber of part-time jobs in the
primary and secondary sectors over that period,teme when full-time employment in
those sectors was declining. The proportion of wWwrkforce employed part-time
increased for all sectors between 1986 and 199Gdhuslightly over the subsequent
decade. In 2006, around one in four workers inténgary sector were employed part-
time, along with one in five workers in the primamsyctor and just one in ten workers in
secondary industries. Clearly service industriesvided the major impetus for the
growth in part-time employment — and probably foany of the other types of non-
standard work which are predominantly part-timet #is is not to say that the growth
of part-time work was simply the result of a slviftemploymenbetweersectors, given
that part-timers also increased their share ofwtbekforce within each sector over the
full period.
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Table 3.3 shows that tertiary industries also awotdor the majority of self-
employment (63 percent in 2006), but in contraspaa-time work, self-employment
makes up a smaller share of the workforce in senvidustries than in goods-producing
industries. It is most common in primary industriest there was a marked fall in self-
employment in this sector between 1986 and 200dhgily reflecting the decline of
the family-owned farm as rationalisation of agriaé saw many smaller holdings
amalgamated into larger ones run on a corporapawnership basis. Even so, almost a
quarter of the primary sector workforce were setipéooyed in 2006 compared with just
12 percent in the secondary sector and 10 percethe tertiary sector. Most self-
employed people in the secondary sector are tradefpin the construction industry,
which had a self-employment rate of 21 percentd@62(compared with just 6 percent
in manufacturing). As in the case of part-time wdHe tertiary sector accounts for most
of the growth in self-employment, but the fact tealf-employed workers make up an
increasing proportion of the workforce within boslecondary and tertiary sectors
suggests that the trend is not simply a productlidinges in the distribution of
employment between sectors.

Data on temporary employment from the Survey of My Life shows that in
2008 over two-thirds (69 percent) of temporary vesskwere employed in tertiary
industries, but the primary sector had the higpesportion of temporary employees in
its workforce — 12.4 percent compared with 7.5 @etdn tertiary industries and 6.6
percent in secondary industries. The relativel\htpgoportion in the primary sector no
doubt reflects the widespread use of temporarydabar seasonal work.

Overall, the secondary sector — and manufactunngarticular — seems to be the
least likely to employ non-standard workers. Thissupported by figures on worker
turnover which show there is less ‘churning’ in meatturing employment than in most
other industries. In the five years to June 200anuacturing had an average worker
turnover rate of 13 percent per quarter, compaiéu 32 percent in agriculture, forestry
and fishing, 31 percent in administrative and suppervices (which includes clerical
temping), 28 percent in accommodation, cafes asthueants, 22 percent in arts and
recreation services, 20 percent in rental, hiring eeal estate services, and 18 percent
in retailing? The fact that the manufacturing workforce appéarse more stable and
standardised than those in other sectors is at witighe focus on flexible production

and labour practices in manufacturing industriescivhcharacterises much of the

! Statistics New Zealand, Linked Employer-Employe@téD Retrieved from Table Builder at
http://www.stats.govt.nz/methods_and_services/a:zdata/TableBuilder.aspx.
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international literature on post-Fordism. That a@h perhaps reflects a preoccupation
with highlighting the effects of restructuring oonrBlist mass production industries, with
a consequent neglect of other sectors. It is diffico know the degree to which
employment practices in New Zealand’s manufactusiecfor differ from those in other
advanced economies, but the fact that manufact@aaogunts for a declining share of
employment and that relatively small proportionst®fvorkers are in non-standard jobs
suggests the manufacturing sector does not hold kéhe to understanding the
destandardisation of work in this country. The tsinfthe distribution of employment
from secondary to tertiary industries and the ghoeftnon-standard work in the tertiary
sector, accentuated by changing patterns of lafuooe participation among particular

sections of the population, would appear to berfare significant factors.

Conclusion

The two decades or so from the beginning of theuesiring project in the mid-1980s
to the onset of the current crisis saw considerapleeaval in the New Zealand labour
market. Restructuring destroyed huge numbers of jobgoods-producing industries
which had driven growth during the Fordist era, @emt unemployment soaring to
levels not seen since the 1930s. The subsequesblaation of the new mode of
development saw a return to moderate economic grdased on extensive use of
labour rather than high productivity, generatinglemand for workers that caused
unemployment to plummet and employment to reach hghs. It even resulted in
labour shortages in some sectors of the econonpitdethe fact that there were still
significant levels of joblessness and underemploymaeat least by comparison with the
Fordist era. These apparent labour surpluses wepart a product of a more flexible
labour market characterised by considerable movebetween jobs and short spells of
joblessness, but they also reflected a mismatcivdaet skills in supply and those in
demand as some lower-skilled workers were left fbliiy the transition to a higher-
skilled economy. The flexibilisation of productiand labour practices was also evident
in the destandardisation of work as increasing ramlof workers departed from the
standard model of full-time and long-term waged salaried employment. This,
however, is a trend which appears to have beertiassd with the era of restructuring
and which slowed and reversed slightly as econognavth returned and labour
demand recovered, contrary to the expectationsowfessocial theorists. It is also a
trend which was driven not just by the changingunegments of production and the
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demands of employers, but also by an increasinglgugd workers with a preference
for non-standard employment, particularly part-timerk. Clearly the restructuring of
the economy has altered the dynamics of the lalmoarket, but it has also had
significant effects on the division of labour withproduction, which we will explore in

the next chapter.



4

The Changing Division of Labour

The development of capitalism has involved a pregjie expansion of and
specialisation within the division of labour as ialst relations of production have
spread across the globe and into more and moreespbkactivity, as new technologies
have been harnessed to revolutionise productionege®s, and as relations between
producers have been reorganised to maximise efligi@and profitability. But as we
observed in Chapter One, within this long-term atioh there have been periods when
the division of labour has undergone more concteadrand pronounced change as a
result of transformations in the nature of econoautvity. These are the periods of
crisis and restructuring in which existing modesdefielopment break down and new
ones emerge in their place. The transition betweedes of development involves a
process of creative destruction which affects eympknt at two levels, the aggregate
and the sectoral. At the aggregate level, as weisdhe last chapter, the restructuring
of production results in rising unemployment as @tds are destroyed, followed
eventually by a resurgence in employment levelsasmomic growth returns and new
jobs are created. At the sectoral level, this éntaredistribution of labour as job losses
are concentrated disproportionately in industridsctv flourished under the old regime,
while subsequent job growth is concentrated dismognately in those industries
favoured by the new growth model.

This chapter shifts the focus from the aggregatbeasectoral level to examine how
restructuring in New Zealand redistributed emplogimdrom goods-producing
industries that bore the brunt of job losses, twpcer and consumer service industries
which enjoyed most of the job growth under the negime. It also looks within
industrial sectors to examine occupational changdsh saw a redistribution of work
from manual to non-manual and from lower-skilled higher-skilled jobs. In the
process, we observe an accentuation of the lomg-géaift in the division of labour from

the work of directly producing goods, towards warkich indirectly supports the
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production, circulation and consumption of goodsabich produces commaodities in
the form of labour services rather than materialdgo

Sectoral change

The long-term evolution of production and employtmen advanced capitalist
economies is conventionally characterised in temfisa progressive shift from
agriculture to industrial manufacturing and therséovice industries — leading to what
Bell and others call the post-industrial economgwdver, service industries are not so
much a successor to industrial manufacturing bpaed as a consequence of growth in
the production, circulation and consumption of mategoods. From its very
beginnings, industrialisation created work for nhentts, financiers, transporters,
retailers and governments, and in most of the ngpitalist nations the early phases of
industrial development produced faster growth irvises than in manufacturing, with
the consequence that dominance in terms of emplolyteaded to pass directly from
agriculture to services (Kumar 1978: 200-204). Aduistrial capitalism develops, the
dominance of service industries continues to becoree pronounced for a number of
reasons. Firstly, there is the expansion of thésidinn of labour: as material production
expands, the surrounding division of labour becomese extensive and complex as
more and more workers and specialised businessea@uired to handle the tasks of
developing products, managing production, circataptcommodities and money, and
performing intermediary roles between producers @nmtsumers. Second, there is the
increasing wealth which comes with economic growtHustrialisation produces rising
incomes which provide consumers with more discnetig income to spend on
household and personal services and provide gowertsnwith more tax revenue to
invest in health, education and other social sesvicThird, there is technological
innovation: technology provides more scope for pobghity improvements in
manufacturing industries than in service industriesd displaces more manual
production workers than non-manual service workewmurth, there is rationalisation:
the application of calculative rationality and teal knowledge to the organisation of
production and the administration of economy antlesp encourages the proliferation
of managers, experts, planners and bureaucratstingoivate and public sectors. Fifth,
there is commodification: as capital pursues itenttess quest for new sources of
profit, it extends its reach into parts of the dign of labour which were once the
domain of private households or public organisatjom the process expanding
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employment across a range of activities from peakand household services to health,
education and public safety. Finally, there isrinégionalisation: capitalism has always
scoured the globe for new commodities, new mar&etsnew sources of labour, and in
the process has found that some types of matemauption can be conducted more
profitably elsewhere — agriculture in the colondsing the nineteenth century, and
manufacturing in developing countries in the lag@rt of the twentieth century —
resulting in displacement of employment from gopdsduction in the core countries.
None of these factors are new — most were idedtiig Marx and other classical
theorists long before anyone conceived of poststrthlism, and they have driven the
development of service employment in capitalismdeer two centuries. The result, as
Sayer and Walker argue, is not an epochal transftam industrial to post-industrial
society or from a goods-producing to a service enonin the late twentieth century,
but rather a long-term decline in the direct lab@guired for material production and a
corresponding increase in the indirect labour whigdkes up the extended division of
labour surrounding commodity production (Sayer Wralker 1992: 56-107).

All this would occur even if the path of capitaldévelopment was smooth and
untroubled, but of course this is not the case.it@lsgm, as we have observed, is prone
to episodes of crisis and restructuring which resutlisjunctural shifts in the nature of
production and employment. The nature of thesdsslépends on the historical and
national circumstances, but the restructuring @& #Hdvanced capitalist economies
following the crisis of the 1970s typically reshdpie division of labour at a number of
different levels. At the international level, thesmantling of barriers to the movement
of goods and capital, the industrialisation of depmg countries and the growth of
transnational production together meant greatecation of manufacturing production
from developed to developing economies, leaving foemer to concentrate
increasingly on the ‘immaterial’ aspects of produat At the regional level, those
regions and cities which had been bases for Fords$s production experienced
declining employment and often sought revitalisatay attracting new industries, while
metropolitan cities benefited from the expansiocaporate and financial activities. At
the institutional level, there was a redistributmnwork between the institutions of the
state, the market, the community and the househaddk shifted from the state to the
market as public sector enterprises were sold mdf services were contracted out to
private enterprise; it moved from households androanities to the market as an ever

greater range of activities was commodified in gearch for profit; and it was
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transferred from the state to communities as gawents devolved or abandoned
responsibilities for welfare and governance ad#sitAt the industrial level, there were
major sectoral shifts in employment as the focusawfnomic activity in the advanced
economies moved from material production to theutation of goods and capital and
the provision of services, and as the growth ofvodted production saw different parts
of production processes redistributed between tnigigs At the occupational level, the
requirements for different types of workers chang#dng with the commodities
produced and the techniques for producing themyltreg in a marked decline in
manual production work and growth in manageriabfgssional, technical and low-
skilled service work. And finally, at the level afdividual labour processes, the
introduction of new technologies and flexible oareproduction models resulted in
considerable reorganisation of the way processes wWiwided and organised among
workers. All this accentuated the long-term movetr@nlabour away from material
production, but it was rather more complex thansingple idea of a shift from goods to
services suggests. To grasp the complexity, we teeissect the amorphous concept
of services and examine its constituent parts,blefdre doing so we can illustrate the
broad sectoral shifts in the New Zealand context.

From Figure 4.1, we can see both the long-ternt stnfards service or tertiary
sector employment and the effects of the two mejusodes of restructuring in the
1930s-1940s and the 1980s-1990s, which saw fiestrige and then the demise of
manufacturing. The shift from primary to tertiagctor employment in fact began well
before this series starts, with the primary sestehare of employment declining from
the 1870s onwards (Thompson 1985). The number dfer® in the sector continued to
grow until the 1930s as more land was opened ufafaning, but the ratio of labour to
capital on the farm was falling as investment inchanisation and rationalisation
reduced labour requirements. In Britain and otheropean countries, service-sector
employment had grown on the back of the IndusReWolution, but in New Zealand it
was initially built less on industrialisation than the growth of agrarian production and
the business of state and nation building, whichegeted work in fields such as
finance, commerce, transportation, communicatiomtsgovernment. Consequently, the
tertiary sector accounted for almost half of allpfsyment as early as the 19306p
until this time, the growth of the secondary seatas relatively slow and based more

on construction and primary product processing timanufacturing. But in the Fordist

! The 1945 figure for the tertiary sector is infitey large numbers of people in the armed services.
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Figure 4.1: Employment by industrial sector
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period, the stimulus of import protections and expag domestic consumption brought
significant acceleration in secondary sector emmplenyt, taking its share of the
workforce from 25 percent to 37 percent betweer6l@8d 1966. At the same time, the
decline of primary sector employment also accedehahot just in relative terms but
also in absolute terms as the number of workethensector began to fall for the first
time. The tertiary sector’'s share of the workfonsereased more gradually over this
period, although there were actually more jobstedkan tertiary industries than in
secondary industries as producer and consumeicesrgkpanded and a growing public
sector was required to deliver enhanced socialicesvand administer the highly
regulated economy. By 1971 over half the countwskers were employed in tertiary
industries — the point at which some would say a& &rrived at a service economy.
The secondary sector’s share of the workforce bégdall from the mid-1960s as
the Fordist growth model reached its limits, butvds only after the onset of global
crisis in the early 1970s that the number of pe@mwloyed in secondary industries
began to fall. Continued high levels of protecteomd government efforts to stimulate
demand were not enough to halt the decline of skrgrsector employment, and when
these policies were abandoned by the fourth LaBawernment in the mid-1980s the
decline was greatly hastened, with severe job fosséhe latter part of that decade and
a continuing slide in the sector’'s share of emplegtmnwhich was only halted by the
construction boom of the early 2000s. With primsegtor employment also continuing

to decline and the focus of activity shifting awlaym material production, the tertiary
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sector became increasingly dominant. It accourdethe vast majority of job growth as
the economy recovered from restructuring, and b@62@mployed 72 percent of
workers compared with just 20 percent in secondaduction and 8 percent in
primary production. The post-Fordist period frone thid-1980s to the mid-2000s had
therefore seen significant acceleration in the {targ shift from goods production to
services. But these broad sectoral trends onlyuteh very small part of the story, and
to adequately appreciate how the division of labmetwween industries changed in the

post-Fordist era we must delve a little deeper.

Classifying industries

To properly explore sectoral shifts in employmeret elearly need a far more detailed
classification than the simple primary—secondanyiaey split. The analysis which
follows in the next section uses census data aillyirtoded to New Zealand’s official
classifications, but these classifications havatéitions in terms of both the design of
the categories and the fact that they are peritidicavised, making time series analysis
difficult. It has therefore been necessary to disegate the data and reclassify it in a
form which is both more meaningful for the purposéshe current exercise and more
consistent over time. The first step in this ex@¥ds the design of a classification which
aims to capture the key lines of demarcation withmsocial division of labor.

The main consideration in the classification ofustlies should be the output of the
industry and where this fits within the chain obguction, circulation and consumption
which makes up the division of labour within cajp#i@. The output of industries
generally takes the form of commodities — prodwéthuman labour produced for the
purposes of exchange. Commodities may take the fafrmeither alienable material
goods or labour services which have no tangiblmmfand involve a unique transaction
between producer and consumer (Sayer and WalkeR: 1809). Goods-producing
industries present no great difficulties in ternisclassification, as the conventional
distinction between primary and secondary gooddymrtion identifies distinct types of

material production — the former based on the wafitbn or extraction of natural

! The classification described here and shown iHérdl is loosely derived from the typology deveidp
by Browning and Singelmann (Singelmann 1978) ardklyi used by others including Castells (2000a).
However, the Browning-Singelmann model has beenifsigntly modified here in an effort to more
accurately represent the contours of the sociaisidiv of labour, drawing on Sayer and Walker's
discussion of the division of labour between indast(1992: 56-107). Some modifications have also
been influenced by the practical requirements ebaunodating categories from the official industrial
classifications used to code New Zealand censuas dat
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resources, and the latter based on the transfamafi those goods and other inputs
into manufactured or processed goods (includingtraation and utility industries). To
capture distinct stages in the division of labotiryvould be useful to be able to
distinguish between goods-producing enterprisexhvisell their products directly to
final consumers and those which sell them to offreducers as inputs into further
production processes. But such distinctions areahsays hard and fast and are not
identifiable from official data sources, so fingsafgregation is conventionally based
on the type of products industries generate, rdtteer the uses to which they are put.
Disaggregating the amorphous category of servisesnore problematic. To
simplify matters, we can reduce the classificatbiservices at the highest level to two
fundamental questions. Firstly, is the service smda commaodity or is it a non-profit
activity? And secondly, if it is a commodity, is sbld primarily to producers or to
consumers, or does it perform an intermediary befeveen producers and consumers?
Using these criteria, we can delineate three haglell categories of commodified
services (circulation, producer services and comsuservices) and one of non-
commodified or non-profit services (government anchmunity activities)Circulation
industries mediate between producers and consuoyeiiacilitating flows of capital in
the form of both material goods (transport, whdiegaretailing and property services)
and money (finance and insurance), as well asrfwnnation that flows within the
sphere of production and between producers anduomars (communications).
Producer servicendustries provide intermediate outputs which prilgacontribute to
the production of other commaodities, including stifec and technical services, legal
and accounting services, and management and nregkegrvices. Some of these
services may also be sold directly to individuahsamers, but for the most part their
role is to facilitate the production and circulatiof other commodities in one form or
another. Consumer serviceindustries provide labour services directly to Fina
consumers, including the social services of heait#lfare and education, as well as
accommodation and food services, cultural and aticneal services, and personal and
household servicesThe final category ofjovernment and community activitiesvers

non-commodified activities conducted by the state the spheres of public

! As health, welfare and education services arengft®vided on a non-profit basis by government or
other organisations, they could arguably be classedon-commodified services or more conventionally
as ‘social services’. However, because of diffiegltin identifying whether workers are employedan-
profit or profit-making organisations, and givercri@asing commodification of such services — both by
private enterprises selling their services for prahd by state agencies imposing user chargee— th
justification for treating these services diffetgritom other consumer services is being eroded.
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Figure 4.2: Employment by industry
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administration and safety (the latter including adservices, police, fire services etc),
and those of community organisations such as ocelggand special interest groups. This
category does not include all non-commodified sEw;j as public sector and non-profit
organisations operating in fields such as healthifare and education are classified
within those particular industries in the officddta sources.

Restructuring and the industrial division of labour

Using the six high-level industry groupings we hadentified above, Figure 4.2 shows
that circulation activities account for the greatdsare of employment in New Zealand,
but proportionately the fastest growing industdesing the post-Fordist period were in
the categories of producer and consumer servidesselthree types of industries have
all experienced long-term growth dating back wely/énd the period shown here, but
there was a significant acceleration in employmenproducer and consumer service
industries during these two decades, while cirgutaindustries also grew strongly in
terms of numbers employed but without greatly imsneg their overall share of
employment. Between 1986 and 2006, employment drgw62 percent in producer
services, 68 percent in consumer services and &Ekmmein circulation industries. The
contrasting fortunes of the goods-producing indestrepresent not just a decline in
their share of the workforce, but significant fallsthe number of workers employed.

Employment numbers in government and communityiiets were fairly stagnant for
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most of the period, meaning their share of the ¥eode also declined. To better
understand the forces behind these broad trendseee to look in more detail at the

industries within each of these categories, udiegdata show in Table 41.

Primary goods production

The long-term decline in primary-sector employmenas actually reversed for a brief
period in late 1970s and early 1980s, probablyldtgely to government subsidies for
farmers in the form of the Supplementary Minimunc@®i(SMP) scheme and efforts to
absorb surplus labour through employment in the N&saland Forestry Service.
However, when the fourth Labour Government slasiegistance to farmers and first
corporatised and then privatised its forestry ogpamna, the effect on primary-sector
employment was dramatic — a loss of almost 14,008 jn agriculture and over 5,000
in forestry between 1986 and 199There was some recovery in job growth between
1991 and 1996, but employment in the sector sulesglyuresumed its inexorable
downward slide, to the point where it accounted doty one in 13 New Zealand
workers by 2006. This occurred despite continuiegl growth in the output of the
sector, indicating that continuing improvements pmoductivity were enabling
increasing volumes of output to be produced witblideng volumes of labour. In the
ten years to 2006, the only sector of agricultymaduction to experience significant
employment growth was grape growing, thanks tostieezess of the New Zealand wine
industry. However, by far the largest job growththie primary sector in this period was
in services to agriculture, a category which inekidactivities such as harvesting,
picking, irrigation and fertilising. This suggestsat agriculture, like other branches of
industry was developing an increasingly specialidedsion of labour as activities

surrounding core production processes were corttamit to specialist enterprises.

! Table 4.1 shows two series, using census datahwhics originally coded to different versions of the
standard industrial classification — the NZSIC sifisation from 1986 to 1996, and the ANZSIC
classification from 1996 to 2006. Because the tlassifications are significantly different, the tweries

are not strictly comparable, although the data basn disaggregated to the finest level of the
classifications and then reclassified to make tlasncomparable as possible. Data from the 1996 Gensu
was officially coded to both classifications, aralte/o sets of data from that year are shown towallo
comparisons over two ten-year periods and to stevweffects of the classification changes. Thereewer
other minor changes within each of these classifina between censuses, but these should not
significantly affect the comparability of the datithin each of the two series.

2 According to the Ministry of Agriculture and Fotes the effective rate of assistance to the adfical
sector was cut from 52 percent to 3 percent overdircade to 1992/93 (retrieved on 21/09/2010 from
http://www.maf.govt.nz/mafnet/rural-nz/profitabyitand-economics/structural-change/reform-of-nz-
agriculture/reform05.htm).
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Table 4.1: Employment by industry (thousands employ ed)

1986-2006
NZSIC Classification ANZSIC Classification
Industry
1986 1991 1996 1996 2001 2006
Thousands
Primary goods production
Agriculture 145.6 132.0 143.3 136.4 129.5 127.0
Forestry 11.5 6.1 9.9 9.5 9.6 8.0
Fishing 4.5 3.9 4.3 4.3 3.7 2.9
Mining 6.0 4.5 4.3 4.1 3.4 4.2
Total 167.6 146.6 161.9 154.2 146.1 142.0
Secondary goods production
Construction 102.0 84.8 94.4 94.0 103.9 147.5
Utilities 15.7 11.1 8.2 8.9 6.0 6.1
Manufacturing 316.2 233.0 236.7 232.5 223.8 226.1
Food and beverages 74.7 60.1 55.5 51.0 53.0 54.8
Textiles 44.9 28.8 26.5 26.1 20.6 17.8
Wood and paper products 31.1 23.3 24.5 24.0 23.6 23.0
Printed and recorded media 22.1 21.3 22.8 23.2 22.4 22.2
Chemical products 26.4 18.6 19.2 19.6 18.0 18.0
Metal products 34.8 25.3 275 25.7 25.3 26.7
Machinery and equipment 57.9 37.0 40.9 41.4 39.5 42.6
Miscellaneous manufacturing 24.2 18.6 19.8 21.6 215 21.0
Total 434.0 328.9 339.3 335.5 333.7 379.8
Circulation
Transport and storage 70.7 57.8 63.4 62.2 66.5 75.2
Wholesale trade 85.5 73.2 90.4 94.4 99.5 107.7
Retail trade 169.0 166.7 189.5 200.0 208.3 238.1
Property 12.3 20.0 32.0 36.4 38.5 52.3
Finance and insurance 52.1 55.7 53.7 52.7 51.9 64.1
Communications 40.3 27.1 24.0 24.4 23.2 24.3
Total 430.0 400.5 453.0 470.1 487.8 561.8
Producer services
Scientific and technical 17.3 18.2 22.0 22.6 25.1 35.3
Information technology 6.5 8.0 9.9 10.3 18.4 26.0
Legal and accounting 24.3 28.1 27.8 27.8 30.0 34.3
Management and marketing 7.9 12.3 174 27.8 38.5 53.4
Miscellaneous producer services 20.8 33.9 48.4 36.4 44.0 52.4
Total 76.8 100.5 125.5 124.9 156.1 201.4
Consumer services
Health services 83.8 80.1 76.7 75.9 95.6 106.3
Care and welfare services 15.3 22.8 32.0 32.1 45.0 54.8
Education 81.6 93.8 105.4 104.8 126.5 139.1
Accommodation and food services 59.8 58.5 82.0 69.4 80.4 94.6
Cultural and recreational services 26.5 27.2 34.7 33.9 41.3 51.7
Personal and household services 19.0 18.0 24.3 31.8 29.9 34.3
Total 285.9 300.4 355.2 348.0 418.6 480.9
Government & community activities
Public administration and safety 78.8 84.3 79.5 81.7 76.1 87.2
Non-profit and interest groups 12.2 11.2 154 154 18.0 21.7
Total 91.0 95.5 94.9 97.1 94.1 108.8
Grand total 1485.4 13725 1529.7 1529.8 1636.4 1874.6

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)
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Secondary goods production

Secondary-sector employment had also been arlifigastained during the late 1970s
and early 1980s by means of Keynesian demand maregethe retention of relatively
high levels of import protection, and the ‘ThinkgBenergy projects which temporarily
boosted construction employmerithis sector bore the brunt of the fourth Labour
Government’s liberalisation programme as phasing ol import licensing and
reduction of tariffs exposed local producers toeilinational competition, while
consumer demand withered in an environment of sgarhemployment, benefit cuts,
high interest rates and falling real wages. Betwenl 986 and 1991 censuses, 105,000
jobs were lost in secondary production, with thestraevere losses in machinery and
equipment manufacturing, textile production, foodgessing and construction. Within
the category of machinery and equipment manufawuthe industries of motor vehicle
assembly and electrical machinery manufacturing eesmplified the rise and demise
of Fordism. These industries had benefited gre&ibyn import licensing which
restricted the importation of finished products ietallowing the import of component
parts for assembly in New Zealand, and also prespéom the rising demand for
consumer durables during the Fordist period. Bay tivere the most severely affected
by the liberalisation of import restrictions andclileing domestic demand after 1984,
and together shed 15,000 workers between 1986 @8t dlone.

If the post-1984 restructuring can be viewed asazgss of creative destruction,
then goods-producing industries suffered the nadstestruction but largely missed out
on the job creation which came with the subseqresavery. The construction industry
was a notable exception, taking on an extra 63yd@®&ers between 1991 and 2006. In
manufacturing industries, the economic recoverydpeed only very moderate job
growth or more typically merely slowed the declofeemployment. The biggest losses
during this period were in textile and clothing uistries, which struggled in the face of
competition from low-wage Asian countries. The nfaoturing industries generating
the most new jobs during the recovery fell into tvadegories: ‘sunrise’ industries such
as electronic equipment manufacturing, boatbuildagd wine production; and
industries producing building materials to fuel t@nstruction boom. Even in these
industries, growth was fairly modest and none effiethe prospect of a significant
revival in manufacturing employment — demand fonstouction materials is highly
dependent on economic conditions, while the othdustries mentioned focussed on

high-quality rather than high-volume output and eveot significant employers of low-
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skilled labour. Over the two decades from 1986 @6& manufacturing’s share of the
workforce fell from 21 percent to 12 percent, and¢hwboth manufacturing and
construction being hit hard by the subsequent stmesand New Zealand’'s
commitment to more free-trade agreements with mapanufacturing exporters —
including an agreement with China in 2008 — thespeats for secondary sector

employment remain bleak.

Circulation

The fortunes of circulation industries are to soewent tied to those of goods-
producing industries, given that much of their workolves the movement and selling
of goods and the flows of finance and informati@saxiated with the production,
circulation and consumption of goods. However, deeline of goods production in
New Zealand did not result in a long-term declinehe work of circulation industries.
New Zealand may have produced fewer goods thandydsat it imported more and the
business of buying and selling goods was undimédslifrlows of finance became more
important to the economy than in the past, evéney were increasingly detached from
the business of material production. And commurooatalso became more significant
with the development of information communicatioischnology, networked
production and more competitive marketing. Consatiyeemployment in circulation
industries grew throughout the post-Fordist erahwle exception of the 1986-1991
period when restructuring and recession had a neject on the goods-handling and
communications industries. However, the pace ofwgrtowas generally slower in
circulation industries than in producer and consusegvices, with the result that their
share of the total workforce changed little betw&886 and 2006. Nonetheless, with
almost a third of the workforce, circulation clgaretained a dominant role in the
economy, employing more workers than the goodsymiog industries combined and
more than either consumer or producer services.

Among circulation industries, the transport and noamications industries were the
worst affected by restructuring. Transport emplogtnsuffered not only from the
decline in manufacturing which affected the voluofegoods moving internally, but
also from the corporatisation and eventual priedittmh of New Zealand Railways,
which was another government agency that had pusliohelped to absorb labour
surpluses. As a consequence of this and the detegulof road transport, over 5,000

railways jobs were lost between 1986 and 1991 alaité further losses after railway
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operations were privatised in 1993. Job growthha transport industry as a whole
recovered after 1991, but its share of the natiomatkforce remained largely
unchanged. Communications industries — a categaighnincludes postal and courier
services as well as telecommunications — experiemoajor job losses during the
restructuring period, with 13,000 jobs going betw&886 and 1991 and a further 3,000
over the next five years. This was mostly due eordéstructuring of the Post Office into
three state-owned corporations with separate resfipbties for postal services,
telecommunications and banking, and the subsequamiatisation of the
telecommunications and banking operations. Majbrigsses came from the closure of
many rural, small-town and suburban post officdeng with deregulation of the
telecommunications market which prompted successmwmds of restructuring and
redundancies in the privatised Telecom Corporat@espite the growing economic
importance of telecommunications and the proliferatof new companies in the
industry, it is not a major employer and its work® in fact continued to decrease even
as the economy recovered through the 1990s ang 200s.

Wholesaling and retailing also shed workers in ¢hdy years of restructuring as
consumer demand contracted, but economic recovenght renewed job growth after
1991. Growth in retailing employment was most prorsed in the early 2000s, with
buoyant economic conditions and a debt-fuelled emmtion boom stimulating an
increase of almost 30,000 workers between 20012806 — the largest growth in any
category of industry in that period. However, importionate terms this was a similar
rate of growth to that in the workforce as a whaled so it did not increase the
industry’s share of total employment. In fact, g@portion of workers employed in
both wholesaling and retailing changed little othex two decades. Retailing is another
industry to have been badly affected by the laestnomic crisis, although by
comparison with manufacturing it has better protp@t recovery in the event of a
return to economic growth.

Property and finance were two sectors which praspers a consequence of the
neoliberal reforms, with deregulation of the finehsector and declining profitability
in goods-producing industries unleashing a spregpetulative investment. However,
the economic significance of these sectors is ealty reflected in employment data, as
vast profits can be made from relatively small stweents of labour and without
generating a great deal of employment. In the fieaand insurance industries there was

also a displacement of some labour due to techieabdevelopments which allowed
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much routine clerical work to be automated or rated offshore. Consequently,
finance and insurance industries did not increlase share of the workforce at all over
the two decades, although there was strong job thraw the buoyant conditions

towards the end of the period, with an increas&@ 000 workers between 2001 and
2006. There was much stronger growth over the te@ades in property industries —
which include real estate, property developmend, thie hiring and leasing of property
including machinery and equipment. The commercrapgerty boom associated with
the speculative binge of the mid-1980s probablyld¢dethe initial growth, while the

more recent residential property boom stimulatetharease of 14,000 jobs in property
industries between 2001 and 2006. Those jobs weslynn real estate and many are
likely to have subsequently disappeared with thsting of the property bubble and the

onset of recession.

Producer services

Producer services had the fastest rate of job dgr@itany category of industry in the
post-Fordist period, even experiencing strong gnoat the height of restructuring
between 1986 and 1991, and more than doubling sheire of the workforce from five
percent to 11 percent over the two decades to 2806umber of inter-related factors
account for this growth. Firstly, the restructuripgpcess itself generated considerable
work for business consultants and experts of varikinds who were contracted to
oversee and advise on processes of both privatstatelsector restructuring. Secondly,
a more competitive business environment put greaters on producers to seek
competitive advantages through product innovatiorganisational efficiency and
marketing, all of which created work for speciatissterprises in these fields. Thirdly,
technological change not only created demand fecigpsed IT companies, but also
lead to changes in production processes and bgsmedels which generated work for
other technical and management specialists. Finaltyeasing specialisation within the
social division of labour meant that many functiomee conducted in-house were more
likely to be sourced from specialised companiesantractors able to provide greater
expertise or more cost-effective services — soualformerly categorised under the
industry of the producer was displaced into theegaty of producer services. Such
specialisation also tends to generate more jobthese enterprises seek to increase
profits by enhancing services, developing new a@s$ promoting them to stimulate

demand which otherwise might not have existed.
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The producer service industries to experience thetmgrowth were management
and marketing services and information technologyyises, both of which owed their
expansion to distinctive features of the new motldavelopment. Management and
marketing services expanded largely due to theafiseanagement consultancy, which
took off during the restructuring period as bussessreorganised to adapt to the new
environment, and continued to grow strongly ovelosgguent years as competitive
markets encouraged firms to contract in specialisethagement expertise to help
maintain competitiveness and efficiency. The groofHT services obviously reflects
the shift to a new technological paradigm and adghe tendency to buy in outside
technical expertise — with most of the growth beimgomputer consultancy services,
including programming and systems analysis.

The more established producer service industrigkencategory of scientific and
technical services and legal and accounting sesviegperienced more sedate
employment growth for most of the period, but wdin acceleration during the
prosperous years of the early 2000s. Most of tlwvtr in scientific and technical
services was in consultant engineering and ardhitgcservices and was probably
largely due to the construction boom, while theesWittle growth in scientific research
despite the hype surrounding the ‘knowledge econdniy the residual category of
miscellaneous producer services, the strongesttgrevas in various types of staff
recruitment services, including contract staff sgy and employment placement
services — reflecting high rates of labour turncsed increased use of temporary labour
which we observed in Chapter Three.

Consumer services

While producer services had the fastest rate ofl@ynpent growth in the post-Fordist
period, consumer services accounted for the greateserical growth. Between 1986
and 2006, employment in consumer service industgieesv by 195,000 workers,
accounting for half of all employment growth, ang the end of the period these
industries employed over a quarter of all New Zealaorkers. Growth in this sector is
a long-term trend dating back to the Fordist perad beyond, reflecting rising
incomes which allowed consumers more discretiorsgrgnding on services, rising

national wealth which allowed greater investmenhealth, education and welfare, and

! This reflects New Zealand’s low level of spendimgresearch and development which, as a proportion
of GDP, was around half the OECD average for mddahis period QECD Factbook 200%etrieved on
21/09/2010 from http://www.sourceoecd.prg
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the efforts of capital to find new sources of prdfy commodifying an ever greater
range of service activities. Within this long-tetrend, there was an acceleration of
growth in consumer service employment in the pastist period as the declining
profitability of goods-producing industries encoged greater investment by capital in
service activities, ranging from social serviceshsas health and education, to leisure
activities such as entertainment and tourism. Was accentuated by workers on the
margins of an insecure labour market turning taowsr forms of self-employment in
areas such as hospitality, caregiving, gardenirgy @eaning. Together, these factors
resulted in increasing commodification of a ranfj@diivities and an institutional shift
in the social division of labour from the realms tife state, households and
communities to that of the market.

The majority of growth in consumer service emplogingas in the social services
of health, education and welfare. Health sector leympent actually fell during the
restructuring period due to cutbacks in public titedunding and reforms which
corporatised public hospitals and introduced a csditipe funding regime. However,
these losses were more than recouped over subsegaars, with employment
increasing by more than 30,000 between 1996 and.20Be vast majority of this
growth was in private sector enterprises, as resptity for health services shifted
increasingly from the state to the market. In casitto the health sector, employment in
care and welfare services received a considerajmetldfrom the restructuring process,
with the workforce more than doubling between 1886 1996 as the hardship caused
by unemployment, benefit cuts and falling real wageeated work for foodbanks,
refuges, counselling services and other welfaramisgtions. Subsequent years saw
continued strong growth in the sector, which mastlpaeflect the fact that levels of
hardship remained relatively high despite the eodoaecovery. It was also due to
increasing commodification of the work of caringdacounselling as it shifted from
households and communities to the market, andftbus the realm of unpaid work to
that of paid work — the most notable examples bekmlgicare and care of the elderly,
which were among the strongest growth industries tive decade to 2006. Demand for
childcare services was stimulated by increasingouabforce participation among
mothers of young children, while population ageingreased demand for aged care

services.

YIn fact, much of the growth in this type of woskriot captured by the census as the work of central
government welfare agencies is classified undelipaaministration, while large numbers of people
working for private welfare agencies are unpaidmt¢ers and not counted in census employment data.
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The education sector, like health, was also sulifeeeforms which cut funding
levels and introduced a more market-oriented ampr.oalthough this had the potential
to reduce employment as it had in the health settiereducation workforce continued
to grow due to the increasing demand for educdticeavices. At tertiary level,
enrolments grew as the declining availability ofviskilled employment encouraged
more people to seek tertiary qualifications, andhes commodification of education
encouraged a proliferation of private training bitiments and stronger marketing by
public tertiary institutes to attract both domestiadents and full fee-paying overseas
students. At school level, students were stayinglamger to equip themselves for
employment or tertiary study, while a ‘baby blipdhort of children born to baby-
boomers in the late 1980s and early 1990s also dhiowe the education system. And at
early childhood level there was increasing demamdpfe-school education, not just
because of growing awareness of its developmeataky but also because mothers of
pre-schoolers were increasingly likely to be indpaork. As a consequence of all these
factors, the education workforce expanded fairlysistently over the period from 1986
to 2006 and at all levels of the education systaaithough there was a slowdown in the
growth rate towards the end of the period whichbplby reflected fewer children
entering the education system and a slackeningm&dd for tertiary education due to a
buoyant labour market.

In addition to the strong growth in social serviemployment, there was also
considerable expansion across a range of otheruouers services. Cultural and
recreational services grew steadily through the0$9%nd 2000s under the impetus of
the professionalisation and commodification of spibve growing popularity of outdoor
recreational pursuits, and the success of the Neealadd film industry.
Accommodation and food services had a major sufggowth in the 1990s and again
in the latest intercensal period, when they accalifbr more new jobs than either the
health or education sectors — reflecting the gravftimternational tourism as well as the
changing lifestyles and consumption habits of NesalZnders, with their increasing
taste for dining out and for domestic traVéfluch of the growth in this sector over the
latter half of the period was driven by cafes aestaurants, which took on more than
14,000 extra workers between 1996 and 2006, makioge of New Zealand’s fastest

! Tourism-related employment is spread over a nurobelifferent sectors, so is not usually identifiesi
a distinct category, but it has been estimateditha006 there were 92,000 full-time equivalentecily
employed in tourism, making up 5.9 percent of therkfiorce, with many more jobs being indirectly
generated by tourism (Statistics New Zealand 200%h:
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growing industries. The final category of persoaad household services — which
range from hairdressers to gardeners and from dlirgirectors to brothels — is a
relatively small group dominated by the self-empldyor small employers. It

experienced only intermittent growth over the twexades, with its strongest period of
growth being in the early 1990s, perhaps as atre$yleople who had lost their jobs

through restructuring turning to various forms elf#£mployment.

Government and community activities

Reducing the role of the state was one of the akaims of the neoliberal project and
with this came a reduction in public sector empleyin The category of public
administration and safety identified in Table 4.desl not include all public sector
employment, but only the administrative arms oftanand local government along
with the defence, police, fire and prison servidesiployment in this category in fact
increased in the early years of restructuring, ipbssdue to the work involved in
administering the enormous economic and institafiahanges and dealing with the
growing ranks of welfare recipients. The effectshaf state sector reforms became more
evident in the 1990s as employment in public adshiation and safety fell by several
thousand between 1991 and 2001, mainly in centramment administration and the
defence forces. However, these losses were subsdqueversed as the fifth Labour
Government reclaimed a more active role for theesfaarticularly in social policy.

A better picture of the effects of restructuring prblic sector employment can be
gained from looking at employment in the publicteeacross all industries — thus
capturing the huge numbers of state sector empdoyeaperational areas such as health
and education. This shows that total public seetaployment fell by 118,000 or 31
percent between 1986 and 1996, then stabilised theerfollowing five years and
increased by 48,000 or 19 percent between 2002@@6. Much of the reduction in the
earlier period came from privatisation of state-edntrading organisations, while
employment in organisations remaining within thatestsector was also adversely
affected by corporatisation and the introductionadrket competition. Overall, there
was a considerable shift in the division of labbetween public and private sectors,
with public sector employment falling from 25 pentéo 16 percent of the workforce
over the full two decades. As Figure 4.3 showss ghift was most pronounced in
industries in which state-sector organisations vpereatised or state monopolies ended,

including forestry, utilities, transport, financacacommunications. In these cases, the
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Figure 4.3: Proportion of workers employed in priva te sector
Selected industries
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)

shifts all occurred between 1986 and 1996 and sewee reversed slightly over the
subsequent decade. In other industries such ashhealucation and scientific and
technical services there was a less abrupt but swstained shift towards the private
sector as it progressively captured more of thekgtar

The other industry group in the category of goventrand community activities is
non-profit and interest groups, which includesgielis organisations, business and
professional associations, trade unions and varigpss of community and advocacy
groups. Although the figures for this group showeasonably strong rate of growth
over most of the two decades, they vastly understeg number of people working in
these types of organisations. This is because éxelude employees of non-profit
organisations in fields such as welfare, health eshatation (which are classified under
those industries) and the huge numbers of voluniamkers in the non-profit sector.
More complete measures are provided by Statisties Mealand’s (2007a) study of
non-profit institutions, which estimated that in020these organisations employed more
than 105,000 paid workers — over five percent ef ldbour force — making the non-
profit sector almost as large an employer as thatihesector and larger than central
government. To this can be added over a millionaichwolunteers, whose combined
hours of work were equivalent to that of almost,080 full-time workers. The majority
of paid employees of non-profit institutions workedsocial fields, including 31,000 in
social services, 20,000 in education, and 15,00Be@lth. Among unpaid volunteers,

there were 20,000 full-time equivalents workingestucation and research, and 17,000
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in health and social services. This work constgweritally important part of the social
division of labour by meeting social needs negkécby government and private
enterprise. In the process it saves the state apitht a significant amount of money:
the contribution of non-profit institutions to GDiRcluding the value of unpaid labour,
was estimated at almost seven billion dollars i6£(5tatistics New Zealand 2007a).

The significance of unpaid work to the social dimsof labour is not confined to
formal voluntary work for non-profit institutiong:is further supplemented by informal
voluntary work done among extended families and roomities, as well as household
work which performs the vital social function ofpreducing labour power. New
Zealand’s only major time use survey conducted988199 found that adults spent an
average of 28 hours per week on unpaid work — 24shim their own households, two
hours on informal unpaid work for other househotdsl a further two hours for
voluntary organisations. The estimated combinedievaif this work was almost 40
billion dollars — equivalent to 39 percent of GORdtistics New Zealand 200143).

The division of labour between the market, theestabmmunities and households
is usefully captured by Glucksmann’s concept of Hwal social organisation of
labour’, which refers to “the manner by which dletlabour in a particular society is
divided up between and allocated to different $tmas, institutions and activities”
(Glucksmann 1995: 67; see also Glucksmann 20059)20this concept extends the
idea of the social division of labour beyond théiese of paid employment in which
labour is bought and sold as a commodity, to thespof communities and households
where people use their unpaid labour to fill thegkeft by the market and the state in
providing for their own needs and those of othditse concept also recognises the
interconnections between labour undertaken in mhiffeinstitutional spheres, and how
the articulation of these spheres varies acrose tmd space. During the period
analysed here, there were at least three signifishiits in the division of labour
between institutional spheres: a shift from théesta the market as state organisations
were privatised and subjected to competition; & $ftum the state to communities as
the government cut back on social services andvidtintary organisations to fill the
breach; and a shift from households to the marketrgaid household tasks from food
preparation to childcare to gardening were increggi commodified in the form of

goods and services produced by paid labour. Restimg therefore affected not just

! Although this was the only time use data availail¢he time of writing, a repeat of the survey was
being conducted in 2009/10, the results of whicl whable measurement of changes over the
intervening period.
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the distribution of work within the paid labour éer but also the broader distribution of

work across social institutions.

The changing occupational division of labour

Structural shifts in the division of labour betweiaadustries obviously have a major
impact on the occupational distribution of the worke. The decline of goods-
producing industries means a decline in the rafkaanual production workers, while
growth in producer and consumer service indussveslls the ranks of both skilled and
routine white-collar workers who are more commdolynd in those industries. But this
only provides a partial explanation of changes he bccupational distribution of
employment. Equally important are changes in threpmsition of the workforce within
particular industries: the redistribution of labduwsm the farm or factory floor to the
office, and from lower-skilled to higher-skilled gs. In other words, occupational
change has to be seen as a product of shifts iditteon of labour botlbetweenand
within industries. The effects of these shifts on sldlldls within the workforce and
patterns of social stratification will be considgri@ more detail in Chapter Six, but at
this point it is useful to precede that discussinlooking briefly at shifts in the
occupational profiles of the major industrial sesto

Table 4.2 shows that across the workforce as aeyliod two decades from 1986 to
2006 saw considerable growth in managerial, prajaas and technical work (from 25
percent to 37 percent of the workforce) along wattsmaller increase in sales and
service work (from 19 percent to 23 percénfjhis came mainly at the expense of
primary and secondary production jobs, which togettell from 35 percent to 23
percent of the workforce, while there were alsdsfal the proportions of clerical and
administrative workers and transport and distrimutwvorkers. For the most part the
trends were fairly consistent over the full periadthough the most pronounced shift
came from the decline in secondary production jisng the 1986—96 period, when
most of the industrial restructuring occurred. Tikislearly what we would expect from
the analysis of the industry data in the previaetion, but the changes in occupational
distribution were not just the product of changesthe division of labour between

! As with the industry data analysed in the previsestion, the occupation data has been disaggretmte
the finest level of the classification and thenlassified to construct a series which is as conigaras
possible over time. There was a major revisionhef standard classification in 1990 which may have
some effect on the comparability of the 1986 an@l6l@ata, but the data has been reclassified in guch
way as to minimise the effects of the classificatihanges.
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industries; they were also the result of signiftcginifts in the occupational division of

labour within industries.

Table 4.2: Occupational distribution by industrial sector
1986-2006
Industrial sector and occupation 1986 1996 2006
Percent

Primary industries
Managers 1.3 2.5 5.2
Professionals and technicians 1.7 2.4 35
Clerical and administrative workers 21 3.0 3.8
Sales workers 0.3 0.7 1.0
Service workers 2.9 3.1 3.9
Transport and distribution workers 1.6 2.9 3.8
Secondary production workers and labourers 3.6 5.1 7.6
Primary production workers 86.5 80.4 71.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Secondary industries
Managers 7.3 11.0 13.1
Professionals and technicians 5.6 8.5 10.3
Clerical and administrative workers 9.3 10.1 8.3
Sales workers 2.9 3.5 35
Service workers 2.3 23 3.0
Transport and distribution workers 5.9 5.1 4.6
Secondary production workers and labourers 66.1 58.4 55.8
Primary production workers 0.6 13 1.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Tertiary industries
Managers 11.8 14.2 16.9
Professionals and technicians 225 245 27.8
Clerical and administrative workers 22.2 17.9 14.4
Sales workers 11.3 13.6 12.8
Service workers 17.0 17.4 16.7
Transport and distribution workers 6.2 4.9 4.4
Secondary production workers and labourers 8.6 6.7 6.2
Primary production workers 0.4 0.8 0.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

All industries
Managers 9.3 12.2 15.1
Professionals and technicians 15.2 18.6 22.3
Clerical and administrative workers 16.2 14.5 12.3
Sales workers 7.6 10.0 10.0
Service workers 111 12.9 131
Transport and distribution workers 5.6 4.7 4.4
Secondary production workers and labourers 24.8 18.0 16.5
Primary production workers 10.2 9.2 6.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)
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In both primary and secondary industries there wagsotable decline in the
proportion of workers directly involved in the plga work of production, and
corresponding increases in the proportions of marsagnd professional and technical
workers, along with some growth in the routine whiand grey-collar categories of
clerical, sales and service work. Between 19862016, the proportion of the primary-
sector workforce directly involved in primary pradiwn work fell from 86 percent to
71 percent, while the proportion of the secondagter workforce engaged in
secondary production work fell from 66 percent 6odercent. In both sectors, this was
not just a proportional shift but also reflected avsolute decline in the number of
production workers as the number of non-productirkers grew. Over the two
decades, the ranks of production workers in thengny sector fell by 43,000 while
those of non-production workers increased by 12,6060 in the secondary sector there
was a fall of 74,000 in the number of productionrkess and an increase of 15,000
non-production workers. Managers, professionalstacknicians accounted for most of
the growth among non-production workers — increaghreir combined share of the
primary sector workforce from 3 percent to 9 petaand their share of the secondary
sector workforce from 13 percent to 23 percentthim primary sector there were also
significant increases in the numbers of clerical administrative workers and transport
and distribution workers, but in the secondary arethe numbers in each of these
categories fell over the two decades while thereewelatively small increases in the
numbers of sales and service workers.

In the tertiary sector, white-collar workers hawwiously always predominated but
here too managers, professionals and techniciaetlgrincreased their share of the
workforce at the expense of those engaged in nouene work — particularly clerical
and administrative workers. Between 1986 and 20@6nagement’s share of the
tertiary sector workforce increased from 12 perdenl?7 percent, while professional
and technical workers grew from 22 percent to 2&g@. Over the same period, the
proportion of clerical and administrative workensthe sector fell from 22 percent to 14
percent. This was the only occupational categorihetertiary sector to experience a
fall in the number of workers over the two decaddtjough relatively slow growth
rates among service workers, transport and distobworkers and manual production
workers meant that their shares of the tertiaryosegorkforce also fell.

Changes in the nature of the available censusrdate it difficult to extend this

analysis back beyond 1986 and thus to judge thenexd which these shifts represent
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the continuation of long-term trends in the divisiaf labour or the disjunctural effects
of restructuring — although clearly both are siguaifit. The trend towards white-collar
work in general and towards more skilled types difitercollar work in particular,
undoubtedly predates the latest phase of capitddéigelopment and can probably be
traced back to the beginnings of industrial cajsital Just as the development of the
social division of labour has seen employment msgvely shift from industries
performing the direct work of material productianthose concerned with the indirect
work surrounding production, so there has been ragpiog expansion of technical
divisions of labour involving a progressive shifbrh directly productive activities
towards indirect work which augments, supports arghnises those activities. Sayer
and Walker view this in terms of the expansion lukeé aspects of the division of
labour: the extended division of labour, in whitlere has been an increase in the work
involved before, after and around core productistévaies; the hierarchical division of
labour, in which the business of co-ordinating aticecting labour processes has
become increasingly complex and elaborate; andnirgal division of labour, in which
specialised knowledge has played an increasingportant role in labour processes
(Sayer and Walker 1992: 67-75).

While all these factors have contributed to thegleerm shift towards skilled white-
collar work, there are also aspects of the tramsibetween Fordist and post-Fordist
modes of development which have accentuated thd treer recent decades. Across all
sectors of the economy, the emergence of new ptiodunodels and more competitive
markets placed greater emphasis on rationalisafioancial management, product
innovation and marketing, with a corresponding éase in the ratio of managerial,
professional and technical workers to routine pobidn workers. Within goods-
producing industries there were also sector-spefafitors. In the secondary sector, the
removal of import protections and the availabilgly cheap labour overseas made it
more profitable for some local manufacturers tocate production operations offshore
while retaining management bases in this countryhé primary sector, the removal of
state assistance for farmers saw many small-saai®sf consolidated into larger
enterprises, with a consequent rationalisationaomfwork and greater emphasis on
management and administration. The new technolbgaradigm also had a significant
impact — while machine technology has long tenaedisplace workers from manual
jobs by mechanising production processes, thetsftidfoccomputer technology were felt

not only on the assembly lines but also in offiedsere much routine clerical and
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customer service work was computerised or senhoffésto be done by cheaper foreign
labour linked to this country through telecommutiaras networks. At the same time,
information technology stimulated demand for thperis who implement and operate
the systems and applications, and for others whiseuthe technology for gathering,

applying and disseminating information of varioursds.

The evidence of strong growth in skilled white-aolivork in New Zealand gives
some support to the arguments of Castells and ©thgout the rise of informational
labour in developed capitalist economies, and eéoptbpular idea of the emergence of a
knowledge economy.However, that should be qualified with some cadiy notes.
As we observed in Chapter One, classing all marelggrofessional and technical
workers within the category of informational labasisomewhat indiscriminate as these
very broad occupational groups include many lowanagerial, lower professional and
technical occupations which may involve relativéityle specialised knowledge and
require only low-level and job-specific credentjatsany. This is particularly true in the
case of managerial workers, of whom just 24 perbaat university qualifications in
2006, while a further 27 percent had other tertguglifications. This is not necessarily
surprising as much managerial work is distinguishedhe exercise of authority rather
than the application of expertise, but it does gt the problems with categorising all
managers as informational or knowledge workersh#&es more revealing, is that only
49 percent of people categorised as professionads tachnicians in 2006 held
university degrees, with another 30 percent haothgr types of tertiary qualifications.
This may partly reflect the broadening of the catggof ‘professional’ to encompass
any job involving a modicum of specialist knowledgenot necessarily advanced
academic learning and not necessarily even crededtknowledge.

Even if we accept that growth in occupations cfass$ias managerial, professional
and technical can be used as a gauge of the tmmwtan informational or knowledge
economy, it is still the case that these workensstitute only a minority of the New
Zealand workforce. Lower-skilled white- and greytao jobs along with blue-collar
production jobs still accounted for almost two-tlsir(63 percent) of the New Zealand

workforce in 2006. Much of this work also involveeme specialised knowledge or

! In New Zealand, official attempts to measure pesgrtowards the knowledge economy have identified
‘knowledge intensive’ industries as those wheréeast 30 percent of the workforce are in managerial
professional or technical occupations and at |I@&spercent have university degrees (Department of
Labour 2009b). This means that an industry mightlassed as knowledge intensive even if two-thinds
more of its workers lack degrees and are in ocoupstwhich typically require little or no speciai
knowledge. That the threshold for knowledge intesisess can be set this low, highlights the need to
regard the concept of the knowledge economy withesscepticism.
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skill, but it is generally practical knowledge oried towards the performance of
specific tasks, rather than the sort of abstractth@oretical knowledge which is
generally regarded as the distinguishing featurrdwledge work’ or ‘informational
labour’. And there is no prospect of this work gigaaring in the foreseeable future.
While low-skilled jobs have obviously been on theclkihe in both goods-producing
industries and service industries, there is stilind probably always will be — much
work of an elementary nature to be done by those @dnot aspire to be managers or

professionals.

Conclusion

The distribution of employment between industriesl accupations has undergone
considerable change over the past few decade$y gad to long-term trends within an
expanding and increasingly specialised divisiomabbur, and partly due to the effects
of economic restructuring in the 1980s and 1990«hvinad an extremely adverse
impact on some industries and occupations whileetiiamy others. While there has
been a pronounced redistribution of labour fromdgoproduction to other types of
work, the shifts are more complex than suggestethéydichotomous models of post-
industrial theory which talk of transitions fromagts to services, from industrialism to
informationalism, or from material to immateriabtaur. In New Zealand in 2006, fewer
than three in every ten workers were employed dlustries which produced goods, and
of those just over six in every ten workers werdgrening manual production jobs. But
if we add to the goods-producing industries thokese primary business involves the
circulation or consumption of material goods — vesaling, retailing, transport,
property services, and food and accommodation @esw we find that a considerable
majority of the workforce (58 percent) was still @oyed by industries concerned with
making, distributing or selling goods. To this weuld add (if they were able to be
counted) the workers in finance who handle the $lamk money which accompany the
exchange of goods, all those in producer serviceistries who provide services to
goods-producing industries, and those in consureerice industries in which the
labour service also involves some exchange of goGtsarly material goods remain
central to most economic activity in New Zealand, ia other advanced capitalist
economies, even if fewer people are directly inedlin making those goods.

It is the progressive shift from direct to indirégbour which, as Sayer and Walker
argue, has characterised the long-term changeseiritzision of labour in advanced
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capitalist economies. The direct labour requiredtf@ physical production of goods
has declined as those activities have been rdulista within the international division
of labour and as technological change has redueedatio of labour to capital within
production. But the volume of goods flowing throutite economy has continued to
increase, as has the indirect work within the edeeindivision of labour surrounding the
production, circulation and consumption of thosedg— the work of producer service
industries and circulation industries, and thathef managers, experts, sales and service
workers who play various roles in the life-cycle gbods from inception to final
consumption. At the same time, consumer servicege hgso come to play an
increasingly important role within the division labor as social services have expanded
and a range of other services have become incgtgpsiommodified. Rather than a
decline in the significance of material goods, veweé experienced a proliferation of
commodities in the form of both material goods &wbur services as capital pursues
its restless quest for profit. This received aduotedetus during the post-Fordist period
as increasingly competitive markets and declinimgfifability in mass production
compelled producers to continually expand and difyeproduct ranges, to find new
sources of profit in commodified services and torket their products more
aggressively. The consequent shifts within thesitivi of labour and the redistribution
of work between industries and occupations have akd major implications for

patterns of social stratification, as we will seesubsequent chapters.
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Class, Stratification and the Division of
Labour

Shifts in the terrain of economic life inevitablguse ruptures in the social structures
built upon it. The ascendancy of industrial capstal undermined the social relations of
feudalism and thrust forth the class structure agitalism in which the fundamental
social division was between capital and labour,wbenh those who owned and
controlled the means of production and those whib ribt. As capitalism evolved
through the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,dtructure was progressively overlaid
with new complexities. The lines between capital &bour blurred as ownership was
dispersed through joint-stock companies and coniwat delegated to managerial
employees. Workforces were increasingly fragmeiediivisions of labour based on
ever more elaborate specialisation of skills andirch of authority, while labour
migrations and changing gender relations gave @reatominence to divisions of
ethnicity and sex. And periodically came the cristgch resulted in the restructuring of
economies, the rise and demise of different tydesark, and shifts in the nature of
relations between classes. These changes haveobsanoh magnitude that by the end
of the twentieth century many were questioning Wwletonventional understandings of
class were still relevant and even whether clasdfistill mattered in any meaningful
sense.

The arguments of this chapter are that class doatem that conventional
approaches still have a role to play in understamditructures of material inequality
and the relations associated with them, and thatsh@uld not allow the current
fascination with the cultural aspects of sociafedé#ntiation to distract our attention
from the economic dimensions. At the same times &cknowledged that conventional
class analysis has some deficiencies and limitatwhich should be recognised and
addressed if it is to withstand the barbs of iisioas. The chapter culminates in the

outline of an approach to the analysis of clasgcsire, the understanding of class
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formation and the relationship between class, geané ethnicity, which will serve as a
framework for the empirical analysis to follow iabsequent chapters.

The relevance of class

We observed in Chapter One that the economic aaidlsthanges of recent decades
have caused many to question the relevance of atiomal conceptions of class. Post-
industrial theorists such as Bell and Castells hangpied that the class structures of
industrial capitalism have been fundamentally tiamsed, with knowledge and
expertise becoming more significant axes of stcatiifon than control of the means of
production. Many others have gone further and atghat class has lost its relevance as
a basis of social division and outlived its useésk as a sociological concept, pointing
to the fragmentation of the old classes, the wamnfigclass consciousness, the
individualisation of social lives, and the incre®gisalience of other forms of social
differentiation. Even within Marxism, some schoalf thought have challenged the
centrality of class and the relevance of classggley arguing that the locus of anti-
capitalist resistance has shifted to new social enmnts which are not grounded in
class relations. All this has induced somethingaddrisis in class analysis. From its
formerly pre-eminent position in sociology — onceess as the basis of social
inequalities, the material foundation of lifestylasd cultures, the axis of social conflict
and a central dynamic in processes of social changlass has become the subject of
protracted debates about its health and pronounusnoé its death (Lee and Turner
1996; Clark and Lipset 2001; Pakulski and Waterd61¥Xingston 2000), as well as
attempts to rethink or renew class analysis in whgs overcome the shortcomings of
traditional approaches (Cromptenal 2000; Devineet al2005).

Arguments about the demise of class have a longritisNisbet announced the
“decline and fall of social class” as early as 1%&@uing that economic class no longer
provided a basis for the formation of meaningfull @ubstantive social groupings, and
anticipating some of the themes which were to emerglater debates: changing
employment structures, widening educational oppaties and social mobility, the
demise of class politics, fragmentation and indmalisation of social life, and
heterogeneous patterns of consumption and lifegibet 1959). At around this time
we also saw the emergence of the embourgeoisemesis twhich suggested increasing
affluence was undermining working-class cultured swolidarity (Zweig 1961), and the
decomposition thesis which contended that the etas$ capital and labour were both
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fragmenting — the former due to the increasing isema of ownership and control, and
the latter due to the increasing differentiatioratfour by skill levels which cut across
class unity (Dahrendorf 1959). By the 1970s, podtistrial theory was further
highlighting the decline of the traditional induatrworking class and postulating the
demise of old forms of class struggle between abpitd labour. For Touraine (1971)
and Gorz (1982), the demise of the industrial pasiat in the post-industrial era
signalled an end to the possibilities for radicalrking-class struggle and a passing of
the political baton to new social movements suchtles student, feminist and
environmental movements. Subsequently, as we obdernvChapter One, the likes of
Beck and Bauman argued that class was diministmngportance not just because of
the decline of the manual working class, but a@sequence of the more general
decline of work in the sense of secure long-ternplegment, and thus of the class
identities and affiliations grounded in the shaegberience of work. The result was
individualisation and fragmentation of lifestylesdaidentities, which were increasingly
based on other forms of social differentiation.

Perhaps the most resounding rejection of the ratevaf class for social theory
came from postmodernism. Its scepticism towardversal truths and rejection of
‘grand narratives’ found a particular target in Miam’s historical materialism and its
emphasis on class struggle, while its anti-esdasitisand anti-foundationalist
perspective rejected the possibility that diverseiad phenomena could be explained in
terms of an underlying structure such as class. pdstmodernist emphasis on culture
and consumption, and on multi-dimensional and flpakterns of difference and
identity, was fundamentally opposed to the asswmptiof class analysis which
regarded material inequalities as having a critiollence on people’s affiliations,
attitudes and actions. Most of the leading figuiregpostmodernist thought such as
Lyotard and Baudrillard summarily dismissed thengigance of class rather than
expending any effort on developing a coherentquréi of class theory (Milner 1999:
121-134). That task was taken up by Pakulski anteY¥g1996), whose systematic and
trenchant critique unequivocally pronounced ‘thatteof class’. They accepted that
Western capitalist societies were formerly classied®s, but argued that this was no
longer the case, suggesting a three-stage perimgisaf capitalism: the ‘economic-
class society’ of the nineteenth century in whieé division between capital and labour
marked real lines of struggle and domination ad wasglcultural distinctiveness; the

‘organized-class society’ prevailing for three-gees of the twentieth century, in which
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classes were organised into political blocs withigorporatist state which dominated
the economy and the development of mass culture;tlae current period of ‘status-
conventional society’ in which politically organéeclasses have decomposed and
economic stratification has been weakened as npestyf stratification have emerged
from the cultural sphere, based on lifestyles aradues and characterised by
considerable fluidity and fragmentation (Pakulgkil &Vaters 1996: 24-25).

Much of the criticism of class theory has been eassed with a rejection of
Marxism, including that of many erstwhile Marxistdo defected to postmodernism.
But it also found support among some influentiadtgdarxist thinkers who sought not
to bury Marxism but rather to revitalize it by steg it away from its orthodox pre-
occupation with class. Laclau and Mouffe (2001 H]98eacted against what they saw
as the essentialism and economism of classical istarky challenging the existence of
objective class interests and the privileged pasitaccorded to the working class in
Marxist theory and socialist strategy. They sawslas just one of a number of
discursively constructed social identities, andsglatruggle as one of number of
possible (rather than necessary) antagonisms @ifiim those identities. Accordingly,
they argued that the socialist agenda should foot®n establishing the hegemony of
the working class, but on a pluralistic programnfe‘radical democratic politics’
embracing the goals of new social movements coedemvith issues of gender,
ethnicity, ecology and so on. Hardt and Negri (208@04) highlighted the decline of
the industrial working class and the passing ofraie as an agent of emancipatory
struggle to the ‘multitude’ — a concept which thegver adequately define but which
clearly encompasses a much broader range of itdetkan the working class as
conventionally understood. While these positiongeheen vigorously disputed by
more orthodox Marxists (eg Wood 1986; Harman 20@Bgre is little doubt that
working-class concerns tend to play a less domir@atin Marxist thought and politics
today than in the past.

Amongst these disparate arguments there are solidepeints about the declining
importance of class and the shortcomings of conmeal approaches to class analysis.
Most defenders and practitioners of class analysmild probably concede the
following points: first, that over recent decadbsre have been major changes in the
nature of production and consumption which haveradt the nature of class structures;
second, that there has been an associated dinmigisii class consciousness, class

cultures and class-based political action; thittgt tincreasing individualisation and
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fragmentation have made patterns of social diffigéon more complex and multi-
dimensional; and fourth, that some versions of sclaralysis have been guilty of
economic reductionism and have neglected the #igniée of culture and the
importance of non-class divisions of gender, eihynicconsumption and lifestyle.
However, this does not amount to a convincing dhse class is dead or that the
analysis of class no longer serves a useful purpose

These concessions should be qualified with a fewnt@y-arguments. Firstly, much
of the case for the death of class rests on thstigmable assumption that advanced
capitalist nations have entered a post-industmial #, as has been argued in earlier
chapters, we have not undergone an epochal breakifrdustrial capitalism, then the
case for suggesting that its defining social stme&cthas somehow disappeared or
diminished to the point of irrelevance is sevemggakened. And even if we accept that
we are now in a post-industrial society, it does mecessarily mean that this is a post-
class society. All it suggests is the decline @f ithdustrial manual working class — not
the working clasger se(for routine manual jobs have basically been mgdaby
routine non-manual jobs which are in most respéttts different) and certainly not
class relationper se As Savage observes, there has been a tendenowftate class in
general with a particular image of the industriarking class and thus to assume the
decline of that category of workers brings the whproject of class analysis into
question (Savage 1995: 17). But manual productiorkers have always been just one
part of one class within a much wider system o$<leelations, and while their decline
may entail change in the composition of the workohgss, it by no means signals the
end of class.

Secondly, defenders of class analysis have poitbedonsiderable empirical
evidence showing class does still matter in terfrifechances, distribution of wealth
and power, patterns of association, political désjians and even collective struggles
(Goldthorpe and Marshall 1992; Hoelt al 1993; Wright 1996; Marshall 1997; Bradley
et al 2000: 130-148; Scott 2002). In fairness, critidsclass analysis do generally
acknowledge the persistence of structured inegudbtit dispute its relevance as a
determinant of subjective consciousness and idefBttero 2005: 133). However, by
dismissing class analysis without offering any ralééive approaches to the study of
material inequality, and by devaluing the impor&mdé economic disparities vis-a-vis
cultural identities, the critics have effectivelgught to sideline issues of inequality.

And they did so at a time when inequality was edoal as a consequence of neoliberal
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policies, a time when sociology had the opportutotylluminate those issues from the
perspective of class analysis. As the ranks optie and the marginalised swelled with
the victims of neoliberalism, sociologists becarass| concerned with their material
plight than with their individualised cultural idgires and lifestyle choices. Little

wonder that critics have identified a certain affinbetween postmodernism and
neoliberalism (Crompton and Scott 2005: 199-200).

Thirdly, it is possible to recognise heterogeneitthout dismissing class. Given the
critics’ insistence that we should recognise migtiiorms of social differentiation, it is
curious that many seem to believe class should@aine of them. This may simply be
an over-reaction to the way the class paradigm éoymeglected non-class divisions
such as gender and ethnicity or sought to redusersk social phenomena to class. As
Scott says, “It was a short step from showing thass did not explain everything, to
asserting that it could explain nothing” (2001: 12But class reductionism has long
been discredited within class theory, and today lbeivthe most obdurate of Marxists
would attempt to argue that all social divisions t& explained in terms of class. And
while it is true that class may not provide a uréat explanation for all forms of
inequality, it is equally true that other phenomenah as gender and ethnicity can not
explain class divisions (Ray and Sayer 1999: 14)h& than eliminating class from the
study of social difference and inequality, the &rae should be to find ways of
integrating it with those other dimensions in a wtyat captures the multi-
dimensionality and complexity of social stratifiicat.

Finally, even if class analysis is guilty of economeductionism this does not
justify replacing it with cultural reductionism. Rdski and Waters, for instance, devote
great effort to deriding the class paradigm foritenomism, but unabashedly state that
an essential proposition of their theory of statasventionalism is itulturalism
“Material and power phenomena aeslucibleto ... symbolically manifested lifestyle
and value phenomena” (1996: 155 [emphasis add#d]$ not clear why cultural
reductionism should be any more acceptable thanoeoim reductionism, but such a
view is symptomatic of the broader cultural turrthin sociology. In seeking to correct
the perceived economism of certain areas of sagicdd inquiry, the cultural turn
involved less of a judicious correction than a &l lurch, resulting in a tendency to
emphasise all things cultural at the expense othatigs economic (Ray and Sayer
1999). Rather than substitute a naive culturalismafstubborn economism and in the

process effectively abandon any attempt to locatgak stratification in its material
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context, it would seem preferable to seelapprochemenbetween the economic and
the cultural in a way that can revitalize the clpasadigm rather than destroy it.

Approaches to class analysis

While the debates between proponents and oppornttass analysis have been
particularly vigorous, there have been equallyigararguments among the former over
how the study of class should be approached. Oasonefor this is that there are
differing ideas on what the concept of class attualeans, which gives rise to what
Crompton (2008) appropriately describes as ‘psalglmates’ in which people with
different understandings of class and expectatdm$ass analysis tend to talk past each
other. Crompton advocates moving beyond these eéeblay adopting a pluralist
perspective which acknowledges that different tymdésapproach are valid and
appropriate for investigating different types o$earch topics within what is the very
broad domain of the sociology of class (see alsmht/2005b). That is the perspective
adopted in this chapter, where the intention iddwelop an approach focussed on the
structural inequalities associated with relatiohgpr@duction and hierarchical divisions
of labour, which can be seen as complementing rdkt@ competing with alternative
approaches.

In very broad terms it is possible to identify tan@ain types of approach to class,
concerned with different issues and to some exipatating with different conceptions
of classt The first originates with Marx, and is concerneilhwclasses as dynamic
social forces, as expressed in the axiom that Hiktory of all hitherto existing society
is the history of class struggles.” In this concapt capitalism is characterised by a
fundamental divide between the classes of capitdllabour — a relationship in which
the former exploit the latter by paying them Idsant the value of what they produce.
The concern is with how the opposing interestshafsé classes shape the political
economy and provide the dynamic for the developrmértpitalism — and perhaps its
eventual overthrow. This is the perspective whitiorims the regulation approach and
its concern with how capitalism evolves in a susmes of different modes of
development shaped by struggles and compromiseséetthe competing interests of

capital and labour.

11t is beyond the scope of this chapter to attetopeview the many disparate approaches to clags an
stratification, so the following discussion is nesarily selective and highly summarised. For recent
overviews of the field see Crompton (2008), Bott#@05) and Wright (2005a).
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The second approach also views classes in ecortemns but at a more concrete
and disaggregated level, being concerned with ikjamg complex class structures
consisting of a number of groups in unequal econgnaisitions. This is typified by
what Crompton (2008) calls the employment aggreggiproach, which identifies
classes by aggregating categories of similar typésjobs in accordance with
theoretically derived criteria, and then uses syrdata to test associations between
those categories and various outcomes, attitudésbahaviours in order to show the
extent to which class acts as a causal variable dpproach has figured strongly in
both Marxist and Weberian class analysis, best pkéed by the work of Erik Olin
Wright and John Goldthorpe respectively (Wright 398997; Goldthorpe 1987;
Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992). While their conceersd to be different — Wright is
primarily interested in the relationship betweeassl location and class consciousness
while Goldthorpe is mainly concerned with life chas and social mobility — the
methodological approach is similar and even theidets of class structure bear some
resemblance.

The third approach views class in cultural ratt@nteconomic terms, concerning
itself less with material inequalities than withastd lifestyles, tastes, values and
identities. Within both Marxist and Weberian tramiiis there has long been an interest
in class culture, but conventionally it has beesatied as secondary to economic
relations, with investigation proceeding from tldentification of economic classes to
examine the extent to which people in objectivalyilar economic positions share
similar subjective orientations. The recent revighinterest in the cultural dimensions
of class has been inspired more by Pierre Bourdie84) and views the economic and
the cultural as mutually constituted and indivigibo classes cannot be identified
priori from economic criteria, but only from empiricalvestigation of the cultural
dimensions of social differentiation. In this pe¥sfive consumption, lifestyles and
identities are not epiphenomenal, but play actioles in the formation of classes
through processes of symbolic classification, byicipeople establish their affinity
with some and distance from others. Although theasses stand in unequal economic
relations with each other, the concern in cultgtatiass analysis is not so much with
the investigation of economic inequalities, buthwthe ways in which unequal relations
are constituted and reproduced through culturaitfmes of inclusion and exclusion (eg
Bennettet al2009; Skeggs 2004; Charlesworth 2000; Deenal 2005).
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These three approaches tend to be viewed as comgpather than complementary
perspectives, and exponents of each can be dismiss$ithe others. In particular, the
recent cultural turn in class analysis has involheedeaction against the perceived
economism of earlier approaches, while itself banticised for steering class analysis
away from issues of material inequality (Devine &aVvage 2005; Crompton and Scott
2005). However, rather than privileging one of thegpproaches as having greater
legitimacy than the others, it is possible to saeheas appropriate to the study of
different aspects of a multifaceted subject. Timgolves moving beyond restrictive
understandings of class as consisting of eitherccépetal—labour relation, employment
aggregates or cultures of difference. These arémgdbrtant aspects of the complex
relationships of inequality characterising cap#taocieties, but none of them on their
own capture the totality of class. The capital-labdivide is the distinguishing social
relation of the capitalist mode of production arkerefore remains critical to
understandings of capitalist societies, but thegates of capital and labour are too
abstract and amorphous to serve for the invesbigati concrete social inequalities,
particularly as the development of capitalism hasnscapital ownership become so
dispersed and labour become so differentiated eatuired. Occupational classes or
employment aggregates are better suited to thisamshey allow modelling of complex
structures of inequality, based not just on divisiof ownership but also on divisions of
labour between workers involving hierarchies ofllskind authority. However, the
categories which this approach yields are nomiathler than real social classes; that is
to say they are objectively defined economic categaather than subjectively aware
social collectivities. They are considered to héwe potential to form into real social
classes, but this depends on what critics havedat#iile S—C—A chain, by which people
in given positions within a classtructure develop aconsciousnessf that position
which may then result in collectivaction to advance their interests (Pahl 1989). The
problem with the S—-C-A model is that class fornratis ultimately seen to be
structurally determined rather than a product ofmln agency, and is narrowly
conceived in terms of the awareness and advanceofienaterial interests. Cultural
approaches provide a richer and less economistisppetive on the subjective
dimension of class by bringing in issues of liféstgnd consumption and illuminating
the symbolic processes involved in social diffeiaiin. However, this approach also
provides only a partial understanding as it termsabbstract class from its material

context, neglecting the ways in which relationspodduction and divisions of labour
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produce structured inequality. It therefore proside complement to economic class
analysis rather than a substitute for it.

To say that these approaches all help to illumiddterent aspects of class is not to
say that they can be combined into a single intedrapproach. Rather it is a matter of
accepting, as Crompton (2008) and Wright (2005lgjgsst, that there is room for a
plurality of different approaches suited to differeends. This ecumenical perspective
might allow us to put aside some of the doctrinepdtes which have beset the
sociology of class, including those between adwscadf cultural and economic
approaches. Crompton presents a strong case falytemal dualism’ which recognises
the intermeshing of culture and economy while atsmognising that they are not one
and the same, and allowing their separation for ghgoses of empirical research
(Crompton 2008: 24-26; Crompton and Scott 2005-198). She and Scott argue that
it is possible to draw an analytical distinctiortvibeen “on the one hand, the ‘objective’
outcomes of class processes, such as materiatatitfes in income and wealth and the
social relations associated with these, and, onother hand, the ‘subjective’ and
culturally mediated experiences of class relatiodiey suggest that we need “a
combinationof cultural and economic analyses in order to gthe totality of ‘social
class” (Crompton and Scott 2005: 192).

Such a distinction would allow us to retain a pldoe the study of material
inequality which is not shrouded in the obfuscatimigts of culture and identity, and to
correct some of the over-steer in the cultural twimch has threatened to manoeuvre
the sociology of class well away from its origimsgolitical economy. In terms of this
thesis, it enables us to address the issue of konoeic restructuring and the changing
division of labour have reshaped the contours agktructure and affected patterns of
material inequality, and to do so independentlyanfinvestigation of the subjective
experience of class culture and identity, whileoggasing that in making such a
separation we will be considering only one dimensid the totality of social class.
Before proceeding with that task, it is necessargdvelop an approach conducive to

the purpose.

The Wright approach

The dominant strands of economic class analysginatie in the works of Marx and
Weber, although their writings were fragmentary amcbmplete and have spawned
diverse interpretations and vigorous debate noy oeyarding what was originally



Class, Stratification and the Division of Labour140

meant, but also how it applies to a world that $iase changed enormously. There are
many similarities in the way Marx and Weber undaydtclass, but the key difference is
their respective emphases on exploitation and dif@nces. Marx was primarily
concerned with the exploitative relationship betwesvners and non-owners of the
means of production, while Weber was concerned wahations in life chances
associated with economic resources such as propedtgkills (Wright 2002a). It is this
distinction between exploitation and life chancesiolv remains the crucial point of
difference between contemporary neo-Marxist and\Weberian class analysts such as
Wright and Goldthorpe. But there are also some sggnificant differences among neo-
Marxist approaches which have in various ways sbughbuild upon and update
Marx’s conception of class to take into accountsggfuent developments — such as the
increasing separation of ownership and control led tmeans of production, the
increasingly complex divisions of labour among vy the decline of the traditional
manual working class, the growth of the so-calleds middle classes of managers and
professionals, and the apparent waning of classcomsness and class conflict. It is
not particularly fruitful to compare these diffeteapproaches as such exercises soon
become mired in technical detail (see Wright 1980} it is useful to consider the work
of the foremost figure in neo-Marxist class anaygtrik Olin Wright, who provides
perhaps the most systematic and influential accoidiass structure in this tradition.
The driving concern of Wright's work has been “tpeoblem of the middle
classes”, or how to refine the classical Marxidapty of bourgeoisie and proletariat to
accommodate the growing numbers of people who apjedelong to neither one
category nor the other. His ultimate interest ishia possibilities for class formation or
collective organisation among people who share abivg class interests, which first
necessitates identifying what those interests agenaapping them onto a model of class
structure. In his early work (1978; 1979), Wrighilised the concept of ‘contradictory
class locations’ to identify a number of distincbgps which he located in various
positions between the major classes within produactielations. The details of this
model need not concern us here as he subsequantifitdo completely revise it. In his
next major work (1985) he admitted to several flawthe earlier formulation, the most
fundamental of which was to identify contradictatgss locations in terms of relations
of dominationrather tharexploitation Exploitation, Wright now argued, is critical to
the Marxist conceptualisation of class becauserdvides the link between class

position and class interests: it demonstratestti@imaterial wellbeing of one class is
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causally dependent on the material deprivatiorte@bther and that they therefore have
conflicting interests. The basic exploitative radaship within capitalism hinges on
private ownership of the means of production, whatlbws capitalists to appropriate
the labour effort of workers.However, Wright argued in addition that exploiati
could be based on possession of two other typepraductive resources, namely
organisation assets (control over the way the proalu process is organised) and skill
or credential assets. Building on the game-theomdeh of Roemer (1982), he
conceptualised the organisation of production garae to which actors bring different
kinds of productive assets which are used to gémeareome. Broadly speaking,
exploitation can be said to occur if a group ofestwould be better off — and would
leave their opponents worse off — if they withdrsam the game under certain rules
and entered an alternative game. People who aleiexpin terms of one productive
asset may be exploiters in terms of another; fetaimce, all non-owners of the means of
production are exploited by owners, but non-ownehn® control organisation assets
(managers) and skill assets (experts) in turn éxplber workers.

Always one of his own sternest critics, Wright (268 1989b) later admitted to a
number of problems with his revised model, and suldsequent work which reports the
results of his cross-national research project 71 9@ modifies the idea of organisation
and skills exploitation somewhat. This firstly inves reasserting that exploitation in
capitalism is fundamentally based on the extractibtihe surplus labour of workers by
capitalists. In conceptualising the position of agers and experts, he revives the idea
of contradictory class locations and maintains thather than being exploiters
themselves they occupy “privileged appropriatiorcakions within exploitation
relations” because they are able to make a gretden on the surplus by extracting
economic rents. Thesents are earnings over and above the costs péogple in
producing and reproducing their labour power, ared@id by employers in order to
recruit and retain people with scarce skills il rent) or ensure loyalty and
commitment from people in positions of authoritydastrategic importance (ayalty
rent) (1997: 14-25). So version two of Wright's revisddss map, shown in Figure 5.1,

first makes the division between owners and nonevwof the means of production,

! Wright rejects versions of the labour theory ofueawhich contend that the value of a product is
exclusively determined by labour effort, but nomddiss argues that labour effort produces a surplus
(surplus being the proportion of the total socialduct which exceeds the costs of reproducingripats

of production) and that the appropriation of thispdus by other groups is exploitative (Wright 1920,
14-17).



Relation to means of production

Figure 5.1: Wright's class typology
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Relation to scarce skills

Source: Wright (1997: 25)

then divides the former according to the amouriabbur they control, and divides the
latter according to their level of authority andlisko yield a 12-class typology.

The groups thus identified are described as ‘classitions’, which together
constitute a ‘class structure’, rather than acttlasses in the sense of real social
collectivities. In Wright's most systematic discss of the relationship between
structure and agency (1997: 373-406), he contdmaisthere is no necessary and direct
link between a person’s class location and theis<lconsciousness and practices, or
between class structure and class formation andglr. Class location is said limit
rather than determine class consciousness and mlassces, while class structure is
said tolimit rather than determine class formation and clasggte. By ‘limit’, he
means that structures impose certain constrainds aportunities that make some
forms of belief, organisation and action more h§kehd sustainable than others. For
instance, at the micro-level, people in a workitegss location are more likely than
capitalists to believe in the virtues of trade msi@nd less likely to advocate unfettered
capitalism, though this may not be universally triethe macro-level, Wright contends
that class formation is limited by class structuiies the sense that collective
organisation is more likely to occur among grougspeople in proximate class
locations who share similar material interests aehtities than among groups in
disparate class locations, although cross-clasmeaés are possible.

Wright has clearly moved a considerable distancenfiMarx, and many have

observed a convergence between his work and Webapproaches to class. Several

! The typology shown in Figure 5.1 is Wright's ‘etabted class typology’. For some purposes, this can
be condensed into a ‘basic class typology’ comgjsif six locations: capitalists, petty bourgeqisiepert
managers, non-skilled managers, experts and wofénight 1997: 24).
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elements in his more recent work — the recognitwdrskills as a marker of class
boundaries, the pluralistic model of class locatjothe contingent nature of the
relationship between class structure and class dbom a concern with the

permeability of class boundaries to social mobiltyd cross-class relationships — all
add a Weberian flavour to Wright's approach. Wrighhself does not blanch at such
suggestions and seems open to the possibilityrapprochemenbetween Marxist and

Weberian approaches (1997: 36-37; 2005c: 26-27920owever, he is resolute in

maintaining that what is distinctively Marxist altohis model is its focus on

exploitation.

The concept of exploitation has in fact caused Wriguch consternation over the
years. After neglecting it in his early works (1971879), he subsequently restored it to
prominence via the abstruse workings of game théb®85), then later expressed
serious reservations about that formulation (1988hy in his culminating empirical
work appeared to retreat from aspects of his eaalpproach while leaving his class
typology largely intact (1997). The tri-axial mod#l exploitation presented i@Glasses
(1985) engendered considerable debate (Weglal 1989), much of it centred on the
issue of whether there were multiple forms of eipton within capitalist class
relations — that is, exploitation based not justtontrol of the means of production but
also on control of organisation assets and skdkt&s In arguing this, Wright had to
contend not just that those with organisation asgatinagers) and skill assets (experts)
were appropriating more of the surplus than otherkers, but that they were
appropriating surplus which was produced by thaseroworkers, or in other words
appropriating their labour effort. This was ratipeoblematic for, as critics argued and
Wright duly conceded, the fact is that highly remwated workers themselves
contribute to the creation of surplus and may dr@yappropriating what they have been
responsible for producing, or in other words thhemuneration may be commensurate
with their productivity — although it is virtuallympossible to establish empirically
whether or not this is the case, given that thetme of value is so complex and
indeterminate (Wright 1989a). He therefore madeadiq retreat from the idea of
multiple exploitations in his 1997 workilass Countsin which managers and experts
are no longer seen to practice distinctive formsxgloitation but simply benefit from
capitalist exploitation, occupying “privileged ptisns within exploitation relations”
because they are able to appropriate a greatee stiahe surplus through skill and
loyalty rents (1997: 20-23). Wright might have hkeds trouble with the issue of
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exploitation had he recognised from the outsetltleatvas dealing with two separate but
linked dimensions of inequality — relations of puatlon and divisions of labour.

Bringing in the division of labour

Wright is not alone among class analysts in neigig¢he division of labour. It seldom
receives more than a passing mention in the emmaymggregate tradition, even
though this approach is based on differentiatingkexs according to their positions
within production. While there is therefore an imjtlrecognition of the role of the
division of labour in social structuring, it is dem explicitly conceptualised as such.
Sayer and Walker criticise Wright and other clasalysts for conflating class and the
division of labour, and argue that the distinctiofskill and authority used to construct
elaborate class typologies should be understoterins of the division of labour rather
than class (Sayer and Walker 1992: 15-34; Sayeb:148-53). They adopt a classical
Marxist perspective on class which conceives terms of ownership and control of the
means of production. While not opposed to more dexfaxonomies of inequality and
stratification, they argue that conceptualisingsthen terms of class only causes
confusion and over-burdens the concept of classy Bo not diminish the importance
of hierarchical differences of skill and authontystructuring inequality, but maintain
that these differences relate primarily to the siom of labour rather than class
divisions. Large scale and complex labour processesssitate hierarchies of control
and direction, along with the compartmentalisabbproductive tasks which involve a
vast range of specialised skills. These divisiores reot just associated with material
inequalities, but also have significant implicasoim terms of consciousness, group
formation and collective action: “specialization vides people experientially,
organizationally, and ideologically”, with the rdtsuhat “conflict and rupture are
endemic to divisions of labor.” Struggles betweeougs occupying different positions
in the division of labour are often “more immediated strident” than anything which
can genuinely be regarded as class conflict (SaygWalker 1992: 17).

There are echoes of this in the work of Grusky aaleagues, who combine a
Durkheimian emphasis on the occupational divisidnlabbour with elements of a
Weberian approach to the social processes of étasgation (Grusky and Sorensen
1998; Grusky and Weeden 2001; Grusky 2005; Weedeh Grusky 2005b). They
argue that processes of social differentiationugrformation and collective action are
less evident among the large-scale aggregatiom®mfentional class analysis than at
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the occupational level where real social groupsmf@round functional niches in the
division of labour” (Grusky and Weeden 2001: 208hereas Sayer and Walker argue
that we should conceptualise class at the hightyreagated level of the capital-labour
division, Gruskyet al argue that we should conceptualise it at the kigidaggregated
level of individual occupations or ‘micro-classeshey contend that at this level there
Is greater evidence of structuration — the prodsssvhich economic categories form
into real social groupings — in terms of factorglsas identification, social closure,
collective action, lifestyles and dispositions. $htdisaggregate classes are closed and
self-aware sociopolitical groupings that act cdllesly and imply a specific style of
life” (Grusky and Sorensen 1998: 1196). The concéstructuration is borrowed from
Giddens, who also identifies the importance ofdivesion of labour as a factor in what

he calls ‘proximate structuration’ or the “loca® factors which condition or shape
class formation” (1980: 107). However, for Giddeti® division of labour is one of a
number of factors contributing to class structamatand it does not lead him to adopt a
disaggregated approach to class analysis of treagpgocated by Gruslat al. Rather,
his concern is with class formation within the hiazategories of upper, middle and
working classes.

The differing perspectives of Sayer and Walker ah@rusky and colleagues both
have merit in that they bring the division of labowt of the shadows and illuminate its
importance as a dimension of social stratificatidawever, neither offers a satisfactory
solution to the problem of how to incorporate tliMsion of labour into class analysis.
Sayer and Walker’s distinction between relationpraiduction and divisions of labour
is an important one, but their contention that tea@cept of class should be applied
solely to relations of production is somewhat iestre and effectively denies the
validity of class analysis as a means of studyiommmex structures of inequality —
because from their perspective much of it is natualzlass at all but about the division
of labour. Gruskyet al, on the other hand, attempt to represent detaibedpations as
classes when quite palpably they are not — ocoupstare simply occupations. As
several critics have argued, while it may be fulitto study matters such as
identification, closure, collective action and sturation at the occupational level, there
Is no need or justification for appropriating thencept of social class in order to do so
(Goldthorpe 2002; Therborn 2002; Birkelund 2002hisTwould result in a highly
attenuated form of class analysis focused on tdystf micro-level phenomena across

a multiplicity of small groupings. When Grusky andlleagues pose the question of
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whether there are still any ‘big classes’ (Grusky é&Sorensen 2001; Weeden and
Grusky 2005a), they miss the point that socialsdasare by definition big — they are
always aggregations which are to some extent hggaepus, but which nonetheless
have commonalities in terms of material situatiamsl interests. If there are no big
classes, then there simply are no classes.

As an alternative to the macro-classes of SayeMdalfer and the micro-classes of
Grusky et al, it is possible to retain a focus on the mesoll®@feconventional class
analysis while explicitly incorporating the divisi@f labour as a distinct dimension of
class structure. Rather than separating class therdivision of labour as Sayer and
Walker argue, this would involve treating class aas over-arching concept which
embraces two distinct but linked dimensions of uadiy in the form of relations of
production and divisions of labour. Thus, classaaisomplex structure of inequality
consisting of both the binary division between owgnend non-owners of the means of
production (relations of production) and multipleisions within these two categories
based on factors such as skill and authority (oiws of labour). This is not dissimilar
to Wright's approach, and the sort of class typgldgyields might resemble Wright's
quite closely, but making a more explicit concepfiiatinction between relations of
production and divisions of labour would allow refments which might address some
of the shortcomings of Wright's model.

Most importantly, it would allow a more satisfagtaresolution of the issue of
exploitation. While Wright is correct to argue thetlations of production are
exploitative in that capital appropriates the labeffiort of workers, divisions of labour
are not directly exploitative but do involve andunéable redistribution of the surplus
generated through exploitation. This is effectivilg conclusion Wright comes to in his
later work, when he retreats from the idea of rplédtiorms of exploitation and instead
simply argues that those with scarce skills andehao positions of authority are able to
claim a greater share of the surplus in the fornskatf rents and loyalty rents. While
this position is more satisfactory and sustaindiie the idea of multiple exploitations,
there is still a failure on Wright's part to explig recognise that he is dealing with two
separate dimensions of inequality — exploitatiorthimi relations of production and
inequitable redistribution within the division @dour — and so his new position seems
less like a theoretical advance than a limp congegs his critics.

The second problem such a recognition might addeetise awkward concept of

contradictory class locations (or contradictorydiens within class relations). Again,
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this is an idea which was prominent in Wright's lgawork (1979) but which still
features in a diminished capacity in his later w(R97) as a way of conceptualising
the position of workers whose class locations aiéhar unambiguously capitalist nor
unambiguously proletarian. It effectively assehattthe distinguishing feature of the
vast numbers of workers employed as salaried masagel experts is that they do not
fit neatly into conventional Marxist class categsri Thus, skill and authority are seen
as complicating factors which produce anomalousantradictory positions within
class relations, rather than as separate dimensiosscial structuring. If we separate
out relations of production and the division ofdab we can see that there is nothing
anomalous or contradictory about such workerseitms of relations of production they
are categorically non-owners, while in terms of theision of labour they occupy
privileged positions within labour hierarchies, aheéir structural location reflects the
combination of these two factors.

A third benefit from bringing in the division of Baur is that it allows a better
modelling of inequalities between owners of the mseaf production. In Wright's
typology, owners are divided only by number of emypes into capitalists, small
employers and the petty bourgeoisie. While thesdmaportant distinctions, we should
also recognise that owners occupy a range of pasitwithin the division of labour:
they include executives, professionals, farmeexldaspeople, shopkeepers and so on.
The categories of small employers and petty bousge@bscure these differences:
highly skilled professionals earning high incomesnf exorbitant fees are lumped
together with struggling tradespeople or shopkeepmr the basis of number of
employees, when it is their position within theisiion of labour as determined by their
skills which tends to be the more important deteant of their material circumstances.
Hierarchies of skill involve inequalities not just workers but also for owners.

Given all this, it might sound as if there is bttleft to be salvaged from Wright's
model, but in fact there is no dispute here thahership, authority and skills are the
critical determinants of class locations and thattshould serve as the building blocks
for modelling class structure. However, there igegd to approach the business of

construction in a different way.

A model of class structure

For the purposes of the current exercise, a madelags structure has been designed
using Wright's criteria of ownership, authorignd skills, but differing significantly
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from his typology due to two considerations: fiysthe need to better accommodate the
conceptual distinction between relations of promunctand divisions of labour as
discussed above; and secondly, the practical ceratidn of having to operationalise
the model using New Zealand census data on emplutystatus and occupatidrithe
construction of this model is illustrated in figaré.2 and 5.3. Figure 5.2 shows the
steps by which the workforce is divided firstlyterms of relations of production and

Figure 5.2: Method for identifying class locations

Classificatory criteria

Relations of Divisions of labour Class location
production Authority Skill
Executive employers Executive employers
Professional Professionals
Working employers ~ smmomooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo oo
Other Working proprietors
Professional Professionals
Self-employed ~ mmmeeeeeeeeoeooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo oo
Other Working proprietors
Higher managers Higher managers
Lower managers Lower managers
Professional Professionals
Employees ~ mmmmmmmmmooeemooeooooooeooooooooooooooooooooooooooooos
Skilled Skilled workers
Non-managers - --ormmotmooomoossossosssoososooosoooooooooooooooooos
Semi-skilled Semi-skilled workers
Routine Routine workers

Figure 5.3: Grouping of class locations

Detailed class locations Grouped class locations

Executive employers
Capitalist class
Higher managers

Lower managers
Professionals Middle class
Working proprietors

skiled workers
Semi-skilled workers Working class

Routine workers

! The census classifications do not allow us tartisish between large and small employers, to iient
employees in supervisory roles, or to divide marmagecording to skill levels — all elements of Witlg
typology. These distinctions are therefore exclufiedn the model, although it could be adapted to
incorporate them if the data was available.
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then by two dimensions of the division of labouauthority and skill — into the class
locations in the right-hand column. Figure 5.3 tefrows how those detailed class
locations can be re-ordered and aggregated intvee-tlass model representing the
major divides within capitalisth.The procedure for operationalising the model using
New Zealand census data is described in the appertdihe end of the thesis. The
following discussion describes the composition lbé tgrouped and detailed class

locations.

Capitalist-class locations

The term capitalist class is used more broadly thastassical Marxism, encompassing
not just those who own the means of productiondetiee employers), but also salaried
employees at the top of the authority hierarchfesapitalist enterprises who control the
means of production (higher managérd)lthough these groups differ in terms of
ownership, they have common material interestsviubgyi from their positions in
relation to the means of production: executive e@ygis are able to exploit workers
directly, while higher managers do so indirectlydxtracting high loyalty rents — or in
Wright's terms they occupy the most privileged ampration locations within

exploitation relationg. These two categories are defined as follows:

Executive employer®©wners of the means of production who employ otlagid
work in a purely executive capacity, operating aibess and controlling the labour
power of others rather than utilising their owndabin a productive occupation (ie

chief executives, managing directors and generakgers).

Higher managers:Employees at the apex of authority hierarchies iwitthe
division of labour, materially advantaged throughdlty rents which reflect their
level of strategic importance within those hieragsh(ie salaried chief executives,

managing directors and general managers).

! Even the detailed class locations conceal sontimdiisns which might be regarded as importanttfier
purposes of empirical analysis, but they can béhéurdisaggregated by occupation and employment
status if required — as has been done in the @rdlyChapter Six. No method for such disaggregatio
has been prescribed as it will depend to some egtemvhich groupings are considered the most dalien
for the research at hand.

2 The higher managerial category also includes dpeeixecutives of public sector organisations. These
are not, strictly speaking, members of a capitallass but classificatory issues make it diffictdt
exclude them, and as their numbers are relativabllghey should have little effect on any analysis

% In fact, the line between ownership and non-owniprat the executive level can be rather blurred as
salaried senior executives of large enterprisesnofeceive stock options as part of their compénsat
package, and so may have significant shareholdmtigeir companies.
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Middle-class locations

There are three groups of middle-class locatioaget managers, professionals and
working proprietors. These groups are differentlateom those in capitalist-class
locations because they do not own or run capitaigerprises, and are differentiated
from those in working-class locations because treymaterially advantaged in various
ways. They are differentiated from each other iat tthe principal source of their
material advantage is located in different dimemsiemf stratification: ownership
(working proprietors), authority (lower managers)daskill (professionals).As these
three groups derive advantage from different sayrtteeir material interests may also
differ, but what they have in common is that thaterests do not directly align with

those of either the capitalist or working classe3dgroups are defined as follows:

Lower managersEmployees in positions of authority within the drain of labour

but at a subordinate level, usually under the obraf higher managers and with
responsibility for specialised operational arealeifl positions of authority carry
additional remuneration in the form of loyalty rentvhile those who also have
some form of professional expertise (eg finance agars, IT managers, R&D

managers) are doubly advantaged by being ablenbonamd skill rents.

ProfessionalsThose occupying advantaged positions within thésdia of labour
by virtue of their specialised expertise (usualhedentialed through university
degrees or a comparable level of vocational trghihis category includes all
professionals regardless of their position in retet of production, on the grounds
that the advantages associated with expertise tende more significant than
distinctions of ownership. While professionals wiitieir own businesses may have
some advantages over their salaried counterpantl, Have significant advantages
over non-professionals by virtue of being able &l sheir scarce skills at a
premium — in one case directly to consumers inrnetar fees and in the other to

employers in return for skill rents.

! This disaggregation of middle-class locationsiisilar to that employed by Savageal (1992) in their
work on middle-class formation in Britain, whereytidentify three middle-class groups based onrobnt
of different types of assets: property (the pettsurgeoisie), bureaucracy (managers) and culture
(professionals).

2 There may be a case for arguing that ‘lower psifemls’ such as teachers, nurses, social workers,
journalists and librarians should be categorisedasomiddle class but as a privileged strata within
working class. However, these occupations increghgitend to carry university qualifications, andileh

by no means all members of such professions halcersity qualifications, those who do tend to béeab

to command higher incomes than those in skilledkimgrclass occupations such as the manual trades.
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Working proprietorsOwners of the means of production working in nopeaztive

and non-professional occupations and typically afpeg small businesses (eg
shopkeepers, tradespeople and farmers). This aegtegcudes both those who
employ the labour of others and those who utilisl eheir own labour, as most
employers in this category have very few employaes so do not profit greatly
from the labour effort of others. This category svhall-business owners and
independent producers could be seen as a rougloxamp@ation to the traditional

Marxist category of the petty bourgeoisie.

Working-class locations

Working-class locations consist of occupations Whiack the advantages associated
with ownership of the means of production, managexuthority or professional skills.
Within this category, three different groups arenitified on the basis of the level of
skill typical of the occupation: skilled, semi-dkil and routiné. The boundaries
between these categories are by no means harcsinddt they recognise the fact that
the division of labour between workers includesdgteons of skill which are associated
with differences in material advantage, in termsoth immediate remuneration and
opportunities for advancementThese differences may result in fragmentation of

identities and interests between working-classtiona, and may lead some in skilled

Lower professional occupations are therefore mpmapriately classified as middle class, although t
distinction between higher and lower professionansmportant one which should be recognised in any
empirical analysis of middle-class composition (E&apter Six).

! Stratification models often divide the working s$ainto manual/non-manual or blue-collar/white-@oll
categories. Such distinctions are problematic aseths a large grey area between manual and non-
manual work. Moreover, white-collar workers are netessarily more advantaged than their blue-collar
counterparts. While they may have better conditiohemployment and opportunities for advancement,
this is not always the case, and it does not nadgssnean they are better remunerated. Analysihef
income levels of low-skilled New Zealand workersowl that manual workers have higher median
incomes than non-manual workers and that the incgapebetween semi-skilled and routine workers is
far greater than the income gap between non-mandiimanual workers — suggesting that skill level is
the more important determinant of a worker’s matgyosition.

% There is a degree of subjective assessment or Whight calls “operational arbitrariness” involvéu
decisions about how to classify occupations tol dkivels (Wright 1997: 80-87). While there is a
gradation of skills within the division of labouhe delineation of discrete categories along théslignt

is to some extent arbitrary and a matter of hdariginvenience. It should also be noted that aplpesre
allocated to these categories on the basis of twaiupation, it is occupations rather than peogiechv
are being ranked. Within particular occupationsrehenay be gradations of seniority, expertise,
experience and ability which result in differenéesemuneration, but due to the limitations of theta
sources the occupation must be ranked accorditiettevel of skilltypically required to perform the job
to a reasonable level of competence.
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occupations to identify more with those in middlass locations than those in other
working-class locations. The skill levels are digtiished as follows:

Skilled workers: Employees in occupations requiring specialised|ssKielow

professional level, which tend to be of a more ficat and job-specific nature,
generally acquired through a combination of forfeatning and on-the-job training
(eg skilled tradespeople, technicians, technicptesentatives, protective service

workers, administration officers).

Semi-skilled workers:Employees in occupations which are generally non-
credentialed but require task-specific skills oroktedge which can acquired
through relatively short periods of on-the-job tag (egindustrial plant operators,

heavy-vehicle drivers, secretaries, specialisedcaleworkers).

Routine workersEmployees in occupations which dgpically be performed to an
adequate level of competence by a person with @ pxperience and minimal
training (eg sales assistants, waiters, cleanaisurers, routine assembly and

processing workers,).

A couple of limitations to modelling class struguin this way should be
acknowledged. The first is that allocating peoplelass categories on the basis of their
job means that those not in paid work are excludeoch the exercise. This includes
people who have not yet entered the paid workfdhmese who have retired from it, and
those who are temporarily disengaged from it foriotss reasons, including the
unemployed and those engaged full-time in raisengilies — groups which together
make up a substantial proportion of the adult pajah. The second limitation is that
there are some people whose paid job may not beod opdicator of their material
position or their subjective orientations in regévctlass. This includes people in dual-
earner families where two partners have jobs iry \tifferent class locations (eg a
routine white-collar worker married to a professibar managerial worker), and people
whose present job is not indicative of their loatgm class trajectory (eg students or
semi-retired people supplementing their incomeugholow-skilled part-time jobs).

These limitations would present problems if one waeking to map the class
structure of the entire population — as many ckasslysts who have attempted such
exercises have found. However, the aims of thesotigxercise are more limited in that

it seeks only to depict the employment structureenrms of the relations of production



Class, Stratification and the Division of Labour153

and divisions of labour which constitute the basfisclass relations. Thus, the class
locations described above are intended for thegsa® of enumerating similar types of
jobs rather than similar types of people — the eamds with the characteristics of the
jobs rather the characteristics of the people wtmupy the jobs. If it is revealed, for
instance that half the workforce occupies workitass locations, this is quite different
from saying that half the population is workingsdalt merely means that half of all
employed people are in jobs which meet the objeatiiteria by which working-class
jobs have been defined. This number will includensopeople who are materially
advantaged in other ways and who are more likehe¢ard themselves as middle class
than working class. On the other hand, it will exigd people who might be considered
working class in terms of their material circumstesy but who are outside the paid
workforce and living on benefits, retirement incoarespousal income. This might raise
problems for certain types of investigation, buisitnot a major impediment to this
study where the concern is primarily with issuestadictural change.

Nor does this model presume any necessary linkdmtvstructure, consciousness
and action — the S—C-A chain referred to earliére Tategories described above are
nominal groupings which can be expected to relatehe formation of real social
collectivities only in contingent and indeterminatays. It is for this reason that they
are described, following Wright (1997 373-406),ch&ss locations -er alternatively
locations within class relations rather than as classper se.Individuals occupy class
locations by virtue of their position within relatis of production and divisions of
labour, but a collection of individuals in similatass locations will not necessarily
represent either an actual or latent social calliégt As noted earlier, Wright suggests
that class locations limit rather than determiresslconsciousness and by extension the
possibilities for class formation or collective argsation. This essentially means that
there is a greater likelihood of shared consciossnend action among people in
proximate rather than distant locations within ttlass structure because of their
common material circumstances and interests. Beretitan be no presumption that
people in particular positions are likely to thiak act in particular ways or that social
cleavages will develop neatly along economic diside

Although this type of approach is often counterplogecultural approaches to class
analysis, it does have some resonance with the wioBourdieu (1984). He utilises a
typology of classes and class fractions based enotitupational division of labour

which is not dissimilar to something we might fimad the employment aggregate
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tradition. The significant differences are firsthat Bourdieu does not identify his class
locations a priori from theoretical precepts but develops them fronalysis of
empirical data, and secondly that the criteria itbentifying these locations are not
solely economic but relate to the distribution cbeomic, cultural and social capital
(Weininger 2005: 86-90). The important similarisythat Bourdieu’s class categories —
like those of Wright and those developed here fessmt objective positions within the
social structure which exist independently of thdividuals who occupy them, while
the likelihood of those individuals coalescing ingenuine social collectivities is
conditioned by distance. That is, people in proxenlacations are more likely than
those in distant locations to develop collectiveniities by which they differentiate
themselves from others, although there is no iaeility that they will.

So while subjectively aware social classes do moerge fully formed out of
objectively defined economic categories, the stmectconstituted by those categories
can be expected to condition the possibilitiestfa formation of classes. There are a
number of different dimensions to class formatiomol are highlighted by different
schools of thought within class analysis. For Msissi class formation tends to be about
the collective organisation of class actors in pitir®f shared class interests, not
necessarily on a class-wide scale or with revohaig intent as anticipated by Marx,
but involving some type of solidaristic pursuitadfilective goals, even if these are only
of a sectional and instrumental nature. In the Wahetradition, class formation is
more to do with the formation of social collectigg resulting from the association of
individuals and families with particular class ltoas over time — the less permeable
class boundaries are to inter- and intra-generaltiotobility, the more likely it is that
shared identities and solidaristic ties will deyeltn the Bourdieuian approach, classes
form through processes of symbolic classificatiombedied in cultural practices and
lifestyle preferences, by which people establiskirtrsocial similarity with and
difference from others — although this symbolic deration of groups may also
increase the possibility for class mobilisatioriie Marxist sense.

In these different approaches to class we therdfodethree dimensions of class
formation: the political (mobilisation in pursuif @lass interests); the demographic
(continuity of association with class locationsjidathe socio-cultural (cultural and
lifestyle distinctions between classes). Althoupgkré is a tendency in each school of
thought to focus on one or other of these dimemssiam truth they are inextricably

linked and the process of class formation can besinderstood by looking at all three
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in combination. Class formation in the Marxist se$ mobilisation in pursuit of class
interests is more likely to occur where class cmusmess is fostered through
solidaristic relations between people in similassl locations and an awareness of the
socio-cultural distinctions that separate them frtvmse in other class locations. It is
therefore enhanced by both the demographic cotyirmmphasised in the Weberian
perspective and the processes of symbolic diffextom emphasised in the Bourdieuian
approach. Those two factors also reinforce eackroth high degree of demographic
continuity (ie a lack of social mobility) tends heighten the socio-cultural distinctions
between groups; and social mobility is in turn mettd by the role of social and
cultural capital in reproducing those distincticamsoss generations. In all its aspects
class formation is a matter of degree: there ipwiat at which we can say that a class
has formed or has not formed (as in the classicaixidt distinction between a class in
itself and a class for itself); rather, it is a teatof identifying to what degree class
formation has taken place, or to what extent aecttn of people in similar economic
positions can be said to constitute a genuine koolkectivity. This must always be a
matter for empirical investigation in specific smlicand historical contexts.

The possibilities for class formation also depemdtioe strength of other cross-
cutting forms of social differentiation, particularthose of gender and ethnicfty.
Because classes are divided by gender and ethraoidy because the interests and
identities associated with gender and ethnicity nmagome circumstances be more
immediate and compelling than those associated wi#iss, these divisions may
diminish the possibilities for class formation. Hower, it is also important to recognise
that gender and ethnic groups are similarly dividgctlass and are therefore fractured
in terms of their material situations and interestgivisions which may in some
contexts override or weaken the commonalities ofdge and ethnicity. The relative
strength of class, gender and ethnicity as basesdoial differentiation and group
formation will vary across different times and magc and this also is a matter for

empirical investigation rather than theoreticalcspation.

! The terms gender and ethnicity are used heresifeqance to sex and ‘race’. Whereas sex and ‘aree’
biological categories, gender and ethnicity signsiycially constructed differences of identity and
affiliation. As patterns of inequality are largehe result of social rather than biological diffeces, the
terms gender and ethnicity are more appropriatehia context. Moreover, ‘race’ is scientifically
discredited as a means of classifying people ifdoréte groups based on genetic differences. Aihou
‘race’ may be said to be real in the sense thaplpemontinue to categorise themselves and othetkisn
basis and it therefore influences their beliefs anakctices, to employ it as a concept in sociolalgic
analysis is to give it unwarranted legitimacy. &zt, we can use the term ‘racialisation’ to refethie
process by which people are defined as ‘races’samuifl significance is attributed to perceived fa#ic
differences (Miles 1982; Miles and Brown 2003).
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Class, gender and ethnicity

One of the common criticisms of conventional classlysis is that it fails to deal
adequately with issues of gender and ethnic inéguataditionally, class analysis has
had difficulty in accommodating other types of inatity and has tended to attribute
class with primacy over other dimensions of stiedtfion by either substantially
ignoring gender and ethnic inequalities or purppsetiucing them to aspects of class
relations. While the reductionist perspective isvrgenerally discredited, there is still a
tendency to disregard gender and ethnicity in mecbnomic class analysis. In the
employment aggregate tradition, class locationsdestified on the basis of objective
economic criteria which are considered to be geaderethnicity neutral. Gender and
ethnicity may be addressed as ‘sorting mechanig¢tmsise Wright's phrase) by which
people are allocated to class locations, produiciaquitable distributions of gender and
ethnic groups within the class structure. But therels to be a lack of attention to the
inter-relation of class, gender and ethnicity amatisions of social stratification, and
more particularly to the ways in which gender amtioshieity have acted as dynamic
social forces which have helped to shape classtatel and class relatiohsThis
omission does not invalidate the employment aggeegpproach, but it does mean that
it could be enriched by greater attention to thenglexity and multi-dimensionality of
stratification.

The approach adopted in the previous section falldkae likes of Wright and
Goldthorpe in identifying class locations indepamtieof considerations of gender and
ethnicity — an approach which is often criticised heglecting the ways in which
gender and ethnicity are involved in the creatibolass inequalities and the experience
of class relations (Acker 2006; Bottero 1998; Crtonpl996). However, this approach
Is in no way intended to diminish the significaméegender and ethnic inequalities or to
suggest that they should be excluded from the aizalRRather, it follows an important
distinction which Wright makes between the absteadd the concrete levels of class
analysis (Wright 1989b: 290-291). If we conceptrmlclass structure at the abstract
level as a set of objectively defined locationshimtcommodity production, then the

gender or ethnicity of the incumbents and the mistreness of their experiences should

! Wright has devoted some attention to the relatigmbetween class and gender, suggesting a nurfiber o
interconnections including the idea that gendeatimhs can have a causal impact on class relabgns
enabling the growth of certain types of jobs whick gendered in their construction as either men’s
women’s work (Wright 2001). However, this insighgnrains undeveloped in both his theoretical
approach and his empirical analysis (Acker 2006228
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make no difference to how we identify those loaadioHowever, when it comes to
applying that abstract concept to the concreteyaisalof class relations in specific

contexts we can (and indeed should) have regattetwvays in which gender and ethnic
relations have been involved in the creation ofséhgositions and the material
inequalities they entail, as well as the ways inclwhgender and ethnicity affect the
distribution of people within the class structutee lived experience of class relations
and the possibilities for class formation. As Beadputs it, “Each set of relations can be
theorised in isolation, though a complete undeditan of each will not be gained

unless their interaction with the others, bothragt given time and through their history,
Is also taken into account” (1989: 63).

The question then becomes one of how we can bpsaireathat inter-relationship
between class, gender and ethnicity. The most camapproach has been to conceive
them as analytically separable but mutually counttd dimensions of inequality. This
perspective is to be found in dual-systems thewhych makes an analytical distinction
between capitalism and patriarchy as systems afuséy which are independent in
origin, while addressing the ways in which the iisrdationship of these two systems
has shaped the nature of gender inequalities intatigp societies (Hartmann 1981;
Walby 1986; 1990). More recently, we have seen ¢heergence of a range of
approaches focused on the ‘intersectionality’ aflss| gender and ethnicity (or ‘race’).
Intersectional approaches adopt a type of mulsgktems perspective in that they
distinguish between different dimensions of ineguathile being concerned with their
interconnections within what Collins (2000) callsvatrix of domination’. Inequality is
seen as multi-dimensional and people’s materialtipos, experiences and identities
reflect the intersection of their positions on éiint axes of inequality. Individuals can
therefore occupy contradictory locations, advardage one set of relations and
disadvantaged in another. For instance, ‘white’ digetlass women may be
disadvantaged by gender but privileged by classathdicity, and so positioned very
differently to ‘black’ working-class women (McC&bD01; 2005; Weber 2001; Bradley
and Healy 2008; Berger and Guidroz 2009).

While these approaches usefully highlight the raditthensionality of stratification,
the idea of independent and intersecting systemsegfuality is problematic when in
reality they appear to be so thoroughly enmeshetb asperate more like a single
system. Thus, Acker (2006) advocates going beyormbrecern with multiple and

intersecting systems and adopting a more integrapgadoach which views capitalism
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and class as themselves being intrinsically gemddaral racialised. She supports this
with analysis which shows the critical roles gended ethnic inequalities have played
in the historical development and contemporary aépction of capitalist class
relations. This is more satisfactory than the ideanultiple systems of inequality, but
her argument that class is intrinsically genderead aacialised relies on a
reconceptualisation of class, which she broadensnt¢tude the diverse relations
involved in all forms of differential access to timeans of ‘provisioning’ and ‘survival’,
including both paid and unpaid work and the disttitn of economic resources in
various institutional contexts (2006: 68). Thiseetively renders class as an all-
encompassing concept of material inequality anddosight of the specificity of
capitalist class relations, which are based inr¢tegtions of production and divisions of
labour involved in commodity production. As sugegestearlier, we can retain that
abstract conception of class while still attendioghe ways in which it is enmeshed
with gender and ethnic inequalities at the condeatel of analysis.

At that level, the division of labour again comewtoi focus. Rather than
reconceptualising class in order to show that imlerently gendered and racialised, we
can look at how class has been underpinned by gethdad racialised or ethnicised
divisions of labour which have been integral to tevelopment and reproduction of
capitalist class relatior’sThe concept of gendered and ethnicised divisidnistmur
refers to the disproportionate concentration ofpbe@f a particular gender or ethnicity
in particular structural locations within productie- both paid and unpaid. This is
usually a matter of inequitable distribution rathteain absolute segregation: it is rare for
all people of the same gender or ethnicity to sisarelar positions in the division of
labour, but it is usual for there to be some degrfedissimilarity in the distribution of
gender and ethnic groups within production. Thesedgred and ethnicised divisions of
labour also cut across each other to produce nurelex patterns of inequality: for
instance, in the case of a disadvantaged ethnigpgwehich is concentrated in low-
skilled jobs, men may be concentrated in traditignenale production jobs while

women may be concentrated in traditionally femadevise jobs. These divisions of

! The term ‘ethnicised’ is used here in preferercéracialised’ as it encompasses a broader range of
meaning. Miles and Brown (2003: 99) define ethmitics as “a dialectical process by which meaning is
attributed to socio-cultural signifiers of humarnrs, as a result of which individuals may be assitjto

a general category of persons which reproducel hggogically, culturally and economically. Where
biological and/or somatic features (real or imadinare signified, we speak of racialisation as ecHjz
modality of ethnicisation.” Ethnicised divisions labour can thus be said to exist in any situatibere
socio-culturally defined groups are predominantlyaited in different types of work. This may or nmen¢
involve racialisation, where there is a perceptibat a group is suited to a particular type of work
because of their ‘racial’ (ie biological) charadgécs.
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labour also have important ideological and politidemensions: they simultaneously
generate and are legitimated by ideological remtasiens about the type of work to
which different groups are best suited; and thepgteate broader political relations of
gender and ethnic domination involving imbalandegawer and resources.

Gendered and ethnicised divisions of labour arespetific to capitalism, but nor
can they be regarded as entirely separate frontatigpiclass relations. Divisions of
labour between the sexes are evident in all knoegieties throughout history and
across cultures (Bradley 1989), while divisionslaifour between ethnic groups are
common to most ethnically heterogeneous socienescan be traced back at least to
the slave relations of classical antiquity. Butnfréhe very beginnings of capitalism,
these ways of dividing and organising labour wexiporated as integral elements in
the broader division of labour within capitalisbeomies, and as those economies have
progressed through successive modes of developtimeypthave been refashioned and
reproduced in new contexts. The rise of industéditalism depended on a gendered
division of labour in which women were largely agsd to unpaid domestic work and
men to industrial wage labour, while the global axgion of capitalism depended on
ethnicised divisions of labour in which indigenedaves or indentured workers
provided labour for primary production on impeffintiers. The development of mass
production in the twentieth century depended ooudalnigrations of ethnically distinct
populations to fill production jobs, and the in@®d employment of women to fill the
administrative and service jobs which expanded gqalaith the extended division of
labour surrounding production. More recently, =dIl migration from newly
industrialising countries has sustained the growftiprofessional and entrepreneurial
occupations, while continued increases in femalpleyment have been vital to the
expansion of consumer service industries and #aabilisation of labour. The broad
contours of these divisions of labour have shownarable persistence over time, but
they are also constantly in flux, evolving in tamdewith the changing labour
requirements of capitalism and being eroded bypitigical struggles of feminist and
ethnic social movements.

Armed with the conceptual tool of the division abbur, we can cut through some
of the issues concerning the relationship betwdaasc gender and ethnicity. First,
gender and ethnic subordination are not reducibla functional role in reproducing
capitalist class relations, but their historicatl amontemporary expression can be better

understood if contextualised in terms of the raeadered and ethnicised divisions of
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labour have played in capitalist development. Sdcaender and ethnicity do not
simply act as sorting mechanisms to allocate petplpre-existing class locations;
rather gendered and ethnicised divisions of lalt@mwe operated as dynamic forces in
the creation of class locations and the shapinglas structure by enabling the
expansion of certain types of work which are geedesr ethnicised from the outset.
Third, gendered and ethnicised divisions of labave implicated in the material
inequalities between class locations, with payedédhtials reflecting the fact that some
jobs are devalued precisely because they are piedatty filled by women or ethnic
minorities. Fourth, gendered and ethnicised diwsiof labour locate particular groups
disproportionately, but not exclusively, in parteuclass locations: not all women or
members of disadvantaged ethnic groups are confoggical occupations and not all
those typical occupations are working-class jobsome such as lower professional
positions in the case of women and entreprenepasitions in the case of some ethnic
groups are middle-class jobs — so gender and egnaigs are divided by class just as
classes are divided by gender and ethnicRifth, ethnicised and gendered divisions of
labour affect the possibilities for class conscimss and class formation as class
divisions become more deeply enmeshed with andwated by cross-cutting gender
and ethnic divisions — not as a result of any edipitconspiracy to divide and rule but
simply as an outcome of historical processes.

Viewing gender inequality through the lens of thision of labour also allows us
to address the issue of unpaid domestic labourctwhias been the focus of much
feminist criticism of conventional class analysistbe grounds that definitions of class
based in paid employment exclude the economic iboriton of unpaid work performed
largely by womert. This has lead some feminists to abandon clasgether and others
such as Acker to attempt to reconceptualise ihttude the unequal relations involved
in unpaid domestic labour. However, an alternasio@tion which allows us to consider
both paid and unpaid work and the articulation leefavthem without reconceptualising
class is to regard them as separate but interecegiheres within the division of labour.

Within industrial capitalism there is, broadly skieg, a division of labour between the

! For this reason, conceptualisations of class witichte all people of a particular gender or efityin

a particular category such as an underclass, adl&th, a sex-class or a class fraction are nabappte.
In this context there is a place for the idea d¢érisectionality, which better captures the fact ttass,
gender and ethnic divisions in the workforce assrcutting.

2 While there is now general agreement that unpaithestic labour plays a critical role in sustaining
capitalist economies by reproducing labour poweerd is less agreement over the precise naturs of i
contribution to the creation of value and the irations for the position of the ‘housewife’ in das
relations — issues left unresolved by the’ domdabtiour debate’ of the 1970s (Fine 1992: 169-191).
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industrial sphere with its responsibility for theoguction of commodities and the
domestic sphere with its responsibility for the roguction of labour. This has
traditionally equated to a division of labour betmethe sexes, with men’s primary
responsibility being in the industrial sphere anahven’s in the domestic sphere (Sayer
and Walker 1992: 40-46). They both fulfil vital eslin what Glucksmann (1995; 2005)
calls the ‘total social organisation of labour’ whisustains capitalist economies, but
this does not mean that domestic labour is equivatewage labour or that the home is
a site of class relations in the same way thatibikplace is. What it does mean is that
we should be attentive to the articulation betweentwo sites — not just to the way in
which domestic labour helps to sustain commoditydpction, but also to the ways in
which the gendered division of labour between e $pheres influences the gendered
division of labour within the sphere of paid workhe fact that women have always
shouldered the major responsibility for domestimlar has restricted their opportunities
for full participation in paid work, has createdtteans of job segregation in the
workplace which reflect those in the home, andhedped to legitimise wage disparities
between jobs traditionally regarded as men’s warkwvomen’s work. The domestic
division of labour has therefore played a critioale in shaping gendered inequalities
within the class structure without itself consiitgta class relationship.

In all these respects, the division of labour & tttread which weaves class, gender
and ethnicity together into complex patterns ofjunity and binds them to the fabric
of the capitalist economy. We do not need to redebur understandings of class to
incorporate gender and ethnicity, but when examginissues of changing class
structure, class composition and class formatiorskald have regard to the effects of
gendered and ethnicised divisions of labour. Smyilawhen examining issues of
gender and ethnic inequality we should have regattie way they are enmeshed with
class via the division of labour. This is the pexdpre which informs Chapter Seven,
where we will look at the development of gendened ethnicised divisions of labour in

New Zealand, with a particular focus on the posdis era.

Conclusion

There is no denying that class structures and teiren of class relations have
undergone significant change in recent times. Tdwt that this coincided with the

cultural turn in the social sciences has had unf@te consequences for economic class
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analysis, which has found itself marginalised asghded by critics. It is regrettable that
this occurred at a time when neoliberal reforms @stiucturing were exacerbating the
material inequalities associated with class — & twhen issues of inequality warranted
greater scrutiny through the lens of class analg@ventional class analysis no doubt
has its flaws and limitations, but as Crompton &adtt (2005) argue, there is nothing
to be gained by throwing the baby out with the baifer — or in other words writing
issues of material inequality out of the socioladjiagenda because of an eagerness to
abandon earlier flawed frameworks. Rather, theeerieed to address those deficiencies
by refining the understanding of economic structumad processes and enhancing the
economic perspective by incorporating some of thsights offered by cultural
approaches to class. There are no definitive wageiog this, and as Crompton (2008)
and Wright (2005b) suggest, the approach one adapt®o some extent be guided by
the research questions a particular project semksltiress. The approach which has
been developed in this chapter is guided by theative of tracing the changes in New
Zealand’'s class structure and gender and ethniqualigies during the transition
between Fordist and post-Fordist modes of developnie adopting this approach, it is
acknowledged that it will provide only a partialdenstanding of class which might be
complemented by other accounts with a more culfo@ls. Equally, cultural accounts
may in turn benefit from the analysis of econoniass structures which this exercise

seeks to provide.



6

The Changing Class Structure

In earlier chapters we saw that the restructuriingp® 1980s and 1990s had significant
consequences for the labour market and the divisfdabour in New Zealand, as in
other advanced capitalist societies. Businessesjarslwhich had thrived under the
protective umbrella of Fordism were swept away dide of deregulation and global
competition, to be replaced by different typesaifg in industries producing different
kinds of commodities. In the process, we saw armtoation of the long-term trend
away from the direct labour of production to indirevork within the extended division
of labour surrounding production. The reshaping tioé division of labour was
accompanied by increasing inequality as income veakstributed from labour to
capital, and from low-skilled workers to the exgeshd managers favoured by the new
regime. All this clearly had major implications fdiass structure and the nature of class
relations, but in New Zealand as elsewhere theokmyy of class went into decline at a
time when it could have provided valuable insigimt® some major transformations.
Among the voluminous literature generated aboutdiséructuring project, one is hard-
pressed to find much mention of class, let along @gorous empirical analysis of
changes in class structures and inequalities ddn@geriod.

This chapter attempts to address that gap thromghnalysis of census data on
employment and income for the period 1986—-2006. dlmepter begins with a brief
discussion about the demise of class analysis iw KMealand sociology, which is
followed by an analysis of changes in class strecaimd income distribution during the
period, using the model developed in Chapter Hivthen looks in more detail at the
changing composition of middle-class and workingssl employment, and concludes
with some comments on the implications for classmfdion. The exercise is
constrained by the limitations of official data soes and the lack of research on the
subjective dimensions of class, so it provides amlgartial account of the changing
nature of class. But it is nonetheless an imporgamt of the story of economic and

social change during the post-Fordist period.
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Class in New Zealand sociology

Class analysis, or more broadly stratification gsial has not figured strongly in New
Zealand sociology. This may owe something to thentg’s egalitarian mythology and
the widespread belief that, if not a classlessetpcthis is at least a society where class
matters less than it does elsewhere. As a natiomareédnclined to believe that class
inequalities are less marked and class boundariee mermeable than in those
countries from which our forebears escaped to fagmore decent society. Class
consciousness is certainly not high — while we melynowledge the existence of class,
we seldom explicitly identify ourselves or otherssuch terms, and the language of
class is rarely evoked in popular or political discse. Of course, for sociologists a lack
of class consciousness does not necessarily meatsence of class structures and
inequalities, but the low profile of class in theppllar imagination has perhaps led New
Zealand sociologists to eschew the study of clas&vour of those social divisions
which are more visible and compelling, particulagiyhnicity and gender. What little
work there has been on the subject of class in Kealand dates mostly from the late
1970s and 1980s, which produced a number of stuskpkoring class relations and
class structures from a variety of Marxist and Welmestandpoints (Pitt 1977; Steven
1978; Pearson 1979; Bedggood 1980; Pearson anchdH@83; Wilkeset al 1985;
Jones and Davis 1986). Of these, the most empyictailed and theoretically
coherent work was the neo-Weberian account of Beaaad Thorns (1983), although
from a Marxist perspective its focus on market céps as the crux of class relations
tended to diminish the significance of unequaltrefes within the sphere of production.
Its depiction of class structure was also problémiatthat it did not specify a ruling or
capitalist class and categorised all white-collarkers as middle class — meaning that
all growth in white-collar work was interpreted esdence of middle class expansion.
Given the fact that much routinised white-collarrkes low-skilled, low-paid and low
on prospects, some white-collar workers may haes lbeore appropriately regarded as
working class, and growth in their numbers intetguleas evidence of the changing
composition of the working class (Roper 2005: 49-50

While Pearson and Thorns provoked some lively gef@atothers 1985), there was
a singular failure among Marxist critics to providesatisfactory alternative account.
The earlier work by Bedggood (1980) stood as thpmidarxist work on the subject,
but its merits lay more in its analysis of the digtal development of class relations

than in its account of contemporary class structRedying on a very simple model of
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class structure based solely on ownership of thensief production, it categorised 90
percent of the employed population as working ¢ldsss making strange bedfellows of
salaried executives and unskilled labourers, amdodstrating the problems inherent in
conceiving class solely in terms of relations obdarction while neglecting unequal
relations within the division of labour. The othdarxist accounts of the period were
somewhat more sophisticated but empirically limit&teven (1978) provided an
analysis which at least acknowledged the existefheemiddle class, but was restricted
in scope to a snapshot of just one year's censts, aéile Wilkeset al (1985)
endeavoured to operationalise Erik Olin Wright'sgoral class model through survey
data, but with limited success due to methodoldgcablems which resulted in some
implausible findings — not the least being that th®letariat was found to be
outnumbered by managers and supervisors.

This flurry of interest in the sociology of clagsnically seems to have petered out
at about at the time New Zealand was undergoingahdpheavals in employment and
inequality from the mid-1980s onwards — a time wiekass analysis could well have
been at its most relevant. As we saw in the laaptdr, this was also a time of heated
debates elsewhere in the world about the signifieasf class and the validity of class
analysis. While these debates appear to have dedditle discussion in New Zealand,
it is possible that they influenced the demisela$s analysis in this country. It is telling
that in recent years class has received more @ttefrom historians than sociologists
(eg Olssen and Hickey 2005; Fairburn and Olsserb;2B@irburn and Haslett 2005;
McAloon 2004; Nolan 2009). While historians have amuto contribute to our
understanding of the origins and development adscl®lations and class structures in
New Zealand, their work does not address the cqmesny issues of class which
sociology has neglected.

The only detailed empirical analysis to encompass @f the post-Fordist period is
that of Hayes (2002; 2005), who operationalisesgiMis original class model (Wright
1979) using New Zealand census data from 1896—2D@i. provides some valuable
information on long-term historical trends, buhsmpered by deficiencies in Wright's
original model — which he himself abandoned (seap@¥r Five) — and difficulties in
operationalising it with census data that is noll waited to the purpose and subject to
major classification changes over the long periaden analysis. It also yields a very

large and undifferentiated working-class categargtaining between six and eight in

! This survey was conducted as part of Wright'srima¢ional comparative class analysis project, bag w
omitted from his report of the results due to mdtilogical issues (Wright 1997: 46)
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every ten workers over the course of the centurlgil&®this might have some utility in
terms of a conventional Marxist understanding akslstructure, it does obscure some
important gradations of inequality within the waorgi class. The analysis shows a
decline in the size of the working class since libaght of the Fordist era in the mid-
1960s and expansion in some of the ‘contradicttagsclocations’ situated between the
polar Marxist classes of bourgeoisie and proletaridis reflects the decline of
production industries which had provided many mamaking-class jobs, along with
the rise of the managers, entrepreneurs and profedés who occupy intermediate
positions between labour and capital. However, ised\Vright’s original model is built
around relations of exploitation and domination aweglects divisions of labour based
on skills (unlike his later model), Hayes’s anatysheds little light on the effect
changing skill levels have had on structures odjiradity.

Among the major accounts of New Zealand’s neolibexaolution, that of Roper
(2005) is unique in giving a prominent role to slaslearly demonstrating the role of
class interests in shaping the trajectory of theode He also provides an analysis of
class structure which draws on Hayes’s data anckfitre suffers some of the same
difficulties. It is, however, usefully supplementéy a synthesis of the numerous
studies of income and wealth inequality from thiesripd, which show a marked
widening of material inequality and increased lsvef poverty, as we observed in
Chapter Two. In contrast to the paucity of clasalysis, there have been numerous
studies of income distribution in recent years, mot it emanating from government
agencies and generally in the tradition of whatl{1959) might call ‘abstracted
empiricism’: quantitatively sophisticated but laoliia sociological perspectiveThis
research also tends to take as its subject thelggapuas a whole rather than the paid
workforce (often at the household rather than théividual level), and therefore
incorporates the effects of changes outside thekfmare such as the high
unemployment and welfare cutbacks of the 1980s1&%@s. While this is essential to
understanding overall trends in inequality, it tertd neglect changes in the relative
income levels of people in different types of enyph@nt, and so does not illuminate the
relationship between class structure and incontelalision.

Clearly then, there are some significant gaps e New Zealand literature. The
remainder of this chapter seeks to address soresé gaps through analysis of census

data on employment and income, using the modelaskcstructure outlined in Chapter

! See for instance Dixon (1998), Statistics New Zedl(1999), Stepheret al (2000), O’Dea (2000),
Mowbray (2001), Martin (2002), Hyslop and Maré (8pCPerry (2009).
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Five. The empirical analysis covers the years fi®&6 to 2006, encompassing most of
the restructuring and consolidation phases of tdst-pordist period. Ideally it would be
useful to begin the analysis earlier to provide ainp of comparison with the pre-
restructuring period, but census data is not abklan a sufficiently detailed form to
allow this (see appendix). However, as the majopach of restructuring on
employment was not really felt until after 1986sttshould not unduly hinder the

analysis.

The restructuring of class

Before commencing the analysis it is worth reitegathat the categories we will be
discussing are not intended to represent clgssese but rather class locations. That is
to say, they are nominal categories intended tducapkey lines of differentiation
within an economic structure defined by relatiohproduction and divisions of labour.
While this structure can be expected to shape mhteequalities and interests, and
thus condition the possibilities for the formatiof subjectively aware social classes,
there is no presumption that social classes wiltdierminous with particular structural
locations. It should also be stressed that in agdieg people within these categories
we are doing so according to the characteristipgdy of their employment status and
occupation, irrespective of variations in indiviloacumstances. So while we may talk
of a certain number of people being in a certaas<llocation, this does not presume
that all people within that category will share ganmaterial situations or subjective
orientations. Hence we will refer, for instancethie number of people in working-class
or middle-class jobs rather than the number of [gepthe working class or the middle
class. The methodological procedure for enumerdtiegcategories is outlined in the
appendix at the end of the thesis.

Figures 6.1 to 6.3 show changes in the distributbthe workforce across class
locations over the two decades from 1986 to 200& graphs illustrate three key
features of the period. Firstly, the most powediitl economically advantaged positions
within the capitalist economy — those of executeployers and higher managers —
continued to be occupied by a very small numbepebdple. Although this group
increased their power and advanced their intestsiderably during this period, this
was not associated with a significant increasehairtnumbers, which rose from just
over two percent of the workforce in 1986 to thpmecent in 2006. There is nothing
surprising in this, as the fortunes of the capstatiass have never depended on weight
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Figure 6.1: Employment by class location (detailed)
1986-2006
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Figure 6.2: Employment by class location (grouped)
1986-2006
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)

of numbers. The second feature is the growing sloréhe workforce occupying
middle-class jobs, which increased sharply fronp8&ent to 38 percent between 1986
and 1991, and more gradually thereafter to reachetdent in 2006. The initial surge
was in fact due less to growth in the numbers afdie-class jobs than to the huge loss
of working-class jobs in the early years of redniag. Growth in the number of
people in middle-class jobs was actually greatdaiar years and accelerated in each
intercensal period, as Figure 6.3 shows. Profeasoaccounted for most of this



The Changing Class Structure 169

Figure 6.3: Intercensal changes in employment by cl  ass location
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growth, but there were also considerable increesksver management, particularly in
the latter half of the period. Working propriet@iso increased in number over the full
period, but at a more modest rate which mean ttet share of employment fell after
1991.

The third feature apparent from the graphs has@dyréeen alluded to: the decline
in working-class jobs. This was most pronouncedvbeh the censuses of 1986 and
1991, when removal of import protections and fgllidomestic demand decimated
secondary industries which had flourished undediBar. The sharpest fall was in the
semi-skilled category, which includes much manufaog and processing work. The
number of people in semi-skilled positions fell &gound 93,000 during this period,
cutting their share of the workforce from 24 petcenl9 percent. The same five-year
period also saw falls of around 39,000 in skilleks and 32,000 in routine job&Vhile
job growth in each of these categories returnesulyvsequent years, it was for the most
part relatively modest, particularly among the sshiiled whose share of employment
continued to decline steadily. There was a resugém the number of skilled workers
between 2001 and 2006, mostly among tradespeodlsalas representatives thanks to
the construction and retailing booms respectivEhe number of people in routine jobs

increased after 1991 as the decline in low-skitlemhual work was offset by increases

! These figures are less than precise, due to changee official occupational classification beeme
1986 and 1991. However, for this exercise occupatitave been reclassified in a way that ensures the
figures are reasonably comparable between the éwsuses (see appendix).
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in low-skilled service and sales work, but the gitowate slowed and their share of
employment fell again after 1996.

At the broadest level, the net result of these gharwas a significant shift in the
distribution of employment from working-class toddie-class jobs, as illustrated in
Figure 6.2. This was most marked in the early plodisestructuring, and thereafter the
trend was gradual rather than dramatic. Over 20sydhe working class share of
employment fell from 66 percent to 53 percent, while middle class share increased
from 32 percent to 44 percent. This meant that edein 1986 people in working-class
jobs outnumbered those in middle-class jobs by rttwae two to one, by 2006 the ratio
was just 1.2 to one. The trend was not in itsatlea one: the ranks of managers and
professionals had been swelling since at leasB#wnd World War, and even during
the industrialisation of the Fordist period theimmbers grew at a faster rate than those
in working-class jobs. Unfortunately, data issuesvpnt us from extending the series
back before 1986 in order to compare the exterthefshift in the Fordist and post-
Fordist eras, but occupation data suggests thairéhd was much less pronounced in
the earlier period: between 1956 and 1976 the ptigmoof managers/administrators
and professional/technical workers grew from 15ceet to 22 percent, while the
proportion of clerical, sales and manual workeils flem 85 percent to 78 percent.
While these categories are not directly comparabth those used in the preceding
analysis (they do not differentiate by employmetatus, do not include part-time
workers and use a different occupational clasgitioy, they do suggest that the shift in
balance between the classes was less pronouncesl faddism than it was in
subsequent years.

The changes in class structure during the lateaselof capitalist development
therefore parallel the changes in the industriatrdiiution of the workforce which we
analysed in Chapter Four — not so much a seisnifit @hepochal transformation but
rather an acceleration of pre-existing trends. Ldyejore neoliberalism and the
information age, technological development hadaalyeled to a declining ratio of
labour to capital within material production, whitee long-term expansion of the
division of labour surrounding production had résalin increasing specialisation and
complexity which required greater administratiord aaxpertise. The combined result
was the paradoxical situation of a shift in theislon of labour away from the direct
labour of production towards the indirect labourrsunding production — effectively a

shift from working-class jobs to middle-class jebsluring a phase of industrialisation
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based on mass production. When this phase of Gapdavelopment came to an end in
the 1970s and the economy was restructured in #8€sl the trend received added
impetus from the removal of protection for goodseurcing industries, redirection of
investment towards the growing service industiéesl the rise of new technologies and
production models which generated demand for highkifled rather than lower-skilled
workers. The resulting shift in the numerical bakarbetween the classes was not
something qualitatively new, but it was somethingumtitatively greater than before. It
was not of sufficient magnitude to support the eatibns of post-industrial theory that
class structure had been radically transformedcangentional understandings of class
made redundant. The size and composition of classgshave changed, but the factors
delineating them from each other — ownership, aitthand skills — remain as relevant
today as they ever have been. In particular, terds do not support prophecies of the
imminent demise of the working class. Despite tleelide in working-class jobs,
employment in this category still accounts for thajority of the workforce. That is to
say, most people are employed in positions whichk lewnership of the means of
production and authority over other workers anchdbrequire professional skills. And
it is well worth noting that for all the talk of é¢hknowledge economy and the skills
revolution, 23 percent of New Zealand workers iD&@Qvere in routine occupations
which typically require little or no specialist kmtedge or skills, with a further 14
percent in semi-skilled occupations which typicakguire no credentials and only a
modicum of on-the-job training.

While working-class jobs may still predominate, rthéhave undoubtedly been
changes in the nature of those jobs as a consegugnchanges in the nature of
production and the division of labour. This will bgplored shortly when we examine
the changing composition of the classes and thdidgatns for class formation, but
first we will look at the relationship between dastructure and income inequality and
how this changed during the post-Fordist period.

Class and income

As noted earlier, many studies have shown inconeguality increased under the
neoliberal regime in New Zealand, but there hasnbee attempt to relate this
systematically to class, in the sense of lookinggaatds in income disparities across the
class structure. That is the task attempted ingbtion, although it must be stated at

the outset that there are significant limitatioagtie exercise given its reliance on the
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imperfect tool of census income data. There arember of caveats to be put on this
data. Firstly, the census collects income data ands and therefore lacks some
precision, particularly at the upper end of theleseghere the highest income band in
recent censuses was $100,000 and over — makingpdssible to identify trends in the
highest executive and professional incomes, whalelescalated into several hundreds
of thousands of dollars (and even millions in sarases). Secondly, there is reluctance
on the part of some respondents to divulge theionmes, resulting in relatively high
non-response rates and an apparent tendency amypigyers and the self-employed
to understate their income, which results in unstereation of mean and median
incomes for these groups. Thirdly, the figures rdagross income and so do not show
the effect of taxation changes on income distrdout- most notably the effects of
reductions in the top tax rates during this periédurthly, the data relates to income
from all sources over the course of a year and swi necessarily the income people
received from their stated job at the time of thasus — although this should not have a
significant impact. And finally, the data used fbis exercise counts full-time and part-
time workers together, which means that part-tinoekers pull down the medians and
that the income gaps between class locations dexted by differences in the
proportion of part-time workers in those locatiowghile this might seem to be a long
list of caveats, the data nonetheless providegfuli§ imperfect indication of trends in
income disparities between class locations.

Figure 6.4 shows the real median incomes of workeesch class location between
1986 and 2006, expressed in 2006 dollars. Througiheuperiod, higher managers had
the highest median incomes, followed by executinpleyers ($70,400 and $60,800
respectively in 2006). The figures for these growpe likely to be significantly
understated for the reasons given above and thénicthe categories probably include
a number of small-business owners and managersgsatten the more highly
remunerated corporate executives and large emglby€he evidence that higher
managers have a greater median income than execeimployers should also be
regarded with some caution, given the tendencyeimployers to understate their
incomes. Nevertheless, both these groups tendvie dansiderably higher incomes than
those in the middle-class categories of lower marsagnd professionals ($49,100 and

1 A survey by a recruitment company of over 500 ngamg directors, chief executives and general
managers in 2006 found that they had a median ircoin$170,000 before bonuses and $244,000 with
bonuses. While the scientific rigour of the suri@yinknown, it is likely that it more accuratelyfleets

the incomes of corporate executives than the cedsts (‘Bosses’ pay rise biggest for 15 years’,
retrieved on 17/03/2006 from http://www.stuff.cdstaff/0,2106,3606342a11,00.html).
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Figure 6.4: Median annual income (2006 dollars) by  class location

1986—-2006
80,000
70,000 + ‘A//‘b Higher managers
\

‘» 60,000 - Executive employers
3
Is)
T 50,000 1 Lower managers
© ;
o Professionals
o -
N ——
‘q'; 40,000 - )
£ Skilled workers
o — 3 Working proprietors
2 30,000 == e —————————— o — Semi-skilled workers
E
8 20,000 A —— Routine workers
s - — *

10,000 -

0 T T T
1986 1991 1996 2001 2006

Year
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$47,200 respectively in 2006). The other middlesslgroup, working proprietors, had a
median income which was considerably lower agafb3&t000, also possibly reflecting
the tendency of employers and self-employed petmplanderstate their income, as well
as the fact that many small-business owners operatbe margins of profitability and
often report a loss or zero income on their cefsuss. The median income of working
proprietors was in fact slightly lower than thatséflled workers ($35,700 in 2006) and
not much higher than that of semi-skilled worke$32,200). Among those in working-
class locations, both skilled and semi-skilled vessktended to have considerably
higher incomes than routine workers, who had a amedf just $20,200 in 2006. The
figure for routine workers is no doubt affectedtbg relatively high proportions of part-
time workers in the category — hospitality workesales assistants, casual labourers and
so on. However, it seems unlikely that this woutdaunt for the full extent of the gap
between routine and semi-skilled workers.

Over the course of the two decades from 1986 @ 2Bere was no change in the
ranking of the class locations in terms of medraomes, but there were changes in the
extent of the gaps between some groups as thetsftécrestructuring were felt
differently across the class structure. This is naggparent in the case of the groups at
the poles of the class structure: executive empsogad routine workers. These two
groups were the most affected by the initial pembdestructuring: between 1986 and

1991 the real median income of executive employeltsby 10 percent, and that of
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routine workers by 9 percent. The experiences eftébo groups were clearly linked:
declining domestic demand and the removal of ptimes and subsidies hit employers
in the form of declining profitability and businesl®sures, and hit the least skilled and
most vulnerable workers in the form of redundancresluced hours and downward
pressure on wages at a time when inflation wakrstdtively high. However, the two
groups experienced contrasting fortunes in subsgguears. The incomes of executive
employers rebounded with an 11 percent increaseeleet 1991 and 1996 as surviving
businesses adapted and more opportunities arogmofd within the deregulated
environment. By contrast, routine workers expergeha further 11 percent fall in real
incomes over the same period, probably due in rallgrart to the introduction in 1991
of the Employment Contracts Act, which weakenedpgbwer of workers to organise
collectively and encouraged casualisation at a tineontinued high unemployment. A
slight increase in real incomes for routine workéetween 1996 and 2001 was
followed by a more significant increase of 12 patcaver the subsequent intercensal
period, as workers benefited from the repeal ofEB& in 2000 along with developing
labour shortages in some sectors and targeted agaigtance for low-income families
through the Working for Families programme. Desfiis, by 2006 the median income
of routine workers was still 9 percent lower inlrégams than 20 years earlier, in
contrast to the 7 percent increase enjoyed by éxecemployers over the same period.
It should be noted, however, that at least patheffall for routine workers is likely to
reflect increased rates of part-time work in thagsegory.

All other class locations experienced falls in reslome levels between 1986 and
1991 and subsequent recovery, although it wasmdt2001 that most groups saw their
incomes recover to 1986 levels. The trend for highmanagers followed that of
executive employers, but with a less pronouncddriahe early years of restructuring
and a less marked recovery in subsequent yearh, thét result that by 2006 their
median income was five percent higher in real tetimas it had been 20 years earlier.
For both lower managers and professionals thealrféil was more modest again, but
recovery took longer, with income growth not retaghuntil after 1996 — more strongly
in the case of professionals, which meant thagdpebetween the two groups narrowed
over the full period. Elsewhere in the middle classrking proprietors experienced
relatively strong income growth after 1991 and apeéd to benefit most from the
buoyant economic conditions which returned towahgsend of the period, resulting in

a 14 percent increase in real median income owef two decades. Much of this
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Table 6.1: Total annual income by class location

2006
Income
Class location $20,001 | $30,001 | $40,001 | $50,001 | $70,001
oo | T | P | e | R | ™ | siooon
$30,000 $40,000 | $50,000 $70,000 | $100,000
Percent
Executive employers 8 8 12 10 23 14 26
Higher managers 4 6 10 10 19 17 33
Lower managers 8 11 17 15 21 16 11
Professionals 13 11 15 16 24 12 10
Working proprietors 24 17 18 12 15 7 7
Skilled workers 17 19 26 18 15 4 1
Semi-skilled workers 22 22 28 16 10 2 1
Routine workers 50 24 16 6 4 1 0
Total workforce 24 17 19 13 14 6 5

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)

increase in fact reflects rising incomes among aryrproducers receiving favourable

prices in international markets, although thereensdso increases for tradespeople who
benefited from the construction boom. Although therowed the gap between the
incomes of working proprietors and those of loweaanagers and professionals, they
remained by far the least well-off of the middless groups. In fact, their median

income remained marginally lower than that of skillworkers even though the latter’s

did not increase at all over the full period. Amoting working-class groups, semi-

skilled workers experienced the greatest increasenedian incomes (10 percent

between 1986 and 2006), despite the fact that shéfgred the most job losses from

restructuring.

Table 6.1 provides a different perspective, shownmogme distribution in 2006 by
bands, allowing us to identify the proportions @thand low income earners in each of
the class locations. Clearly those in capitaliassllocations were by far the most likely
to be in the highest income bracket, with a thifchigher managers and a quarter of
executive employers reporting incomes of over $100, People in middle-class
locations were much less likely to be earning #msount, with around one in ten lower
managers and professionals and one in 14 workiogrigtors reporting incomes above
$100,000. As the median figures have already ined;alower managers and
professionals tended to be in a much better positian working proprietors. While
almost half of all lower managers and professioredsned between $50,000 and

$70,000, working proprietors were clustered atioheer end of the income scale, with a
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quarter of them reporting incomes under $20,000iléMis indicates the struggles
faced by many small businesses, there is also msgdhat ownership enhances earning
opportunities as working proprietors were much miiedy than those in working-class
jobs to feature at the upper end of the incomees##lthin the working-class locations,
skill was clearly an important determinant of inagmvith skilled workers being the
most likely to feature in all income brackets 0$d0,000. While the overall pattern of
distribution was fairly similar for skilled and seskilled workers, the latter were more
likely to be in income brackets under $40,000 ass likely to be in the higher income
brackets. There was, however, a considerable gelp toaroutine workers, of whom
half reported incomes of $20,000 or less, with heoguarter earning between $20,000
and $30,000 and just one in ten having incomes&fd®,000 — although it should be
stressed again that there is a higher proportigradftime workers in this category.
Overall, the income data unsurprisingly shows cpedterns of inequality across the
class structure. The point of the analysis, howasarot simply to illustrate the obvious
fact of income inequality, but rather to show hdwstis associated with the three axes
of inequality on which this class model is basedr(ership, authority and skill), as well
as the extent of the gaps between different gramaisthe degree to which patterns of
inequality changed during the post-Fordist eraa@yeownership, authority and skill
are all important factors in income inequalityhaligh more unequivocally in the case
of authority and skill than in the case of ownepsiAuthority appears to be the most
significant axis of material advantage, with highenagers earning considerably more
than any other group and lower managers faring nwetter than most non-managers —
earning marginally more than professionals but ictemably more than skilled, semi-
skilled or routine workers. The relationship betwe&ill and income is also clear, with
a definite hierarchy of income levels extendingnirgrofessionals down through
skilled, semi-skilled and routine workers. While timcomes of skilled and semi-skilled
workers are reasonably close, both these groups eansiderably less than
professionals and considerably more than routinkeve, who are at the bottom of the
income ladder by a very wide margin. The signifmamf ownership is not quite as
straightforward, with executive employers tendingetrn less than higher managers,
and working proprietors tending to earn slightlgdehan skilled workers and not a
great deal more than semi-skilled workers — deggfeying greater increases in their
incomes over the two decades. For the reasondglrezed, income data for owners

should be treated with some caution. However, é@sdsuggest the possibility that the
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fundamental Marxist class division based on owriprehthe means of production may
not be the most critical divide in terms of incomequality. At the very least, it points
to the necessity for any class model which seekdefuict relationships of material
advantage and disadvantage to incorporate thoseerts of the division of labour
associated with differential remuneration (ie autijoand skill) as well as divisions
based on relations of production.

These observations should be qualified with an askedgement that there is much
more to the inequities of capitalist relations odguction than can be illustrated in this
type of analysis. When we look at capitalist-classtions here, we are only looking at
the concrete collections of employers and managéhsn those categories, not at the
abstract entity of capital which also includes cogtions, shareholders and financial
markets — the faceless ‘collective capitalist’ ohigh Castells speaks. The surplus
appropriated by capitalist enterprises from theolabeffort of workers does not all
show up in the personal incomes of employers antagers, but may be reinvested or
redistributed in dividends, adding to the wealthtlod collective capitalist rather than
just the income of the individual capitalist — altigh the two tend to go hand in hand.
Personal income figures therefore provide only Higdapicture of the distributional
inequities between capital and labour, which as® @&vident in measures such as the
relative shares of wages and profits, the valuecarinpanies and the wealth of
shareholders. As we observed in Chapter Two, tiséfpardist period was marked by a
redistribution of national income from wages toffiso This is reflected in the census
income data which shows that by far the greategpqtional increases in real median
incomes between 1991 and 2006 were among execativeloyers and working
proprietors, who enjoyed increases of 18 percedt2ihpercent respectively (although
the relative income levels of working proprietorsrev not high). Higher managers, who
are the employees most likely to benefit from iased profits through salary increases,
bonuses and shareholdings, enjoyed the greatesermmainincrease in real median
income during this period of $9,400 or nine perc@&yt contrast, the incomes of the
most disadvantaged group of workers — those inmeutccupations — were just $100
higher in real terms in 2006 than they had be€et®®i, and $2,000 lower than they had
been in 1986. This also reinforces other researchincome inequality discussed in
Chapter Two, which shows a redistribution of incofrem the lower to the higher

percentiles of income earners and an increaseeiraiiiks of the ‘working poor’.
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Despite these trends, it is again too great a teagay that the post-Fordist period
saw a radical transformation in the nature of ciasguality. There was an accentuation
of the existing disparity between the top and tlé&dm of the income scale, some
groups suffered more than others from the initié¢ats of restructuring, and some
benefited more than others from the subsequentveegoBut at the end of the period
the rankings of the different class locations warehanged, and while there were some
changes in the levels of disparity between varigosups, these were not really
transformations on an epochal scale. The most lotature was the contrasting
fortunes of those at the poles of the class stracaand in particular the deterioration in
the relative position of the most disadvantagedigrof workers. The reasons for this
should be sought not in the supposed movement &onmdustrial to a post-industrial
class structure, but in the progression from Fondig the market-oriented post-Fordist
mode of development. This entailed transitions framrmodel of capitalism in which
capital-labour relations were based on compromigepne in which capital was
dominant; from one in which wage increases were ss2a means to sustain mass
consumption, to one in which wage restraint was s&sea means to contain production
costs; and from one in which secure full-time wgrtedominated, to one which
encouraged casualised and precarious employmenth&anore skilled sections of the
workforce, the effects of these changes were cobal@nced by increasing demand for
their expertise, but for those who lacked the skill succeed in the new environment
the result was a marked deterioration in their fomsiin both relative and absolute
terms — notwithstanding improvements towards the adrthe period. These gains may
be short-lived, given that the subsequent crisegain being most severely felt among

the most disadvantaged workers.

The changing middle class

The class categories used to frame the analydar soe necessarily broad and conceal
some important divisions and divergent trends wittiiem, as is inevitable with any
stratification model that attempts to capture méjoes of division without becoming
mired in too much complexity. It is worth digging ldtle deeper to reveal the
composition of these categories and how they haéanged during the period in

question. To this end, the next two sections exploiddle-class and working-class
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Table 6.2: Composition of middle-class employment

1986-2006
1986 1996 2006
Class location and occupation Percent Percent Percent
Number | of work- | Number | ofwork- | Number | of work-
force force force

Lower managers

Executive managers 35,500 2.4 54,300 3.7 110,200 6.0

Operations managers 29,800 2.0 36,500 2.5 54,700 3.0

Total lower managers 65,300 4.5 90,800 6.1 164,900 9.0
Professionals

Self-employed higher professionals 15,200 1.0 19,300 1.3 32,800 1.8

Employed higher professionals 51,800 3.5 68,400 4.6 108,600 5.9

Self-employed lower professionals 13,000 0.9 27,800 1.9 42,200 2.3

Employed lower professionals 111,400 7.6 140,100 9.5 194,200 10.6

Total professionals 191,400 131 255,600 17.2 377,800 20.6
Working proprietors

Primary producers 73,400 5.0 58,300 3.9 46,000 2.5

Tradespeople and technicians 46,400 3.2 49,700 3.4 58,100 3.2

Retailers and hospitality providers 34,900 2.4 39,700 2.7 37,300 2.0

Other 55,700 3.8 83,400 5.6 116,500 6.4

Total working proprietors 210,400 14.4 231,100 15.6 257,900 14.1
Total middle-class 467,100 31.9 577,500 39.0 800,600 43.7

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)

locations in more detatl As far as the middle class is concerned, we hieady seen
that the very significant growth in this categorgsmconcentrated among managerial
and professional workers rather than among the wgnsroprietors who make up what
might be regarded as the old petty bourgeoisie. é¥@w within these categories there
are further significant trends, as illustrated iable 6.2 which introduces additional
distinctions of employment status and occupation.

In the lower managerial category, most of the ghoaver the two decades was
among executive managers — those in fields suéinasce, human resources, sales and
marketing, advertising and public relations. Gelherspeaking, these are the office-
bound managers who perform specialised roles withé managerial hierarchies of
large organisations, typically well removed frone tltoalface’ of production, supply
and distribution. This group more than trebledize ©etween 1986 and 2006, doubling

! Capitalist-class locations are excluded from éhxisrcise as they are relatively small groups aaditta
does not allow sufficient disaggregation to makehier analysis worthwhile. The breakdowns used to
analyse middle-class and working-class locatioesat based on any particular theoretical prinsijblet
simply on those lines of division which appearednfr preliminary analysis to be the most salient.
Occupation and employment status variables couldudsal to divide the categories any number of
different ways or to finer levels of disaggregatibdesired.
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their number in the last ten years alone. This ¢gnodwarfs what is nonetheless a
considerable increase in the number of operaticamsagers — those running production,
supply and distribution operations such as fac$pr@nstruction projects, transport
operations, and wholesale and retail outlets. Tin@mbers almost doubled over the two
decades, with much of that growth coming in theosdcpart of the period under the
impetus of expansion in retailing, hospitality aswhstruction. The scale of growth in
these two categories reflects two important devekqts within the division labour
which are part of the broader shift from directiridirect labour highlighted by Sayer
and Walker (1992: 56-107): firstly, the growing iamfance of the management
functions of co-ordination, oversight and strateglcection within increasingly
complex divisions of labour; and within that, afslifom the direct management of
production, supply and distribution to the more iradt forms of management
conducted in corporate offices.

There are also two important distinctions to be enachong professionals. The first
is a straightforward distinction of ownership, beem salaried employees and those
who are self-employed, running their own businessim®r with or without employees.
The second is between higher and lower professotia former generally require a
high level of expertise in a body of academic kremige, with membership often
regulated by professional associations (eg docttawyers, scientists, engineers,
accountants); the latter generally require a lolggel of more job-specific expertise
and face less restrictive criteria in terms of gications and professional membership
(eg schoolteachers, nurses, librarians, journaltsésative artists). The distinction is not
a hard and fast one, but it is pertinent in terrhsstaatification given that higher
professionals tend to be more advantaged due tiewkkand scarcity of their skills.

As Table 6.2 shows, lower professionals greatlynootber higher professionals,
and the vast majority of people in both categoass salaried employees rather than
self-employed. Lower professionals and employeerethbre accounted for most of the
growth among professionals between 1986 and 20@6thie fastest rates of increase
were in fact in the higher professional and selplayed categories. Growth among
higher professionals was given significant impétysthe rise of ‘new’ professions in
the fields of information technology and manageneemsultancy, but sectoral changes
also encouraged significant increases in some efntlore established professions:
growth in health and education services resulteldrige increases among medical and

tertiary teaching professionals, while the expam%b business services encouraged a
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proliferation of lawyers and accountants. Growthhe lower professions also reflected
sectoral changes: the expansion of education, theattd welfare services saw
significant increases in the numbers of teacharsses and social workers; while the
ascendancy of the financial sector was reflectedarge increases in the ranks of
financial advisers, dealers and brokers. Therealsssignificant growth in occupations
which grease the corporate wheels of large orgaomnsa most notably in the fields of

human resources, training and development, publations and policy analysis (with

most of the latter being in the public sector).aflyy the expansion of the cultural sector
was reflected in significant increases in sometorearts professions.

The rise in self-employment among professionals @ves of the most pronounced
trends within the middle class, with the numbesself-employed higher professionals
more than doubling between 1986 and 2006, whilergmower professionals self-
employment more than trebled. Much of this growticwred in business services and
may be largely attributable to the increasing useomsultants and other independent
contractors, as organisations opted for flexibildy contracting in some forms of
expertise rather than employing it in-house. Amdmngher professionals, the ‘new’
professions in the fields of information technolagyd management consultancy were
particularly suited to this type of arrangement aetiveen them accounted for much of
the increase, with most of the remainder occurringprofessions traditionally
characterised by relatively high rates of self-esgpient such as law, accountancy and
medicine. Among lower professionals, much of theagh in self-employment was also
in the field of business services including fingneal estate, human resources, training
and development, and public relations. Creative adcupations, which have always
had high rates of self-employment, also accountad af substantial share of the
increase.

Working proprietors, as we have already observesherplly experienced more
modest rates of growth than managers and profesdsiaver this period, with their
overall growth rate being slightly below that ofethotal workforce. Within this,
however, there were some contrasting fortunes a2 indicates, with a shift from
some of the traditional areas of self-employmenprimary production, the manual
trades, and the retail and hospitality sectorswatds other types of occupations. The
number of primary producers fell by almost 40 petdetween 1986 and 2006 as many
small farmers went out of business following theogal of state assistance and small

holdings were increasingly consolidated into larggrerations. Tradespeople and
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technicians experienced modest growth over thedeaades, with most of it occurring
towards the end of the period as a consequenckeeotdnstruction boom — although
there were also increasing rates of self-employraering technicians in areas such as
telecommunications, broadcasting and engineerimy. rdtailing and hospitality,
increases in self-employment during the first decaere reversed in the subsequent
decade. Closer scrutiny reveals that all of thigide was in retailing, possibly due to
independent retailers being forced out of busitgsmcreased competition from chain
stores and discount outlets.

The greatest growth among working proprietors watside these traditional areas
of self-employment — represented by the ‘otherégaty in Table 6.2 which more than
doubled between 1986 and 2006. Unfortunately, diffscult to discern the causes of
this from the occupational data as most of theeia®e occurred in somewhat ill-defined
managerial or administrative categories which cootver a variety of activities.
However, most of the rise is accounted for by theséemployed without employees,
indicating that it may be due to growth in indepemdcontracting associated with the
flexibilisation of the labour market. Another factonay be growing demand for
personal and household services such as personal chaildcare, gardening and
cleaning, which are often provided by people wagkion their own accourt.The
figures therefore do not necessarily indicate aurfghing of new entrepreneurial
activities — this can not be ruled out but nortisanfirmed by the data. And although
there has evidently been some redistribution ofkigr proprietors from traditional to
less traditional occupations, it has to be streisa&itthis has occurred within the context
of relatively slow growth for the group as a whoieith the result that working
proprietors have become a less significant comptoofethe middle class.

The concept of the middle class clearly conceajseat deal of diversity, and also
considerable difference in terms of the impact adr@mic change during the post-
Fordist period. If any pattern can be discernednfrthese complexities, it is that
changes within the middle class tended to mirroséhwithin the wider class structure:
just as there was an upward shift from working<lés middle-class locations, there

was also upward movement within the middle clasan&ferial and professional

! It might be argued that self-employed people in-tkilled occupations are better classified alorithw
low-skilled employees rather than as working prefais, but there is likely to be a range of
circumstances among people in this situation. Wedene may be independent contractors effectively
being used as casual labour, others may be gesmiaé-business owners. As the census data does not
allow us to distinguish on this basis, it is coesatl more appropriate to maintain consistency by
classifying them all as working proprietors.



The Changing Class Structure 183

groups expanded at much faster rates than workiogrigtors; among managers, the
numbers in executive positions grew faster tharsgéhm operational roles; among
professionals, the higher professions grew fastan the lower professions, and self-
employment expanded more rapidly than salaried eynpént. Given the diversity
among middle-class jobs, it may be that the conoéphe middle class is of limited
usefulness except as a means of grouping those ewlpositions are neither
unequivocally capitalist nor unequivocally workingass. We can identify more
meaningful categories by distinguishing middle-slgsoups based on different types of
advantage — lower managers, professionals and mgioprietors — but even these
categories conceal important distinctions. Thigrmantation will inevitably affect the
possibilities for class formation among these gswm issue to which we will return

after looking at trends in the composition of woiiclass employment.

The changing working class

Different types of working-class jobs are oftentidiguished in terms of blue-collar and
white-collar work; that is, the manual work of pumtion and distribution versus the
non-manual work conducted in offices and shops. distinction between the two
categories is somewhat arbitrary as they overlaphat margins where there is a
significant and growing category of employment stmes referred to as grey-collar
work. These are jobs which combine elements of rlaand non-manual work, or for
other reasons do not fit comfortably into eithertloé conventional categories — for
instance the work of some types of technicianstegtve service, personal service and
hospitality workers. The distinction between whitelue- and grey-collar work has not
been incorporated in the stratification model asas found to be much less significant
than skill level in determining workers’ incomesowver, it does provide another
useful angle on working-class composition, enablung to sub-divide the skill
categories according to different types of posgiavithin the division of labour, as
illustrated in Table 6.3.

We have already seen that skilled workers accoufideda declining share of
employment during the post-Fordist period, but €abl3 shows that within this
category there were differing trends. The ranksslafied white-collar workers grew
throughout the two decades, but most strongly ensacond half of the period as the
labour market recovered from the mid-1990s onwar8sles and technical
representatives accounted for much of this growtlt, there were also significant
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Table 6.3: Composition of working-class employment

1986-2006
1986 1996 2006
Class location and Percent Percent Percent
occupation Number of Number of Number of
workforce workforce workforce

Skilled workers

White collar 47,300 3.2 56,800 3.8 78,800 4.3

Blue collar 154,300 10.6 119,300 8.1 136,100 7.4

Grey collar 64,700 4.4 49,800 3.4 70,200 3.8

Total skilled workers 266,200 18.2 225,900 15.2 285,100 15.6
Semi-skilled workers

White collar 159,600 10.9 134,700 9.1 127,700 7.0

Blue collar 161,000 11.0 91,600 6.2 100,600 5.5

Grey collar 24,500 1.7 30,800 2.1 36,200 2.0

Total semi-skilled workers 345,000 23.6 257,100 17.3 264,500 14.4
Routine workers

White collar 120,000 8.2 128,600 8.7 141,900 7.7

Blue collar 138,800 9.5 126,100 8.5 134,100 7.3

Grey collar 94,400 6.5 121,800 8.2 150,800 8.2

Total routine workers 353,200 24.2 376,500 25.4 426,800 23.3
Total working class 964,500 65.9 859,500 58.0 976,400 53.3

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)

increases in some administrative and organisatjobal By contrast, skilled blue-collar
workers (predominantly manual tradespeople) expeee a significant loss of
employment during the first half of the period dt® the downturns in both
manufacturing and construction associated withrémeoval of import protections and
declining domestic demand. There was some recofgryhis group over the next
decade thanks largely to the construction boom tdsvthe end of the period, but their
numbers did not recover to 1986 levels and tharesbf employment continued to fall.
Skilled grey-collar workers experienced a similattern of declining employment in
the early restructuring period followed by recovergubsequent years, but in their case
the renewed job growth was strong enough to Igirthumbers above 1986 levels. The
growth in this category was divided between sogafsonal and protective services.
We observed earlier that the loss of semi-skilleghleyment accounted for most of
the decline in working-class jobs during the postelist period. Most of this decline
occurred in blue-collar jobs, but there was alssignificant loss of white-collar
employment. Restructuring and recession wiped bubst 70,000 semi-skilled blue-
collar jobs between 1986 and 1996, mostly plant arathine operating work in
manufacturing, construction and forestry industriddthough there was a slight
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increase in this category over the next ten yehrs,did little to reverse the job losses
of the earlier period. The contraction in semilskil white-collar work was less
dramatic but more sustained, with a total fall 8f0®0 workers over the two decades —
mostly secretaries, typists and bank officers wherewprobably the victims of
technological change. Among semi-skilled workers, only those in greylaol
occupations increased in number over the full ggradthough this is a small category
and the growth was spread thinly across a rangéfefent occupations.

By contrast with the trends in skilled and semilsliwork, employment in routine
occupations grew at a rate not too far below tliabtal employment, meaning their
share of the workforce did not fall greatly ovee ttwo decades. This was due to
increases in white- and grey-collar work ratherntHalue-collar work. The most
significant increases were in grey-collar occupaiovhich grew by more than 56,000
over the two decades, with the largest increasesiagiving, checkout operating and
food service occupations (waiters, kitchenhands @ndter assistants). This is work
which tends to be of low quality in terms of jobcssty, remuneration and other
conditions of employment — work which often fallda the category of precarious non-
standard employment discussed in Chapter ThreewvtGro routine white-collar work
was more modest and represented the net outcomwoo€tountervailing trends — a
decline in clerical work but a more significanterigh sales assistant jobs. In routine
blue-collar occupations, there was a fall in empient between 1986 and 1996 and a
more modest increase over the subsequent decads. d¥ithe increase was among
labourers rather than assembly or processing warleerd may be related more to the
growth in construction than to any recovery in nfanturing employment.

In summary, there were three significant aspectthéochanges in working-class
employment over the post-Fordist period. The fissthat it was in decline — not in
terms of absolute numbers (except during the Inréstructuring period) but as a
proportion of the total workforce — although itlistkccounted for over half of all
employment in 2006. The second is that it becarsg-$&illed, largely due to the shift
from semi-skilled to routine work: as a proportioinworking-class employment, semi-
skilled work fell from 36 percent to 27 percentweetn 1986 and 2006, while routine
work rose from 37 percent to 44 percent, withditthange in the proportion of skilled
jobs. The third feature is a shift away from blw#tar work towards grey-collar work:

Figure 6.5 shows that over the two decades theoptiop of all working-class

! Some of the reduction in the number of semi-stillderical workers may also be the result of
classification changes between 1986 and 1996.
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Figure 6.5: Working-class locations by occupational category
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings (reclassified data)

employment in blue-collar occupations fell from g&rcent to 38 percent, while the
proportion in grey-collar occupations rose frompgEdcent to 26 percent, accompanied
by a much smaller increase in white-collar occugresi The movements from blue- to
grey-collar work and from semi-skilled to routinenk are obviously closely linked and

tied to processes of restructuring and sectorahggtamany of the production jobs

which disappeared when secondary industries wdrbyhrestructuring were at least

semi-skilled, while the subsequent expansion o¥iserindustries generated work in

grey-collar occupations which tended to be lesleski- and likely to be more insecure
and poorly paid. This undoubtedly contributed te trowth in income inequalities

during the post-Fordist period.

Class formation

It was argued in the previous chapter that theeetlaree inter-related dimensions to
class formation: the political (mobilisation in puit of class interests); the
demographic (continuity of association with classations); and the socio-cultural
(cultural and lifestyle distinctions between clagsdé was also argued that while social
classestend to form around the main economic divides creatgd rélations of

production and divisions of labour, there are na@essary or deterministic links
between economic structure and social class foomaieople in proximate structural

locations are more likely than those in distantatmns to develop awareness of
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common identities and material interests and tbeeefhe capacity to act collectively,
but the extent to which this occurs depends orohestl and social circumstances and
can only be discerned from empirical investigatibmfortunately, as this thesis is
dependent on secondary sources and there is & adgadsearch on class formation in
New Zealand, we are confined here to making soreewative comments on the level
of class formation and how it is likely to have bedfected by structural change.

As suggested at the start of this chapter, thenaglesef research on class in New
Zealand may itself be indicative of the fact tHass consciousness is relatively low and
class formation relatively inchoate in this countmaking it a less compelling topic for
study. A 2005 survey indicates that most New Zeaddesm acknowledge the existence of
class but do not have a strong understanding otdneept or how it relates to them.
Seventy percent of respondents believed that Neatarid had a ‘class system’, but
responses suggested some confusion about wham#ast. Three-quarters believed
class was based on income, while less than albeirdved it was based on occupation —
smaller than the proportions who opted for facgush as education, ‘where you live’
and ethnicity. Moreover, 90 percent of respondeatsidered themselves to be ‘middle
class’, with just two percent prepared to categotiemselves as ‘upper class’ and five
percent as ‘lower class’ (Black 2005Y.he apparent lack of class awareness and class
consciousness in New Zealand undoubtedly owes $&umgeto our egalitarian ideals,
which hold this to be a meritocratic and open dgorhere there is opportunity for all
to succeed (or fail) regardless of class backgrodine reality of course is somewhat
different, but even the perception of equal opputjuis enough to inhibit the
development of class consciousness and limit thesipiities for class solidarism and
mobilisation. If there is indeed a relatively higlegree of social mobility in New
Zealand, then this would also limit the demograpbantinuity conducive to the
formation of classes as social collectivities. Utfoately, the evidence on social
mobility in New Zealand is sparse, dated and sona¢witonclusive, suggesting that
while class boundaries are far from impermeable,obass origins nonetheless play a
significant role in determining our class destioas (Jones and Davis 1986; Pearson
and Thorns 1983: 106-133). Whether social mobiBtgreater or lesser than in other
developed capitalist societies remains a mattercafjecturé. But greater social

! This is market research rather than social séientsearch and so should be regarded with some
caution. A summary of the survey results is avédath http://www.listener.co.nz/issue/3394/featlires
4077/class_facts.html (retrieved on 26/09/2010).

2 Except in the case of Australia, which Jones aadi$(1986) found to have similar levels of mokilit
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mobility might help to account for the apparent lWwesss of class formation by
comparison with some other countries — particul&titain, which is the country we
are most inclined to compare ourselves with wherastog of our supposed
classlessness.

While restructuring and neoliberalism may have atgaed class inequalities in
New Zealand, it is likely that there was at the saime a paradoxical diminishing of
the level of class formation. Again, the lack ofprncal evidence means we can only
speculate here, but a number of structural anditutishal trends point to this
possibility. For a start, the general structuraftdnom working-class to middle-class
employment will have increased rates of absolutgatenobility, meaning that more
people are moving from working-class to middle-slgsbs simply because the former
are decreasing in number while the latter are asirg. This not only weakens the
demographic continuity in both working-class andddhe-class locations, but also
weakens the strength of the working class as aaolk social force. Accentuating this
is the fact that the decline in working-class jdfas been concentrated in blue-collar
occupations, which have traditionally provided theus for solidaristic relations within
the working class and where rates of unionisationd &ollective action have
traditionally been highest. Conversely, the newaghoin working-class jobs has been
concentrated in grey-collar and some white-coltdrsj (notably sales) where rates of
unionisation and collective action tend to be reé&y low, workplaces are often small
and workforces more casualised and less stablet@uehurning’ as people move
between jobs.Compounding the structural changes have beertlitistial changes to
employment relations (discussed in Chapter Two)tviiave had a negative effect on
the ability of workers to organise and act colleely.

Moreover, by comparison with blue-collar work, vediand grey-collar jobs attract
more people whose class trajectory might be qufferdnt from their temporal class
location — in other words people for whom routinerkvis not a lifetime prospect but a

! |t is worth noting however, that New Zealand’stés$ growing union in recent years has been Unite,
which represents low-paid workers in enterprisehas restaurants, hotels, call centres, casimEnas
and security firms — although its growth rate sdolbé seen in the context of a concerted recruitment
drive in workplaces formerly characterised by l@ates of unionisation (see http://unite.org.nz).

2 The decline in levels of union membership and #tdal action over the two decades is particularly
marked. In 1985 there were 683,000 union membekingaip 44 percent of all employees; by 2006 this
had fallen to 382,500 members or 22 percent of ersrkBramble and Heal 1997: 128; Feinberg-Danieli
and Lafferty 2007: 32). In 1986 there were 215 watdppages involving 100,600 workers and a loss of
1.33 million working days; by 2006 there were 42rkvstoppages involving 10,100 workers and a loss of
28,000 working days (Statistics New Zealand, WatdpBages, retrieved on 25/09/2010 from Infoshare
at http://www.stats.govt.nz/infoshare/).
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transitory episode, such as young people enteiegworkforce for the first time,

students financing their studies, semi-retired pecupplementing their retirement
income, or recent immigrants establishing themseivea new country. Similarly, in the

skilled fraction of the working class we see atstidm manual trades to commercial,
administrative and service work, in which peopleynaspire to management or
professional careers or may simply be more likelydentify with middle-class than

working-class lifestyles and dispositions. In swatl,these factors mean that within a
general pattern of working class decline there Is® a structural shift within the

working class to jobs which provide a weaker fouimtefor class formation.

In the middle class there has been growth, but@diamge and fragmentation which
affect the possibilities for class formation. Thewth has been among lower managers
and professionals rather than the working proprseteho made up the old petty
bourgeoisie. The ‘service class’ thesis suggesisrttanagers and professionals can be
regarded as a single class because of the disenctature of their employment
relationships, which involve high levels of trustdaautonomy (Goldthorpe 1995). But
their cohesiveness as a social class is quest®nalight of their differing material
interests and socio-cultural identities. Managessvdtheir material advantage primarily
from their organisational position and so theiemests are more closely tied to those of
capital, while professionals are advantaged prim&y the scarcity of their expertise.
This is not always a hard and fast distinctionnamagers often possess scarce expertise
and professionals may hold positions of authoriyt it is enough to ensure their
interests do not always coincide. Indeed, durirg riboliberal period the two groups
have often come into conflict in situations wheranagers have been responsible for
programmes of cost-cutting and rationalisation Whiave negatively affected the
remuneration, autonomy and working conditions aff@ssionals. From a Bourdieuian
perspective, managers and professionals are assmgliished by differing levels of
cultural capital which are reflected in differengescultural consumption and lifestyle.
Both managers and professionals differ again frasrkimg proprietors, whose position
is based not on the extraction of loyalty or skaihts but on the utilisation of their own
means of production for profit. As owners of smatiterprises, they too may have
interests which conflict with those of managers laige enterprises which can
disadvantage small businesses by virtue of thenkebgosition, either as competitors
or as dominant players within production netwodsiny working proprietors may in

fact be closer to the working class in both matenml socio-cultural terms: materially,
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because they often operate on the margins of pholiity and so tend not to have high
incomes; socio-culturally, because they are oftamvd from working-class occupations
and may remain situated within that social miliear instance, tradespeople who set up
their own businesses may technically move from aking-class to a middle-class
position, but are unlikely to suddenly adopt middiass lifestyles and dispositions.

These differences suggest that the degree of tbesstion across middle-class
locations is likely to be lower than within each tbe three groups. However, even
within each group we find considerable fragmentatiamong managers there are
differences between those in corporate offices thiode in operational roles; among
professionals there are distinctions between tiho$egher and lower professions and
between employers and employees; and among workirgprietors there is
fragmentation across sectors such as farming, roti€tn and retailing. If anything,
this fragmentation would seem to have increasemhgtine period under analysis, given
the proliferation of new spheres of management,etmergence of new professions,
increasing rates of self-employment among profesdsy and the growing numbers of
working proprietors outside the traditional petiydibgeois occupations. The effect of
this fragmentation on class formation within ea¢hithe three middle-class groups is
impossible to gauge in the absence of relevantrerapresearch.

However, it is worth noting British research whishggests class formation is
stronger among professionals than among managex®riing proprietors (Savaget
al 1992). Essentially, this is because they are toemthat in Bourdieuian terms is
most endowed with cultural capital, which is thestmeffective asset for maintaining
class location both intra- and inter-generationaily the acquisition of advantageous
forms of skill and knowledge. It is also manifesiadcultural tastes and dispositions
which are distinguished more clearly from the meskure than are those of other
middle-class groups. Moreover, professional astioais provide a means of promoting
and defending interests that is not open to masagko are more beholden to capital,
and working proprietors who tend to be too divees®l dispersed to mobilise
effectively. In the professional category we therefhave the three elements conducive
to class formation: demographic continuity, soaittural distinction and collective
organisation. So it may be that the group which d@unted for the most growth in
employment during the neoliberal era also has thatgst potential for class formation.
This should not, however, be confused with a rs&ldminance by professionals as

predicted in the post-industrial theory of Bell anthers, for ultimately it is still
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capitalists and not professionals who own and cbtite means of production; it is they
who were dominant in terms of setting the agendahange during the neoliberal era;
and it is they who reaped the greatest materiaéfiteftom that change. There is no

indication as yet that their dominance is undezdhfrom a rising professional class.

Conclusion

This chapter represents a contribution to the taiskilling a gaping hole in New
Zealand'’s sociological literature left by the deen@d class analysis in the 1980s. A first
step in this has been the design of a class mageksenting the major lines of
economic inequality created by relations of proaurciand divisions of labour. Using
this model to analyse two decades worth of censtis, dve have seen that the post-
Fordist period of New Zealand's capitalist develgomn was characterised by
considerable change in the country’s class stractuost of which occurred during the
restructuring phase of the late 1980s and earlp4.9Bhe most notable feature was the
movement from working-class to middle-class jolithaagh the former still constituted
the majority of the workforce by the end of theipdr Within this pattern, we have also
seen the rise of professionals and managers toneahdominance within the middle
class, and a shift from blue-collar to grey-coksnployment and from semi-skilled to
routine jobs within the working class. This hasrbessociated with a deterioration in
income levels for those at the lower end of theglstructure, and a widening income
gap between the most privileged and least privdegass locations. While accentuating
class inequalities, the structural changes havegmy weakened the potential for class
formation, particularly among those employed in kitog-class locations. Although all
these changes are significant, they support neitieeidea of a complete transformation
of class structure proposed by post-industrial heeor arguments about the death of
class proposed by postmodernist theory. Rathey, phavide an example of how class
is restructured when capitalism is restructured,vaithout altering the significance of
relations of production and divisions of laboumaajor axes of inequality. There are, of
course, also other important dimensions of ine¢uathich we have not explored yet,
the most notable being gender and ethnicity, wipobvide the focus of the next

chapter.
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Gender and Ethnic Inequality

While class is the defining axis of inequality iapitalism, it is one element in complex
and multi-dimensional patterns of social divisiorhigh include gender, ethnicity,
nationality, religion, age, locality, sexuality ardisability. Of these, gender and
ethnicity tend to be the most significant and thestrclosely enmeshed with class. It
was argued in Chapter Five that the best way tocagp the relationship between class,
gender and ethnicity is through analysis of thedgeed and ethnicised divisions of
labour which are integral to capitalist class iela. Historically, these divisions of
labour have played critical roles in the developmeh capitalism as particular
trajectories of growth have relied on the incorpioraof greater numbers of workers of
a particular gender or ethnicity within particutgtheres of production. These processes
have helped to shape the contours of class steuchgr well as the inequitable
distribution of different groups within that struc¢ and the nature of relations between
those groups. Gendered and ethnicised divisiodabafur tend to become entrenched
and persist over time, but they may also undergwsiderable flux as disadvantaged
groups struggle to achieve more equitable repragentin the better jobs and as
capitalism moves through cycles of crisis, restrinog and growth which alter demand
for different types of labour.

This chapter looks at how these processes haveglayt in the New Zealand
context, beginning with brief accounts of the histal development of gendered and
ethnicised divisions of labour in this country, dtref examining the ways in which they
were reshaped and reproduced during the post-Fqudisod in the context of both
economic and social change. It must be noted atotlieet that gender and ethnic
inequality are both complex and wide-ranging topidsich can barely be covered
adequately within the confines of a single chapad so the focus here is limited to the
realm of work and to a fairly high level of analysvhich on a broader canvas would

benefit from greater detail.
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The gendered division of labour: historical backgraind

There are two dimensions to the gendered divisiolatwour within capitalism which
are closely inter-related: the gendered divisiotabbur within the household, in which
women tend to shoulder the major responsibilitytfe roles of nurturing, caring and
housework; and the gendered division of labour witommodity production, which is
characterised by a horizontal segregation betweeunpations traditionally regarded as
either men’s or women’s work, and a vertical segtieg in which women are under-
represented in positions of authority and senio(Byadley 1989). The division of
labour between these two spheres — between thestiocnand the industrial or the
realms of unpaid and paid work — was itself gendlexteits inception in the Industrial
Revolution. In pre-industrial times, the househalds a site of both subsistence and
commodity production in which women had centralespl but industrial capitalism
shifted the focus of production from householddaictories and offices, drawing men
into wage labour and leaving women with the primaggponsibility for domestic
labour, which went unpaid because it produced arisly value rather than exchange
value (Sayer and Walker 1992: 41-46). Those women ecame wage labourers were
concentrated in jobs that conformed to their dormesies and social constructions of
femininity — domestic service, nursing, teachingxtite production and so on — and
which were more poorly paid than comparably skilledle-dominated occupations.
The domestic division of labour and the inequditié entailed were therefore
reproduced in a modified form within commodity puation.

In colonial New Zealand, circumstances were iritiahore akin to those of pre-
industrial Britain, with both the settler househaldd the Maori whanau operating as
sites of production in which women played significaoles (James and Saville-Smith
1994: 23-26). However, New Zealand did acquire itheal of female domesticity
prevalent in nineteenth-century Britain, and thasvinvested with new meaning in the
colonial setting where women’s role as a domesteElpmeet’ was encouraged as a
civilising influence (Dalziel 1977). As the capitsl economy developed and
subsistence production gave way to wage labouguét bf domesticity’ developed
based on a division of labour between male breausvs and female homemakers —
promoted at various times and for various reasgnghé state, employers, organised
labour and women’s organisations (Nolan 2000). By ¢énd of the nineteenth century
just one in four adult women were in paid work, trest majority of whom were

unmarried. Those who were employed were overwhglyim jobs which conformed
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to conventional female roles: by far the largesbpprtion were in ‘domestic’
occupations (domestic service, accommodation angbpal ‘attendance’), and most of
the remainder in either light manufacturing (preduantly textiles and food
processing) or lower professional occupations (hgainrsing and teaching).

The first half of the twentieth century saw gradingreases in female labour force
participation, which received added impetus durthg Second World War when
women were recruited to fill labour shortages iy kedustries (Carmichael 1975). But
contrary to popular perceptions women did not taker men’s joben massealuring
the War, and the organisers of industrial consionptvere careful to preserve the
existing gendered division of labour in the paidrkforce as much as possible
(Montgomerie 1992). Labour force participation dédpagain immediately after the
War and by 1951 there was still only one in fouuladvomen in paid employment,
including just one in ten married women. There baén some occupational change
over the previous half century thanks largely t® decline of domestic service and the
growth of clerical work — which had gone from bemgnale-dominated occupation to
one in which women had a strong preseneewever, there was still a highly gendered
division of labour in paid employment, with femal®rkers concentrated in a narrow
range of mostly traditional occupations — aroundp@é@cent worked as clerks, typists,
sales workers, textile workers, domestic servicekexs, nurses or teachers.

The post-War decades saw a more significant anthised rise in women’s
employment. The proportion of adult women in futh¢ employment increased
gradually in the 1950s and more rapidly thereafisimg from 25 percent in 1951 to 37
percent in 1981, primarily due to increasing empienpt among married women. The
trend was an outcome of both economic and ideaibgicange, and of factors in both
the demand and supply of labour. On the demand gidd~ordist boom not only lifted
aggregate demand for labour which encouraged greatployment of women (along
with increased internal and international migratjohut in particular it generated
growth in occupations where women already hadangtpresence: administrative jobs
both in productive sectors and in the expanding stactor; and lower-professional jobs
in health, welfare and education. On the supplg,side rise of feminism in the 1960s
and 1970s challenged the ideal of female domegtaitd institutional barriers to

! Based on 1896 Census data.

%2 The proportion of the female workforce employedlerical work increased from less than one percent
in 1896 to 27 percent in 1956, while the proportafnmale workers in clerical occupations remained
virtually unchanged at seven percent.
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women'’s participation in employment, while advangesirth control allowed women
more control over reproduction and thus greateepetidence. There was also some
reduction in the labour time involved in domestioriw thanks to mass-produced
consumer goods — from processed foods to laboungappliances — as well as the
expansion of health and welfare services.

But while feminism may have been successful inatirtg attitudinal changes and
securing anti-discrimination legislatidnthe gendered division of labour was too
entrenched to be broken down in the space of a dkart decades. Women still
shouldered the major responsibility for unpaid dsticelabour, and this continued to
constrain their labour force participation and shdpe division of labour in paid
employment. By the start of the 1980s women wesequer half as likely as men to be
in paid work, those employed were eight times lkelyias males to work part-time, and
occupational segregation was such that aroundnsevery ten female workers would
have had to change jobs in order to achieve anpaticunal distribution similar to that
of males”> Women remained significantly under-representeshast managerial, higher
professional and skilled manual occupations and-oyaresented in a range of lower

professional, clerical, sales and service jobs.

Restructuring and women’s employment

The restructuring of the 1980s briefly interruptdte long-term rise in women’s

employment rates, but women were not as badly teifieas men by the job losses of
that period and enjoyed stronger employment grawtr subsequent years. The result
was a further narrowing of the gap between male fanthle employment rates, as
shown in Figure 7.1. The gap which had halved f&fino 25 percentage points over
the two decades between 1966 and 1986 halved tggist 12 percentage points over
the subsequent two decades to 2006. By that y8apekcent of women were in paid

employment compared with 71 percent of men. Asctiverergence of the recent period

was a continuation of a longer-term trend, so somis underlying causes were the

! The Equal Pay Act of 1972 legislated for equagsaif pay for men and women doing comparable jobs;
the Human Rights Commission Act of 1977 prohibigadployment discrimination against women; and

the Maternity Leave and Employment Protection Aic1@80 established provisions for maternity leave

and prohibited dismissal for reasons of pregnamayaternity.

2 Based on a dissimilarity index of 58 percent a thinor group level of the New Zealand Standard
Classification of Occupationsising 1981 Census data (Statistics New Zealand :1983 The minor
group level contains 80 occupational groups. Disaggtion to a finer level of the classification webu
give a higher index of dissimilarity.
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Figure 7.1: Employment rates by sex
1966-2006
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same. Feminism had an enduring, if increasinglyregited, influence in breaking
down institutional and attitudinal barriers to warteeemployment and ensuring a new
generation of women were socialised in a world whtreir aspirations were less
constrained by the bounds of domesticity. Changgmiterns of family formation were
also significant, with declining fertility rateselhyed childbearing, declining marriage
rates and increasing rates of marital dissolutibncantributing to a lessening of
women’s dependence on male breadwinners.

At the same time, there were several aspects ofrabuctured economy that
encouraged greater employment rates among womdnylaich may in turn have been
accentuated by the growing supply of female labdinese included structural shifts
from male-dominated goods-producing industries &mdle-dominated consumer
service industries, destandardisation of employmdrth allowed more flexibility in
combining paid and unpaid work, and increasing coufification of domestic activities
which saw more household work transferred to theketa Another factor was the
combination of slow wage growth and rapidly risipgpperty prices which stretched

family budgets and increased the need for dualnmesoin family householdswWe will

! Between 1987 and 2007 the average house pricefnarsearound two and a half times to around six
times the average household disposable incomejtedblp increasing likelihood of households having
dual incomes. Over the same period, household gtelt from 46 percent to 159 percent of household
disposable income (data from Reserve Bank of Nevalafe, retrieved on 26/09/2010 from
http://www.rbnz.govt.nz/statistics).
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Figure 7.2: Women's employment rates by age
1986 and 2006
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return to these issues after looking at some deapbier aspects of female employment
growth.

Changes in employment rates by age, marital statdgparental status suggest that
women have been taking shorter periods out of & workforce after having children
or, if taking extended breaks, have been moreikelreturn to paid employment as
their children become less dependent. In the 12®@s1970s, women’s age-specific
employment rates resembled an ‘m-shaped curvefeasing in young adulthood as
women left education and entered the workforceppirg as they reached the prime
childbearing ages, increasing again as many reashtthe workforce after raising
families, and dropping once more as they approadketicement age (Davies and
Jackson 1993: 68-71). But as Figure 7.2 showsdtbp in employment during the
childbearing ages was becoming less pronouncedeb$980s and had gone completely
by 2006, when employment rates merely levelledabfivhat were now the slightly
older ages of childbearing. There were also markerkases over the two decades in
employment among women aged over 45, suggestingcagasing tendency to return
to the workforce after raising families — althoughthe upper age ranges increases in
the age of eligibility for superannuation and anttdowards partial rather than total
disengagement from the workforce at retirementvegye important factors.

These trends, in combination with declining rate®mployment among younger
women due to increasing educational participaticansformed the historical pattern in

which paid employment among women was largely ttesgrve of those who were
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young and/or single. By 2006, women under the afje2® had lower rates of
employment than all other age groups under 60,vemthen who had never married
were less likely to be in paid work than those wiese presently married. Perhaps most
significantly, there was a marked rise in the emplent rates of mothers with
dependent children, from 53 percent in 1986 to &@ent in 2008.Proportionately, the
greatest increases were among mothers of youngddresh employment rates
increased from 21 percent to 35 percent for thase ehildren under one year old, and
from 34 percent to 54 percent for those whose yesinghild was aged one or tfo.
Unsurprisingly though, employment rates remaineghéi for women whose children
were older, increasing with the age of the younghgt to peak at 81 percent in 2006
for those with a youngest child aged 15317.

Women with pre-school children are more likely tork part-time than full-time,
and the fact that at all ages women have much higites of part-time work than men
indicates the importance of this form of employmasta means of balancing paid work
and domestic labour. We saw in Chapter Three ttierdorms of non-standard work
which are often done on a part-time basis — tenmgosark, multiple-job holding and
homeworking — are also more common among womentien It might be expected,
therefore, that the destandardisation of work amel &ssociated rise in part-time
employment in the 1980s and 1990s would be keyfadh the growth in women’s
employment and the narrowing of the gender gapripleyment rates. This appears to
have been the case during the restructuring phageei late 1980s and early 1990s
when we saw the greatest shift from standard testandard work, but not during the
subsequent consolidation phase when destandacodissitalled and reversed slightly.
Part-time work accounted for most of the growthhie employment of women (with or
without dependent children) between 1986 and 1886,0ver the subsequent decade
full-time work accounted for most of the increa3aken over the full period from
1986-2006, by far the greatest increases in pag-8mployment among women were
not in the age groups where they were most likelypé raising children, but in the
younger and older age groups where people werly li@de working part-time because

they were engaged in study or approaching retiremen

! Dependent children are those living with pareaggd under 18 years and not in full-time employment

2 Despite this, employment rates for mothers wit-grhool children were relatively low compared with
other OECD countries in 2001 (Johnston 2005).

% Census data compiled by Kay Goodger, Ministry @¢isl Development.
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The trend for more women to combine paid employnwétit the unpaid work of
raising families undoubtedly means an increastaenatal workload for many women —
particularly those working full-time. However, itak also involved changes in the
division of domestic labour both within the houskehand between the household and
the market. Within most households it is likelyttliaen have been making a greater
contribution to domestic work than in the pasthaligh the extent of this change is
impossible to gauge in the absence of reliable ttmeges data. New Zealand’s only
major time use survey in 1998/99 certainly foundt tthe domestic division of labour
was far from equitable, with women spending an ayerof 4.8 hours a day on unpaid
work inside or outside the household compared taarage of 2.8 hours for mén.
Overall, both sexes spent about the same amoutitnef working, but for men the
majority of work (60 percent) was paid, while foomen the majority (70 percent) was
unpaid (Statistics New Zealand and Ministry of WaorseAffairs 2001). We will be in a
better position to judge how this has changed wiesnlts from a repeat survey in
2009/10 become available, but overseas evidenagestgywestern countries have seen
a significant long-term trend towards greater pgyétion by men in domestic labour —
although women continue to shoulder the majoritytled burden (Gershuny 2000;
Bianchi et al 2000; Sullivan 2000; Hook 2006). Redistribution wbrk within the
domestic division of labour is likely to have mapaid employment a more viable
option for many women, but equally the fact thainvem still do most of the domestic
work is undoubtedly a critical factor in the petisig gap between male and female
employment rates and the high incidence of paré-#&mployment among women.

For some households — particularly the more affiuelnaving both partners in paid
employment is also likely to involve some redigtitibn of domestic work from the
household to the market. We have already notedithtie Fordist period new types of
consumer goods resulted in some reduction in the tiequired for domestic labour.
This has continued in subsequent years as labeurgsggoods have become more
ubiquitous and more technologically advanced, kbditeonally we have seen increasing
substitution of domestic labour by consumer serinciistries. As we saw in Chapter
Four, some of the fastest growing industries in 1890s and 2000s were those
providing services which might otherwise be perfednas unpaid work within
households or communities — most notably childcaerices, pre-school education,

residential and non-residential care services, rmoctodation for the aged, cleaning

! This included household work, caregiving for hdwad members, purchasing goods and services for
the household, and unpaid work outside the homth floomal and informal).
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services, cafés and restaurants, and takeaway tetading. While none of these
industries are new, their rapid expansion in regeats has been built on the growing
commodification of activities as they have moveaiirthe household to the market.
Just as many of those activities were mainly perém by women within the household,
so they are predominantly performed by women witthi@ paid workforce, and this
means that the growth in women’s employment haslfgpsrpetuating effect: as more
women enter the paid workforce, demand for houskeaotl personal services increases,
providing further stimulus for employment of women the female-dominated
industries which provide those services. This atsolves a redistribution of domestic
work within the class structure: the householdsciwhare most likely to purchase
domestic labour services are middle-class housshwoidwhich both partners are
professional or managerial workers with insuffi¢iéime (or inclination) to perform
their own domestic work but sufficient income toypathers to do it for them, while
many of those who provide the labour are in thatlskilled fractions of the working
class (Bradley 1989: 238).

The expansion of domestic services has of course gt one element of the
structural shifts in employment since the mid-1980 broad thrust of those shifts, as
we saw in Chapter Four, was the contraction of egtpent in primary and secondary
goods-producing industries and the expansion df pobducer and consumer service
industries. Given the very different gender prafilef the workforces in these two
groups of industries, this involved a redistribatiaf work not just between sectors but
also between sexes. This is most graphically iatetl in the contrast between
secondary industries and consumer service indasimen accounted for 75 percent of
the massive fall in employment in secondary indestbetween 1986 and 1991, while
women accounted for 74 percent of the similarlygdaincrease in employment in
consumer service industries between 1996 and 260#e latter period, women also
accounted for most of the growth in government aod-profit industries (77 percent)
and in circulation industries (53 percent), whilenmaccounted for most of the growth
in producer service industries (54 percent).

This is not to say that restructuring benefited vaiimen. The fall in women’s
employment rates observed earlier reflected thethat their unemployment rate more

! Callisteret al (2009b) suggest that the increasing incidenceirafotne rich but time poor” couples
along with other factors such as population agemay be stimulating a revival in demand for paid
domestic labour, which had been a major sourcargfl@yment for women in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. As migrant workers tend tovjite a significant proportion of this labour, thenay
also be an ethnic dimension to this redistribubbdomestic work.
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Figure 7.3: Employment growth by sex in fastestgro ~ wing industries
1996-2006
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than doubled between 1987 and 1991, peaking ghé¥@nt. This was well below the
male peak of 11.4 percent in 1992 but still extrignhégh by historical standardslt
was not until 2004 that the female unemploymerd raturned to its mid-1980s levels
(as was the case for men). Most of the job losses/dmen, as for men, were in goods-
producing and circulation industries, with womerinigeparticularly hard-hit in textile
production where they made up the majority of tluekfiorce. But women were under-
represented in most of the industries decimatecestyucturing and over-represented in
most of the growth industries, so they were onwhele better placed to benefit from
the structural shifts. Figure 7.3 shows that, wite notable exception of construction,
women accounted for most of the employment growtleach of the fastest growing
industries between 1996 and 2006. This was paatigulpronounced in education,
health services, and community and welfare serwceslustries in which women have
always had a strong presence and where they aewbdiot over 80 percent of the
increases. In light of the subsequent and ongoaaga@nic crisis, it is significant that
these industries tend to be much more ‘recessioafpthan the construction industry,
which was by far the largest growth industry forl@saduring this period.

LIt should also be noted that the official unempieynt rate tends to conceal a greater degree of
joblessness among women. More women than men dhmuwiijobs and want to work, but are not
counted as officially unemployed as they do not tiniee stringent criteria of being available for and
actively seeking work. When unemployment peakedl®91, there were 72,000 women officially
unemployed and a further 56,000 otherwise jobless)pared with male figures of 107,000 unemployed
and 34,000 other jobless (Statistics New Zealanolisdhold Labour Force Survey, December year
averages).
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Gender, occupation and class

Increasing employment rates among women have beeomganied by changes to
long-established patterns of occupational segregatHorizontal segregation has
reduced as a result of women moving into a widageaof occupations and fields of
work traditionally dominated by men, while verticabgregation has lessened as
increasing numbers of women have moved into managemnd other positions of
seniority. Again, feminism has played a significante by raising the vocational
aspirations of women, challenging the discriminatattitudes and practices of
gatekeepers, and advancing anti-discriminationslagon and equal employment
opportunity policies — even if these are not alweaffsctively implemented. Improving
levels of education have also been critical to egpay the opportunities available to
women, with females now outperforming males in bpdinticipation and attainment in
most types of secondary and tertiary educationti€8tzs New Zealand 2005: 43-58).
But despite this progress, gender equity in empbymemains a distant goal. There is
still a strongly gendered division of labour withime paid workforce which bears the
imprint of the domestic division of labour and centional notions of masculinity and
femininity. Women remain heavily over-representedccupations orientated towards
caring, helping and domestic work, and under-represl in the traditional male
domains of the higher professions, senior managearehskilled manual occupations.
It has been argued that many women have a preferfemcdhe types of occupations
which best allow them to combine paid work with dmmtic roles by allowing more
flexible work arrangements and accommodating periaat of the workforce (Hakim
2000). But such choices have to be seen withirctimeext of the gendered division of
labour which imposes this dual burden on women eodstrains aspirations and
opportunities by shaping ideological representationwhat constitutes appropriate and
desirable work for women.

Table 7.1 illustrates the extent of segregatioraiselection of major sex-typed
occupational groups and the degree to which thasged between 1991 and 200Bhe
list of female-dominated occupations reflects thieliag connection of ‘women’s work’
with nurturing, caring, domesticity and helping.dDpations such as nursing, teaching,
social work, housekeeping, health care, textiledpotion and cleaning are all

associated in various ways and to varying degresgendered domestic roles, while

! Comparison over a longer period is not possibleabse of changes in the standard classification of
occupations.
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Table 7.1: Gender composition of selected occupatio nal groups
1991 and 2006

1991 2006
Women Men Women Men

Occupational group

Percent
Female-dominated occupations
Nurses and midwives 94.2 5.8 93.0 7.0
Primary and early childhood teachers 83.4 16.6 89.1 10.9
Special education teachers 86.8 13.2 81.9 18.2
Archivists, librarians and information professionals 83.9 16.2 78.2 21.7
Social and related science professionals 55.2 44.9 63.0 36.9
Life science technicians and related workers 65.5 34.4 67.1 32.9
Health associate professionals 78.9 21.0 79.1 20.8
Administrative associate professionals 54.2 45.8 68.6 314
Social workers 71.6 28.4 82.3 17.7
Secretaries and keyboard operating clerks 96.2 3.8 94.3 5.7
Numerical clerks 82.7 17.3 81.2 18.8
General clerks 79.3 20.7 81.8 18.2
Cashiers, tellers and related clerks 78.2 21.8 77.6 22.4
Receptionists and information clerks 95.0 5.0 91.4 8.6
Housekeeping and restaurant services workers 71.7 28.3 65.7 34.3
Health care assistants 87.7 12.3 89.3 10.7
Other personal services workers 88.2 11.8 90.4 9.6
Salespersons and demonstrators 63.0 37.0 61.7 38.3
Textile products machine operators 80.9 19.0 74.8 25.1
Cleaners and caretakers 63.4 36.6 61.4 38.6
Male-dominated occupations
General managers 17.6 824 30.1 69.9
Information technology professionals 22.6 77.4 25.3 74.7
Architects, engineers and surveyors 4.9 95.1 13.2 86.8
Life science professionals 21.7 78.5 39.3 60.7
Health professionals (except nurses) 31.7 68.3 46.8 53.2
Legal professionals 24.8 75.2 44.8 55.2
Physical science and engineering technicians 14.2 85.8 16.1 83.9
Protective services workers 9.6 90.4 19.0 81.0
Livestock farmers and farm workers 28.8 71.2 30.9 69.1
Forestry workers 3.8 96.3 5.8 94.3
Building frame and related trades workers 0.8 99.2 1.3 98.7
Building finishers and related trades workers 3.1 96.9 4.9 95.1
Electricians 1.3 98.8 1.3 98.6
Metal moulders, sheet-metal and related workers 3.2 96.8 1.6 98.4
Machinery mechanics and fitters 1.0 99.0 1.6 98.4
Metal and mineral products processing machine operators 9.5 90.6 12.5 87.5
Assemblers 23.5 76.5 18.9 81.0
Motor vehicle drivers 7.4 92.6 7.5 92.5
Agricultural, earthmoving and lifting machinery operators 2.0 97.9 5.2 94.8
Labourers 15.0 85.0 16.7 83.3
Total workforce 43.2 56.8 47.1 52.9

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings

Notes: Occupational categories are selected from the third level of the standard classifications (NZSCO90 and
NZSCO099) but some of the category names have been changed slightly for purposes of clarity and brevity. Selection
of categories was limited to those employing 3,000 or more workers in 2006 and having a significant over-
representation or under-representation of either sex in one of the two years. The list of male-dominated occupations is
far more selective than the female list as there are many more male-dominated than female-dominated occupations.
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other jobs such as secretarial and reception wisik raflect traditional gender roles in
that they involve assisting others (traditionallgles) in positions of seniority. Several
of the female-dominated occupations are profeskjoba, but they are generally in the
category of lower professions, requiring lesserlifjcations and commanding lower
incomes than the more prestigious professions irclwlwomen tend not to be as
strongly represented. Women also predominate innaber of sub-professional white-
collar occupations in the clerical and sales fieldstside of white-collar employment,
women are much more strongly represented in grégrceervice jobs than in blue-
collar production jobs, with the greatest imbalanbeing in the categories of health
care assistants (including nurse aides, home a@ddscaregivers) and other personal
service workers (including hairdressers, beautyraghists and childcare workers).
Despite a general decline in gender segregation thie period, the gender imbalance
in several female-dominated occupations actuatlyeiased between 1991 and 2006 due
to the increasing numbers of women in paid employmEhis was particularly evident
in professional or associate professional fieldshsas primary and early childhood
teaching, social science occupations, administtafiad social work. The greatest
movement of males into female-dominated occupatmwurred in some of the less-
skilled categories, perhaps as a result of theirdeaf low-skilled employment in
traditionally male-dominated secondary industries.

The most significant movements of women into maleithated occupations
between 1991 and 2006 occurred in management anHdigher professions. Women
made considerable inroads into management but stéreery much under-represented
among general managers, while achieving almosttadujai representation in lower
management positions. In the higher professionsnevomade up almost half of all
health and legal professionals by 2006 but didhaste such a strong presence in some
of the more technologically-orientated fields sum$ architecture, engineering and
information technology. Protective service occupagi also remained male-dominated,
but there were signs of change here due to theasorg recruitment of women into the
police and armed forces. The predominance of maleds to be strongest in manual
occupations and this changed little over the peridee skilled manual trades along
with lower-skilled jobs involving heavy machinergmain almost exclusively male
preserves, although women are better representsmme other low-skilled manual jobs

such as labouring and assembling, as well as @stock farming.
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Overall, the decline in occupational segregationctvthad been evident in earlier
years continued through to 2006. Between 1991 &b, 2the index of dissimilarity
(the proportion of women who would have to changeupations in order to achieve a
distribution similar to that of men) fell from 52egent to 45 percent, continuing a
gradual trend since the early 19703here is some evidence to suggest that the
convergence between male and female occupatiomsalibditions has slowed over
recent years (Newell 2009), although this migheRkpected to occur as the disparities
reduce. The census data is somewhat limited inttbatly tells us about the distribution
of men and womerbetweenoccupational categories and nothing about disiobu
within those categories, which may themselves concetileiuhorizontal and vertical
segregation. In particular, vertical segregatiorthimi occupations remains a major
impediment to gender equity in employment — whilerenwomen have moved into
male-dominated occupations, they still face obstado progressing within those
occupations into positions of seniority and auttyoriEven in female-dominated
occupations men often hold the most senior postiand it is a paradoxical effect of
the decline of occupational segregation that asemaoen move into female-dominated
occupations it may become harder for women to @sgjinto the top jobs. Vertical
segregation within occupations may result from r@geaof factors: discrimination by
gatekeepers who are more likely to identify the lijea deemed suitable for
advancement in male workers than female workers; difficulties faced by many
women in combining the commitment required for earadvancement with heavy
domestic workloads; and horizontal segregation iwithccupations which may see
women concentrated in niches which offer less dppdy for advancement (Acker
2009). There is unfortunately a dearth of good aede on these matters in New
Zealand, although the Human Rights Commission (R008s identified under-
representation of women in a range of senior mowtiincluding law-firm partners,
senior police officers, university professors arsdaziate professors, and newspaper

editors.

! These calculations are based on the third or migroup level of the New Zealand Standard
Classification of Occupations, which contains 9&umational groups. It is not possible to obtain a
consistent series going back earlier than 1991 gwinchanges in the standard classification. Howeve
using an earlier classification with 80 minor greuptatistics New Zealand (1993: 93) calculated tthex
index of dissimilarity fell from 63 percent to 58ngent between 1971 and 1991 among those working 20
or more hours per week.
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Figure 7.4: Class locations of employed men
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Figure 7.5: Class locations of employed women
1986—-2006
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Gendered divisions of labour within the paid workf® produce a gendered class
structure, with men and women distributed inequytacross class locations as
illustrated in figures 7.4 and 7.5. Despite ther@asing movement of women into
management, they remain significantly under-represkin capitalist-class locations:
less than two percent of employed women were eitiecutive employers or higher
managers in 2006, compared with over four percémhen. This meant that women

made up just 27 percent of people in these categyani 2006, although this was more
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than double the proportion 20 years earlier (18qe)! Representation in middle-class
jobs is more equitable thanks to the strong movémiwomen into lower management
and the professions. By 2006 a slightly higher proapn of women than men were in
the lower managerial category (both around nineedj, while considerably more
women than men were in the professional categody p@rcent compared with 17
percent). The relatively high proportion of womenpirofessional positions is not new
and is largely due to their over-representatiolower professions — in 2006 over three-
quarters of all female professionals were in lop&fessional jobs compared with less
than half of all male professionals. Men were @oost twice as likely as women to be
working proprietors, reflecting not only the fattat many in this category work in
manual occupations such as skilled trades and rigyniut also that women generally
are less likely than men to be self-employed, eitwih or without employees.
Nonetheless, the movement of women into profeskiand lower managerial jobs
meant that by 2006 they were almost equitably msepreed in middle-class
employment, making up 47 percent of people in thetegories compared with 35
percent two decades earlier.

Women are slightly more likely than men to be inrkuog-class jobs, although for
both sexes these jobs represent a declining shammoyment. Most of the decline for
both men and women has been in semi-skilled waggminantly in production jobs
which suffered as a result of restructuring. Whslenilar proportions of men and
women were in semi-skilled jobs at the end of teeqal, women were markedly under-
represented in skilled jobs and over-representetbutine jobs. This is because the
skilled category includes the manual trades whesga predominate, while the routine
category includes the low-skilled service jobs iglds such as hospitality, caring and
cleaning where women predominate. The shift in aositppn of working-class
employment from blue-collar to grey- and white-aoljobs, which we observed in
Chapter Six, also entailed something of a gendér & the female share of working-
class employment rose from 43 percent to 49 petoemieen 1986 and 2006. However,
this is similar in scale to the gender shift withive workforce as a whole and not as

great as the shift within middle-class employment.

! Women are likely to be even more under-represeintetie top positions within the capitalist class.
Research by the Human Rights Commission showsitha007 women made up just 8.6 percent of
directors of companies listed on the New ZealamtlSMarket (Human Rights Commission 2008).

% In 2006, 10 percent of men and 5 percent of womere employers, while 15 percent of men and 9
percent of women were self-employed without empésye
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The inequitable distribution of men and women withthe class structure is
reflected in income inequality between the sexéthpagh it does not wholly explain
that inequality. In 2006, the median income of verskin full-time employment was
$34,600 for women and $41,500 for men. There wasesoarrowing of this gap
between 1986 and 2006, with the median income @&mnate full-time workers
increasing from 71 percent to 83 percent of theenmaédian. However, most of this
change occurred during the initial restructuringqgu between 1986 and 1991, and was
the combined result of a rise in real incomes fom&n and a simultaneous fall in real
incomes for men. Since that time, women’s inconeaslrisen faster than those of men
and so the gap has continued to narrow, but atv@eslrate. The narrowing of the gap
no doubt reflects the progression of more women mtofessional and managerial
occupations, while the fact that a gap persistsrsflection of continuing occupational
segregation and pay inequities between compar&blgdmale-dominated and female-
dominated occupations. However, occupational thstion does not fully account for
income inequality. Even within most occupationalegaries men tend to earn more
than women — in 2006 there was only a handful @upations in which the median
income for full-time female workers was similarttwt of their male counterparts
number of factors could account for this, includimgra-occupational segregation,
differences in education or skill levels, differesdn the number of hours worked, the
effects of women taking time out of the workforoeraise children, and discrimination
in the setting of remuneration levels.

Because census income data relates to annual inftomeall sources rather than
just from employment, gender income gaps may aklsaffected by differences in
income from other sources and by differences inlitedihood of having had time out
of the workforce during the year. Data on hourlyngggs from wages and salaries from
the New Zealand Income Survey eliminates thes@fa@nd shows a smaller gap than
the census data, with the median hourly earningsvfimen being 88 percent of the
male median in 2006 — up from 83 percent in 1995grBssion analysis on this data
from the late 1990s suggested that between 40 @me&i@ent of the earnings gap could
be explained by gender differences in occupatioaatl industrial distribution,

experience (measured by accumulated years in thenfie workforce) and education

! Of the 363 occupations employing at least 50 tinlle workers of both sexes in 2006, only 10 had a
full-time median income for females which was eqimabr greater than that of males. In a further 20
occupations the female median was within five patrad the male median. In another six occupations
both sexes had a median in the highest band of&h@0,000, meaning comparisons could not be made.
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(Dixon 2000). It is therefore fair to speculate tththe residual or unexplained
component of the gap is largely attributable toardccupational segregation and pay
discrimination, but this residual element appearde declining as the earnings gap

narrows.

Ethnicised divisions of labour: historical backgrowund

Like gendered divisions of labour, ethnicised dois of labour are not unique to
capitalism but have been an integral feature obuarstages of capitalist development
and have helped to shape the course of that develup The nature of these processes
has varied considerably according to time and plaaoethe New Zealand experience
has commonalities with other settler societies migked in the course of the global
expansion of European capitalism between the seegstit and nineteenth centuries,
and with other developed capitalist nations whieteived large waves of immigration
in the latter half of the twentieth century (PearszD01). In settler societies, non-
European peoples were incorporated into divisiohdabour which sustained the
emerging capitalist economies in several diffenays: as independent producers of
goods for exchange with traders or settlers, ases|aas indentured workers or as free
wage labourers (Miles 1987). In New Zealand, Madtially engaged economically as
independent producers during the early years otacbrand increasingly as wage
labourers as colonisation progressed and the dapgaonomy gained ascendancy. In
the first instance this did not involve direct imgoration into capitalist class relations,
but rather an articulation between the traditioMaori mode of production based on
lineage relations and the emerging capitalist motigoroduction (Bedggood 1979;
Bedggood and de Decker 1977). During this peribé, Maori economy produced
commodities in the form of food and raw materidtsg with services such as shipping
which were traded within the emerging capitalistremmy in a mutually advantageous
division of labour, providing settlers and tradesith means of provisioning and profit
and providing Maori with European goods and manatri® 2006). However, as
colonisation gathered pace and Maori land was asingly alienated — through either
voluntary sale, fraudulent appropriation or foreitdeizure — the capitalist economy
became increasingly dominant and the Maori econoraseasingly unviable. By the
end of the nineteenth century, only a fractionh&f tountry’s productive land remained

in Maori hands and the indigenous population wagelg consigned to a precarious
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rural subsistence, supplemented where possibledgeadvemployment — usually casual
or seasonal labouring in agriculture or public veopkogrammes (Sorrenson 1992).

Employment opportunities for Maori in the early tpaf the twentieth century were
limited given their overwhelmingly rural locatiolow levels of formal education, and
racism among Pakeha who controlled access to emgloty (Ballara 1986). The
situation was exacerbated by the onset of the (egatession, and by 1933 around
three-quarters of adult Maori males were regista®dinemployed (King 1992: 293).
Those Maori who obtained waged employment mostlykea in occupations which
conformed to their roles in pre-capitalist prodati just as women’s occupations
tended to reflect their roles in the domestic donsof labour. In 1936, 88 percent of
employed Maori males worked in agriculture, forngstronstruction (largely public
works) or other labouring jobs, while 86 percentoiployed Maori women worked in
agricultural, labouring or domestic occupatiérst this time 83 percent of Maori lived
in rural areas, but with a growing population aretlohing employment opportunities
due to mechanisation and rationalisation of agnicaland the scaling down of public
works, the stage was set for large-scale migratidhe cities.

There had been some urbanisation of Maori befareS#tcond World War and this
gained further impetus from urban labour shortalyesg the War, but migration really
gathered pace during the post-War decades wheRdidist boom stimulated labour
demand in urban secondary industries (Ongley 1980he fifty years from 1936 to
1986, the Maori population was transformed from onehich eight out of ten people
lived in rural areas, to one in which a similargodion lived in urban areas — although
not necessarily in the major cities as many migratesmaller cities and towns nearer
their tribal regions. In the process, Maori migeamtere channelled into semi-skilled
and low-skilled manual work, predominantly in sedary industries. By 1976, 56
percent of employed Maori males and 38 percentrgfleyed Maori females worked in
secondary industries, compared with 41 percentZihgercent of the total male and
female workforces respectively. They were also @epresented in primary production
and transport, as large numbers were employed dig-sector enterprises in forestry
and railways, but they remained strongly underasented in most service industries.
In terms of occupations, most were performing Idesd manual jobs — 65 percent of

Maori males and 52 percent of Maori females werewskilled manual work in 1976,

!t is not possible to quantify Maori participationwaged employment at this time as the Censusaiid
collect employment data on Maori until 1926.
2 All employment data in this section is from Ong(@®90).
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compared with 30 percent and 23 percent of thd toile and female workforces
respectively. Conversely, they were under-represkemt all major categories of white-
collar work, particularly managerial and professiboccupations.

The post-War boom was also fuelled by internatianaration from two major
sources — Europe and the Pacific Islands. New BAdaapreferred sources of new
settlers were Britain, other Western European natiand the ‘old commonwealth’
countries. People of British and Irish birth andegméiage had unrestricted rights of
residence in New Zealand until the economic reversé the 1970s, while other
immigrants required ministerial approval — a systarhich was used to restrict
immigration of non-Europeans in what effectivelyamted to a ‘white New Zealand’
policy (Farmer 1985). The growing demand for labafter the War saw significant
increases in immigration from Europe, particulatte UK. These immigrants were
mostly skilled manual or white-collar workers andcame dispersed throughout the
industrial and occupational structure rather thaimdp concentrated in particular sectors.
The situation was quite different for Pacific migis, who were the only non-European
group to migrate in large numbers to New Zealandnduthe Fordist period. This
migration flow had significant commonalities with adri migration, despite being
international rather than internal: in the islaradions as in New Zealand, the intrusion
of capitalism had undermined subsistence modes roflugtion and displaced
indigenous labour, which was then drawn into expandecondary industries during
the post-War boom. The difference was that capitalin the islands remained under-
developed and unable to provide sufficient emplayimand income for growing
populations, so migrants had to look overseas p@ocunities — and there was a ready
demand for their labour in New Zealand (Ongley 19991).

Pacific migrants entered through a number of chianngtizens of the Cook
Islands, Niue and Tokelau (which had been New Zehlarritories or protectorates)
held New Zealand citizenship and unrestricted sgiftresidence; Western Samoa was
allowed a quota of permanent immigrants in recagmiof its colonial relationship with
New Zealand; and other migrants from that countoyp@ with Tonga and Fiji mostly
entered New Zealand on temporary permits and ofteerstayed — with the
acquiescence of employers and the state as lotigpiasabour was needed (Trlin 1987).
This changed with the onset of economic crisis r@veérsals in the labour market in the
early 1970s, leading to efforts to round up andodePacific overstayers and introduce

more formalised and restrictive guestworker schemegth limited success as some
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continued to overstay and others were eligiblerésidence under family reunification
provisions (Bedford 1984). Pacific migrants, likeadti, generally had low levels of
formal education and skills, and became heavilyceatrated in low-skilled jobs in
manufacturing industries, as did their New Zealboda children. In 1976, 74 percent
of males and 54 percent of females of Pacific ethnivorked in secondary industries,
with 59 percent of males and 53 percent of femalesking in low-skilled manual
occupations. Like Maori, they were significantly dem-represented in all other
industries with the exception of transport, andvimte-collar occupations, particularly
management and the professions. By comparison Maétbri they were more likely to
work in manufacturing, and particularly in impombstitution industries producing
goods such as textiles, consumer durables andtmadejuipment.

Colonialism and labour migration — aspects of twidetent phases of capitalist
development — thus combined to create ethnicisedidns of labour in which there
was a disproportionate clustering of Maori and fraevorkers in low-skilled manual
occupations in production industries. These wese ahcialised divisions of labour, as
the racism which had helped to legitimate colosialiwas reshaped into stereotypes
which characterised Maori and Pacific people asirally suited to the low-skilled
manual work in which they were concentrated, anith Wunited aptitude or inclination
for other types of employment. The combined effexftclass, racism and ethnicity
ensured the reproduction of this pattern over tiagethe factors which restrict inter-
generational class mobility — a cycle of low-wagmpéboyment, socio-economic
disadvantage, lack of cultural capital and low edional achievement — were
compounded by exclusionary practices ranging fromoaocultural education system
to discrimination in the job market. This all pldcélaori and Pacific people in a
particularly vulnerable position when the crisistioé 1970s and the restructuring of the
1980s eventuated: concentrated at the lower entheoflabour market in the most
vulnerable sectors of production, and ill-placedake advantage of the new areas of

employment growth in skilled white-collar work.

Restructuring and ethnicity

Before looking at the effects of restructuring dhnéc inequalities it should be noted
that the analysis in this and the following secti®mronstrained by limitations of space
and availability of data. Consequently, it comparely the very broad ethnic categories
from the highest level of the standard classifaratof ethnicity: European, Maori,
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Pacific and Asiarl. Each of these categories conceals considerabirdgeneity in
three respects. Firstly the European, Pacific ascategories are aggregations of a
diverse range of ethnic groups with distinctiveturdl and national origins. Secondly,
within particular ethnic groups there may be sigaifit differences in cultural
orientations and socio-economic outcomes betweasetbf a single ethnicity and those
of multiple ethnicities — for instance between #ha$ sole Maori ethnicity and those of
combined Maori and European ethnicity. Thirdlythe case of migrant ethnic groups
there may be similar differences between the oasrbern and New Zealand-born, and
between recent migrants and established migraotsake account of all this variation
is beyond the scope of this exercise and so thigsasanust be largely confined to the
four major categories. These categories do revmaksnarked contrasts, but it should
be borne in mind that they also conceal some irapodifferences.

The neoliberal restructuring project had two majonsequences in terms of the
relationship between ethnicity and the labour miarkée first was soaring levels of
unemployment among Maori and Pacific workers inldte 1980s and early 1990s as
production industries were hit by the removal obtpction along with a slump in
domestic demand, while major state-sector employerforestry and railways were
corporatised and privatised. The second was therslfication of New Zealand’s
immigration streams as the country sought to atraare skilled immigrants to satisfy
the new areas of labour demand and turned incigigsio Asia and other ‘non-
traditional’ source countries. Despite recoveryemployment rates and increasing
upward mobility among Maori and Pacific workers,jséing ethnicised divisions of
labour persisted and were overlaid with new divisias New Zealand’s new immigrant
streams were channelled into different types ofki@ngley 1991; 1996; 2004).

The effect of restructuring and recession on Mamd Pacific unemployment is
graphically illustrated in Figure 7.6. The Maoriamployment rate rose from 10.4
percent to 25.4 percent between 1987 and 1992ewind rate for Pacific people rose

! The categories of ‘Middle Eastern/Latin Americafiégan’ and ‘Other Ethnicity’ have been excluded
because they are too small and diverse to provsd&lidata. At the 2006 Census the ‘Other’ catedory

the first time included those who reported thelimétity as ‘New Zealander’, but for the purposeshié
exercise and to maintain consistency with the pradn earlier censuses these responses have been
recoded to the European category. The term ‘Eurdgeaised in preference to ‘Pakeha’ because #his i
the terminology used in the standard classificatind the Census questionnaire. Census data usedsher
based on total response counts, which means tbhatepeho report more than one ethnicity are counted
in each ethnic category they specify, so the categ@re not mutually exclusive. The unemployment
data from the Household Labour Force Survey is dase a prioritisation system whereby people
reporting more than one ethnicity are allocated single ethnic category.

2 For discussion of these and other issues relatirige conceptualisation, measurement and repoofing
ethnicity see Callistezt al (2006; 2009a).
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Figure 7.6: Unemployment rates by ethnicity
1986-2007
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey (December year averages)

even more sharply from 6.6 percent to 28 percetwden 1986 and 1991. In both cases
the peak was more than three times as high asutop&an peak of 7.9 percent. Despite
considerable falls over subsequent years — intexdupnly by a brief reversal following
the Asian crisis in the late 1990s — unemployment Maori and Pacific people
remained markedly higher than the European rate.rates in 2007 stood at 7.7 percent
for Maori, 6.5 percent for Pacific people and j2$ percent for Europeanslthough
these disparities are affected to some extent éyyttunger age profiles of the Maori
and Pacific populations, the unemployment ratestli@se groups are considerably
higher than the European rates across all age group

Most of the job losses for Maori and Pacific woskduring the restructuring period
were in production industries — the sectors in Whitey were over-represented and
which were the worst affected by restructuring aeckession. Between the 1986 and
1991 censuses, the number of Maori employed innskoy industries fell by 22,200,
with a fall of a further 5,800 in primary indussieEven within these industries, Maori
workers bore a disproportionate share of the jasde: in 1986 they made up 10
percent of workers in the primary sector and 12¢arof those in the secondary sector,
but over the next five years they accounted fop@&ent and 21 percent of the fall in

! Changes to the way ethnicity data is reportechénHLFS mean it is not possible to extend thiseseri
beyond 2007, but based on total responses for etietic category the annual average unemployment
rates in 2009 were 13.4 percent for Pacific pegdl2s/ percent for Maori, 8.0 percent for Asiand 4r8
percent for Europeans, indicating that the latesession is again being felt particularly sevetsyy
Maori and Pacific workers.
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employment in the primary and secondary industeepectively. For Pacific workers —
who by comparison with Maori were more disproporéitely concentrated in

manufacturing industries — the secondary sectoowatted for almost all the decline
with a fall of 8,700. Their job losses were morepmoportion to their representation in
the sector — they made up six percent of the wockfin secondary industries in 1986
and accounted for eight percent of the job losses the next five years.

At the same time as Maori and Pacific workers weag expelled from declining
sectors of production, New Zealand was liberalistsgmmigration policies to attract
new workers for expanding sectors. If Maori andifratabour migration had been a
characteristically Fordist form of migration prowid low-skilled labour for production
industries, the new immigration policies had a dedly post-Fordist character — a
liberalised regime geared towards attracting psateml and technical skills and capital
unhampered by non-economic considerations suclateenal origin and ethnicity. The
first step was the removal in 1986 of the ‘tradiibsource country’ preference, which
had previously restricted migration from Asia antles non-European countries. This
was accompanied by some easing of restrictions anilyf migration and a new
business immigration scheme designed to attracegneineurs and capital to New
Zealand. The second step involved opening up tlileedgkmigration stream in 1991
from a restrictive regime which had only admittédde with skills in short supply in
New Zealand, to an expansive programme aimed anenig the country’s human
capital and stimulating economic growth by attragtiarge numbers of highly skilled
and educated immigrants — to be selected by a gapstem which emphasised
qualifications and work experience. This did nawkver, mean that all immigrants
would be skilled or wealthy — family reunificatioand humanitarian admissions
remained important components of New Zealand'skadaand these included many
who were unskilled or economically inactive. Follogy upsurges in Asian
immigration, there were further policy changes 893 and again in 2002 and 2003
which introduced tougher English language requirgsand adjusted the points system
in order to more effectively regulate the level ammnposition of immigration flows.
However, the principles of the 1986 and 1991 ref®roontinued to provide the
foundation of New Zealand’s immigration policy togh the 1990s and 2000s (Trlin
1986; 1992; 1997; Bedforet al 2005)*

! While selection of permanent immigrants emphasigéls and capital, New Zealand showed that it
was still prepared to utilise low-skilled temporamjgrants when necessary with the introduction0872
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Figure 7.7: Permanent and long-terms arrivals of no  n-New Zealand
citizens by country of last residence
1985-2009
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Figure 7.7 illustrates the effects on levels andrses of immigratiort. Permanent
and long-term arrivals of non-New Zealand citizefimmbed from 17,000 in 1985 to
56,000 in 1996, dropping subsequently due to ecandmwnturn and policy changes
before rising again to a peak of over 70,000 in20digrants from Asia accounted for
most of the increase, particularly those from tloethreast Asian countries of China,
Taiwan, Hong Kong, South Korea and Japan. Frommat@000 migrants a year in the
late 1970s and early 1980s, arrivals from the As@gion rose to over 25,000 by 1995
and almost 37,000 by 2002. These upsurges werenpecoed by growing anti-Asian
sentiment in New Zealand (Spoonley and Trlin 20@#)ng with more legitimate
concerns about settlement outcomes, as many msgheat difficulty finding suitable
employment and often did not stay in New Zealandn@@imann and Winkelmann
1998). Such concerns no doubt influenced the paticgnges of 1995 and 2002/03
which put more emphasis on English language aldlitgt settlement potential — with
the result that intakes from Asia fell while thdsem Europe (particularly the UK) rose.
Although migration from Asia picked up again in th@oyant labour market of the mid-

2000s, it did not reach anything like the earlieak Meanwhile, migration from the

of the Recognised Seasonal Employer (RSE) policguestworker scheme to recruit mainly Pacific
workers to fill seasonal labour shortages in theitidture and viticulture industries.

! These figures do not represent the number of reewanent residents, but include all those arriving
New Zealand with the intention of staying for aipdrof 12 months or more (excluding New Zealand
citizens). The regional breakdowns are based ontppof last permanent residence, not nationality o
ethnicity.
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Figure 7.8: Industry by ethnicity
Immigrants living in New Zealand less than 20 years
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Oceania region remained fairly steady throughowt preriod — the points system
disadvantaged low-skilled Pacific migrants, but gnatill had access through other
provisions. Arrivals from other countries (the Amcas, Africa and the Middle-East)
increased in the early 1990s but not greatly tHereaneaning that a large number of
countries contributed a relatively small proportadrtotal immigration flows.

The growth and diversification of immigration meamtreasing ethnic diversity in
the labour force and further ethnicisation of thesibn of labour, as new non-European
migrants were mostly channelled into expandingssatf production which were quite
different from those into which earlier Maori anadfic migrants had been drawn.
Figure 7.8 gives some indication of this in ternmighe industries which in 2006 were
the largest employers of immigrants who had livedNew Zealand for less than 20
years (ie those who had arrived since liberalisaté immigration policy began in
1986). Although manufacturing and construction waareng these industries, migrants
from this period were generally under-represente@aods-producing industries and
over-represented in most other categories of imgua&tmong service industries, the two
largest employers were the relatively low-skilleddustries of retailing and
accommodation and food services, which offer sigaift opportunities for self-
employment and low-wage employment among newlyadrior low-skilled migrants —
particularly those from Asia. Most of the othergaremployers are industries which
tend to employ more highly-skilled workers, inclogieducation, health, finance and
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insurance, public administration, and managemertt ararketing. Most of these
industries employed more European than Asian migramd relatively small numbers
of Pacific migrants. People of Pacific ethnicity avmigrated over these twenty years,

like earlier Pacific migrants, were most likelyie employed in manufacturing.

Ethnicity, occupation and class

We saw earlier that many occupations are highlyeggged by sex, and are sex-typed
in that they are conventionally regarded as eithen’s or women’s work due to their
association with gendered domestic roles and toadik ideals of masculinity and
femininity. This is less true of ethnicity — occtipas tend not to be ethnically- or
racially-typed to the same degree, except in itgamof slavery and indenture or where
a dominant ethnic group effectively excludes othiemn the most desirable jobs.
However, it is common for workers of particular mtities to be strongly over-
represented in certain types of jobs and equalletnepresented in others, and for this
to generate and reinforce ideological perceptiopgutthe groups concerned. This
ethnicisation of the division of labour tends tasarinitially as a consequence of the
way ethnic groups are incorporated into capitatedations of production through
colonialism and migration, and is reproduced owreetas barriers of class, culture and
racism impede social mobility. Thus, contemporacgupational and class distributions
in New Zealand still bear the imprint of the incoration of Maori and Pacific people
as low-skilled production workers, the subsequenvement of Asian migrants into
both low-skilled and high-skilled jobs in expandisgrvice industries, and the strong if
diminishing hold which the European majority esttie¢d over the most privileged
positions within the division of labour from theng of its colonial ascendancy.

The legacy of these historical patterns can be $seftooking at a selection of
occupational groups in which workers from one orenaf the major ethnic categories
were disproportionately located at the 2006 cer(Sable 7.2). Europeans dominate
most occupations simply by virtue of the fact ttiety make up the vast majority of the
workforce. But in many occupations they predomidati@ a disproportionate degree,
making up around 90 percent of workers in a rarfgaanagerial, professional, skilled-
manual and agricultural occupations. Converselyopeans were most significantly
under-represented in semi-skilled and routine miajat#ss. These were the jobs in

which Maori and Pacific workers tended to havdisproportionate presence, as they
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Table 7.2: Ethnic composition of selected occupatio nal groups

2006
Ethnicity
Occupational group E:ra%- Maori Pacific | Asian
Percent

Chief executives and managing directors 90.0 49 1.0 6.8
General managers 89.0 5.8 1.3 7.2
Specialised managers 86.8 7.6 2.4 8.1
Information technology professionals 81.1 5.5 2.2 14.9
Architects, engineers and surveyors 88.7 4.6 1.7 7.9
Life science professionals 89.2 6.4 1.2 6.1
Health professionals (except nurses) 82.0 3.0 1.1 15.2
Secondary teachers 89.1 8.1 2.1 5.3
Business professionals 84.5 5.8 2.3 11.6
Legal professionals 90.5 7.4 25 5.4
Archivists, librarians and related information professionals 90.0 7.7 2.2 4.9
Computer equipment controllers 79.1 6.0 3.0 16.0
Ship and aircraft controllers and technicians 95.1 4.5 1.3 2.4
Life science technicians and related workers 82.6 7.6 2.2 11.8
Social workers 76.3 20.7 7.6 4.2
Writers, artists, entertainers and sportspeople 89.2 9.3 2.8 5.2
Secretaries and keyboard operating clerks 89.3 7.8 3.4 4.7
Material recording and transport clerks 72.4 15.1 12.9 7.6
Cashiers, tellers and related clerks 74.7 9.7 5.7 16.9
Travel attendants and guides 79.4 9.8 3.9 12.8
Housekeeping and restaurant services workers 69.9 14.3 5.9 18.3
Personal care workers 76.9 14.6 7.6 6.8
Protective services workers 80.5 17.9 7.4 2.9
Livestock farmers and farm workers 934 8.9 0.7 1.2
Forestry workers 67.2 38.9 4.7 0.6
Fishery workers, hunters and trappers 89.7 14.7 15 15
Electricians 90.9 7.0 2.3 4.2
Food trades workers 70.0 16.2 7.1 134
Metal-processing plant operators 68.8 16.0 15.6 6.1
Wood-processing and papermaking plant operators 61.2 39.0 8.6 1.9
Metal and mineral products processing machine operators 57.9 195 20.0 9.9
Textile products machine operators 62.7 12.1 12.0 18.0
Food and beverage processors 64.3 28.4 9.6 6.7
Assemblers 69.4 16.8 10.3 10.1
Motor vehicle drivers 74.8 19.7 5.8 55
Agricultural, earthmoving and lifting machinery operators 76.4 23.0 6.6 1.7
Building and related workers (non-trades) 76.2 239 8.1 2.5
Cleaners and caretakers 721 17.3 7.9 9.2
Packers and freight handlers 60.3 20.8 17.4 9.4
Labourers 71.2 22.8 9.7 5.3
Total workforce 815 114 4.9 8.0

Source: Statistics New Zealand, Census of Population and Dwellings

Notes: Occupational categories are selected from the third level of the standard classification (NZSC099) but some
of the category names have been changed slightly for the purposes of clarity and brevity. Selection of categories
was limited to those employing 3,000 or more workers and having a significant over-representation or under-
representation of one or more ethnic groups. Row totals may add to more than 100 percent as respondents may
select more than one ethnic group and are counted in each ethnic group they select.
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have since being drawn into these types of worknduthe labour migrations of the
Fordist period.

In 2006, Maori made up just 11 percent of the tatatkforce but between 15 and
40 percent of workers in a number of low-skillethgan primary production, primary
product processing, manufacturing, driving and toesion. Pacific workers were
similarly over-represented in a number of productiobs, particularly in metals,
textiles, assembly and packing. By comparison Withori, they were more highly
represented in manufacturing jobs and less soimapy production or construction,
reflecting the legacy of different migration patterwhich drew Pacific workers more
disproportionately into manufacturing industries ihe larger cities, particularly
Auckland. Both Maori and Pacific workers were ats@r-represented in a number of
routine service occupations such as housekeepithgestaurant services, personal care
and cleaning — which are also highly gendered caiboips performed mainly by
women. Maori also had a strong presence in thesgtioe services, with the armed
forces providing a valuable source of stable empleyt and career progression for
low-skilled recruits. Despite increasing movemehtMaori and Pacific workers into
higher-skilled occupations in recent years, bothugs remained under-represented in
managerial and professional occupations. A notaleeption in the professions is
social work, where Maori and Pacific workers playimportant role in providing social
services to members of their own communities.

Asian workers present a more disparate patterngb®@rer-represented in a mixture
of high-skilled and low-skilled, manual and non-mahoccupations. This reflects the
diversity of the Asian population, which includesnamber of different ethnicities,
different categories of migrants (skilled, busindamily and humanitarian), established
and recent immigrants and locally-born people. &hare, for instance, significant
differences in the occupational profiles of immigiafrom northeast Asian countries
such as China, Taiwan and South Korea, who haw#eteto enter under skilled and
business provisions, as opposed to those from gesrsuch as Vietnam and Cambodia
who first migrated to New Zealand as refugees (,dl996). Unlike Maori and
Pacific workers, some Asian ethnic groups are welresented in professional
occupations, particularly in the fields of healtiformation technology and business. In
low-skilled production jobs, Asian workers are ovepresented in textile production
and assembly work but under-represented in primpeasguction and construction. The

importance of Asian businesses as a source of egmplat is reflected in the high
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proportions of Asian workers in the categories ofisekeeping and restaurant service
workers, cashiers and tellers, and food trade werkAlthough many Asians are
employed in a number of routine and semi-skilledupations, not all of the workers in
these categories are themselves low skilled. A mrrabprofessionally-qualified Asian
immigrants work in lower-skilled occupations duedifficulties in finding employment
commensurate with their qualifications for a per@iter arrival, whether because of
settlement issues, language difficulties, non-raedam of overseas qualifications, lack
of relevant experience or discrimination (Trlin aWtts 2004). However, for most of
those who stay in New Zealand this is likely toabeansitional rather than a long-term
situation as employment outcomes for skilled im@ngs tend to improve with time
(Winkelmann and Winkelmann 1998; New Zealand Imuatign Service 2003;
Statistics New Zealand 2004, Stillman and Mare 2009

These occupational differences are reflected igurable distribution within the
class structure, as figures 7.9 and 7.10 show. tféweds for each ethnic category
between 1986 and 2006 were broadly similar, anceigdly follow those previously
identified for the full workforce: increasing prapions in capitalist and middle-class
locations, particularly in the professional and éswmanagerial categories; and
declining proportions in working-class locationsartcularly in the semi-skilled
category. However there are some marked disparipegicularly in terms of the
distribution of Maori and Pacific workers in comizan to Europeans and Asians.

At both the beginning and end of the period, Maamd Pacific workers were
markedly under-represented in capitalist and midtes locations and correspondingly
over-represented in the lower-skilled fractionstlod working class. These disparities
reduced somewhat between 1986 and 2006 due to &imaton of the structural
changes which wiped out many of the lower-skillelisj in which Maori and Pacific
workers were concentrated, along with increasingiasomobility among younger
workers due to improving levels of educational iatteent, the influence of bicultural
and multicultural policies, and economic developtaitiatives by Maori and Pacific
communities and the stat&he proportion of Maori and Pacific workers in fég and
lower managerial and professional positions moaa tthoubled during this period, and
they also went from being under-represented to-cef@resented in the skilled fraction

! Given the increasing levels of education amongigeun Maori and Pacific people and the fact thase¢he
groups have younger age profiles than the Europegnlation, it may be that age-standardised figures
would show less inequality in the class profilesowéver, this would certainly not eliminate the
disparities. Age-specific data was not availablstifficient detail to investigate this question.
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Figure 7.9: Class locations by ethnicity
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Figure 7.10: Class locations by ethnicity
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of the working clas$.Despite improving mobility, by 2006 just 31 percefiMaori and
23 percent of Pacific people in employment wereapitalist or middle-class locations,
compared with 50 percent of Europeans and 45 peateksians. We can expect these

Yt is notable, however, that among those in pitesl positions Maori and Pacific workers were muc
less likely than their European or Asian countepé&m be in higher professional jobs and much more
likely to be in lower professional jobs. Similarlgmong lower managers Maori and Pacific people were
more likely than Europeans or Asians to be openatimanagers and less likely to be executive masager
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disparities to reduce further as more young Maod Bacific people with higher levels
of education and training enter the workforce atdkiogenerations of predominantly
low-skilled workers retire. But despite the improwents, levels of educational
attainment among young Maori and Pacific people stite considerably lower than
those of Europeans and Asians, and the possilohtgliminating class disparities
between these groups remains a distant proSpect.

The class distribution of Asian workers is muchselo to that of Europeans,
although in 2006 they were slightly less likely ithBuropeans to be in capitalist or
middle-class locations and correspondingly morelyiko be in working-class locations.
This was largely because Asians were under-repi@$en managerial positions (both
higher and lower) and over-represented in routites.j The proportion of Asians in the
managerial and professional categories increas®ebba 1986 and 2006, but so too did
the proportion in routine working-class jobs — iontrast to the slight falls for other
ethnic groups. It is also notable that the increagbe professional category was not as
great for Asians as it was for Europeans, andttiere was a fall in the proportion of
Asians who were working proprietors — probably tluéhe increased numbers of recent
immigrants who are less likely to have establistiedir own businesses. The result of
these trends was that whereas in 1986 Asians were likely than Europeans to be in
middle-class positions, by 2006 the situation haersed. This was despite
immigration reforms which opened the doors to skiland wealthy Asian migrants and
might have been expected to improve the classlerofithe Asian population relative
to that of the European majority. That this has hmgipened is probably attributable to
the fact that along with the skilled migrants haeene many unskilled migrants, while
many of those who are skilled have encounteredaolest to finding appropriate
employment or establishing businesses. Regardliefisisy Asians still have a much
more favourable distribution within the class stmwe — with much higher proportions
in capitalist and middle-class locations — than Mand Pacific workers whose class
profile still bears the legacy of earlier labourgnaitions during a different phase of
capitalist development.

As might be expected from their class profile, Fpg@ans also tend to have higher
incomes than other ethnic groups, receiving a nmettieome of $40,100 for full-time
workers in 2006. Perhaps more surprising is thatrtedian income for Asian full-

timers was similar to those of their Maori and Raaounterparts in 2006 — at $32,300

! Education comparisons based on Ministry of Edocatiata from http://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/.
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they were situated between the Maori median of XEB,and the Pacific median of
$31,400. Asian incomes deteriorated relative ta¢haf other groups between 1986 and
2006, increasing by just three percent in real sea®m compared with increases of 21
percent for Pacific people, 18 percent for Maord &b percent for Europeans. This
meant that the Maori and Pacific medians grew #iigtioser to the European median
over the two decades while the Asian median fethier behind. The improvement in
Maori and Pacific incomes is to be expected givenihcreasing proportions moving
into managerial and professional work — as is thesipting disparity with Europeans,
given that they remain under-represented in subB. jdhe surprisingly low median
income of Asian workers and its relative deterioratduring this period may again
reflect the high proportion of recent immigrants thre population, as well as the
reasonably high proportions of routine workers,hhigtes of self-employment and
relatively high proportions of unpaid relatives iaBsg in family businesses. These
factors probably account for the fact that higheypprtions of Asians than Maori or
Pacific workers were in the lowest income bandsictwtbrings down their median
income. On the other hand, Asians were more lilklen Maori and Pacific workers
(but less likely than Europeans) to be in the hsghecome bands — eight percent of
Asian full-time workers earned in excess of $70,0002006 compared with four
percent of Pacific workers, six percent of Maorldré percent of Europeans.

It is not possible to analyse intersections betwaass, ethnicity and gender in any
depth here due to a lack of sufficiently detailestad However, some very general
observations can be made based on the limitedtiiatéas availablé.This suggests, not
surprisingly, that gendered divisions of labour awédent within all the major ethnic
categories and ethnicised divisions of labour ardemt among both sexes. It would be
expected therefore that the combination of these dimnensions of inequality would
result in European men being the most advantagedpgin terms of class locations,
while Maori and Pacific women would be the mostadisantaged. European men
certainly seem to have the highest representatioong capitalists and working
proprietors as they are the most likely to be ewgis, self-employed or higher
managers. However, European women have a stroegessentation in the professional
fraction of the middle class — albeit with a greatencentration in the lower professions

rather than the higher professions, and in salag#uker than self-employed positions.

! This consists of separate, rather than crossagllinformation on occupation and employmenustat
with the occupation data classified at a much hidéreel of aggregation that that used for the pdéap
analyses.
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Similar gender differences are apparent among Mawd Pacific workers, with
men more likely to be employers, self-employed anagers, but women more likely to
be professionals. Among both sexes, Maori and ieagdrkers appear to be very much
under-represented in capitalist and middle-classations and have the highest
representation in the semi-skilled and routinetfoss of the working class — although
within those fractions Maori and Pacific men arechnmore concentrated in blue-collar
production jobs than women, who are more likelywtork in white- or grey-collar
occupations. Asian workers of both sexes appehe towell-represented in middle-class
locations, having high rates of self-employmenttlfwor without employees) and a
strong presence in managerial and professionalpaticuns. However, Asian women
are more likely than Asian men to occupy workingssl locations as they have lower
rates of self-employment and greater representatiosemi-skilled and routine jobs,
particularly in white- and grey-collar occupations.

These observations are indicative only and meritendetailed analysis, but they do
perhaps hint at the complexity of inequality wheligisions of class, ethnicity and
gender intersect and overlap to produce multi-dsieral systems of stratification.
This fragmentation has become more pronouncedregent decades as a consequence
of increasing labour force participation by women aiapid population growth among
non-European ethnic groups due to both migrati@hreatural increase. All classes have
become increasingly diverse in terms of their gerahel ethnic composition, and this
affects the possibilities for class formation as tommonalities of class tend to be
weakened by cross-cutting interests and orientaitielated to gender and ethnicity. The
working class is more heterogeneous than the ¢apita middle classes in terms of
both ethnicity and gender: of people in workingsslgobs in 2006, 78 percent were
European and 51 percent male — down from figure85opercent European and 56
percent male in 1986. Increasing gender and ethiaersity has accompanied shifts in
the nature of working-class employment over recktades as blue-collar production
jobs have declined relative to grey- and whiteamljobs, along with institutional
changes which have diminished levels of collectivganisation. All these changes in
combination mean that the post-Fordist working gligsvery different from its Fordist
incarnation. But the commonalities remain in terofsworkers’ positions within
relations of production and divisions of labour ahd consequences of this for their

economic circumstances and material interests.
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Conclusion

Gendered and ethnicised divisions of labour emergethe early stages of New
Zealand'’s colonial history and have been reprodaretireshaped as the economy has
moved through successive modes of development.Fbhaist period saw large-scale
labour migrations of Maori and Pacific workers amicreasing labour force
participation by women, which respectively helpedstistain the growth of secondary
goods-producing industries and expansion of thasidin of labour surrounding
production. In the process, Maori and Pacific woskbecame concentrated in low-
skilled manual jobs, and women were drawn predomiypanto lower professional,
administrative and service work. The neoliberaltreeturing project, with its
devastating effects on production industries, wels most severely by Maori and
Pacific workers and more strongly by men than worbepause of their different
locations within the division of labour. The subsent employment growth in producer
and consumer services and in non-standard workueaged further growth in female
employment, and was fuelled by new immigration #offom Asian and other non-
European countries, which have added further etdimeensions to the division of
labour.

But this should not give the impression that wonae non-European workers
have been passively manipulated by the needs d@tfataphese groups have had their
own diverse economic and social motivations foreeng employment at particular
junctures and in particular locations, and theggplufactors have been active forces in
shaping the course of capitalist development in Mealand. Were it not for the labour
migration of Maori and Pacific workers after 194& tordist boom may not have been
possible, and were it not for the increasing supplyfemale workers and Asian
migrants since the 1980s the New Zealand workfoney have been deficient in the
skills and flexibility required for the post-Fortigrowth model. Moreover, throughout
these processes women and non-European ethnicsghawe been actively struggling
to break down the gendered and ethnicised divisodriabour which have constrained
their opportunities and material wellbeing. In tthey have had some success — more so
in the case of women than Maori and Pacific peepleut gendered and ethnicised
divisions of labour have proved remarkably restliand the patterns of inequality we

have observed here are likely to endure to someeddgr some time to come.



Conclusion

In the introduction it was indicated that this ftlsesvould set out to answer two
questions. Firstly, to what extent have patternsrmaployment and social stratification
changed over recent decades in New Zealand? Arahdlggc to the extent that they
have changed, does this signify the emergence dtanctive type of economy and
society? We can now bring together the threaddi®@empirical analysis to answer the
first question and offer some concluding thoughmdhe second.

To begin with, we can dismiss any idea that wosklftis in decline as some were
speculating in the 1980s and 1990s. The combintettefof crisis, restructuring and
technological change certainly created large lalsurpluses in this period, but the
consolidation of the new mode of development andsargence in economic growth
absorbed most of those surpluses in the years éodler latest crisis. In fact the new
growth model exhibited a voracious demand for lapbased as it was on extensive
accumulation fuelled by increasing volumes of labowather than intensive
accumulation based on productivity gains. By 200tleyment rates in New Zealand
were at record levels, thanks largely to increadatgpur force participation among
women and older people, while large numbers of exskvere putting in long hours,
making the 40-hour week the exception rather tharrale. We also saw the emergence
of labour shortages, even though levels of joblessand underemployment remained
relatively high by comparison with the Fordist peki This apparent paradox reflected a
mismatch between the skills in demand and thossupply among the jobless and
underemployed, and also a certain amount of fretfiainemployment caused by high
labour turnover as people moved between jobs andout of the labour force. While
high labour turnover might indicate a certain leg€linsecurity in employment and a
diminishing attachment to stable long-term jobsisiimportant not to overstate this
given that the majority of the workforce in 2008dhaeen in their jobs for more than
three years.

Much has been said and written about the growtmarf-standard employment
since the 1980s, and there is certainly evidencthisfin increased rates of part-time

work, self-employment, multiple-job holding and heworking. There has probably
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also been an increase in temporary work in the fofnboth casual and fixed-term
employment, although there is no historical datadaofirm this. Growth in all these
types of work reflects a combination of changebath the nature of production and the
preferences of workers. It is difficult to calcudathe overall proportion of people in
non-standard work, but it is likely that by 2006eyhmade up around half of the
workforce and perhaps more. While this represensggaificant shift away from the
traditional model of permanent and full-time wagadployment, much non-standard
work is in most respects little different from siand employment and we certainly
should not assume that it is all precarious anddoality employment — although some
of it undoubtedly is. By far the most common forfnon-standard work is part-time
employment, much of which is relatively secure amgreferred option for many
employees who are balancing paid employment witterotctivities such as raising
families or studying. The evidence also shows tiratdestandardisation of employment
was greatest during the years of restructuringragdssion in the late 1980s and early
1990s and reversed slightly as the economy impres@dt is not necessarily indicative
of a long-term trend — although it may well haveehaiven renewed impetus by the
latest recession.

Structural shifts in employment from goods-prodgcio service industries and
from manual to non-manual work and lower-skilledhigher-skilled occupations are
trends of long standing. However, they were acantliduring the restructuring period
when a process of creative destruction wiped ost rambers of jobs in sectors which
had been favoured under Fordism and eventuallyeleldd renewed job growth in quite
different sectors. Employment in manufacturing isties suffered the most due to
removal of import protections, increasing interoaélisation of production and
technological change. Producer and consumer seimtestries enjoyed the greatest
proportional job growth as investment was redirg@@way from goods production and
a growing range of services was increasingly comfigaf] while the extended division
of labour surrounding commodity production contidue expand through increasing
specialisation. By 2006 less than a third of waskeere employed by goods-producing
industries, but this belies the extent to whichneenic activity remained focused on
material goods, with well over half of the workferemployed in industries concerned
with either making, distributing or selling gooddpng with many more in service

industries contributing indirectly to these aciegt
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Changes in the division of labour between productand service industries
obviously meant a decline in manual production jodrsd this was accentuated by
changes in the division of labour within productionustries as the work involved in
directly producing goods diminished relative to thlirect work performed by
managers, administrators, experts, salespeoplesamnice workers of various kinds.
Even within secondary industries, production woskerade up little more than half of
the workforce by 2006, while across the total worké less than a quarter of all
workers were employed in either primary or secopgaoduction jobs. In all sectors
the greatest expansion was in managerial and piofed occupations, with a less
pronounced shift towards sales and service workevekerical and administration work
declined in most sectors. The trends indicate gisikill levels as the routine labour of
physical production and clerical support was rdiedaoffshore or eliminated by
technology, while management and professional ¢spebecame more important in
the context of new production models and more caitiyee markets, which together
placed greater emphasis on strategy and innovatiowever, this should be qualified
with the observation that much of the expansion imabwer managerial and lower
professional work, and may partly reflect the iifla of job titles in occupations
involving relatively low levels of authority and jgertise. And despite these trends, it
was still the case in 2006 that six in every tenrkecs were employed in non-
managerial, non-professional and non-technical pattons.

These trends were reflected in a changing clagstate, of which the most notable
feature was a significant shift from working-classmniddle-class employment. Middle-
class job growth was concentrated among lower neasaand professionals rather than
in the traditional ‘petty-bourgeois’ category of skimg proprietors, with corporate
managers and salaried lower professionals exhipitite most growth. Although in
decline, working-class employment as defined hepesttions which lack ownership of
the means of production, authority over other wskend professional expertise — still
accounted for just over half the workforce in 2006thin the overall decline, there was
also a notable change in the composition of wordlags employment from semi-
skilled to routine occupations and from blue-cotlargrey-collar work — reflecting the
loss of semi-skilled production work and growth law-skilled service occupations.
This contributed to widening income inequalitieghin the class structure due to the
very low income levels among routine workers arits fim their real median incomes

over the two decades under analysis.
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Gendered and ethnicised divisions of labour atevetly much in evidence despite
some reduction in levels of gender and ethnic gggien within the workforce.
Employment rates among women continued to incr@askis period, and this was a
critical factor in the growth of non-standard wamd employment in consumer service
industries. Women made some inroads into the tomdik male preserves of
management and the higher professions, but remaigadicantly under-represented in
higher management, some of the higher professiont raost types of manual
production work. Maori and Pacific workers were thwst severely affected by
restructuring due to their disproportionate congdrn in manual production jobs, and
despite increasing social mobility they remain emepresented in such jobs and
correspondingly under-represented in most typeskiled employment — and therefore
especially vulnerable in times of economic crisSite liberalisation of immigration
policy added more complexity to patterns of ethneqguality, bringing new waves of
migration from Asia in particular and resultingthre disproportionate concentration of
Asian workers in a range of occupations of varygkilj levels.

Clearly then, the last two to three decades hawn sgnificant changes in
production, employment and social stratificationhil®& it is prudent to sound some
cautionary notes about exaggerating the extentnandlty of the observed trends, we
should also be wary of underestimating their imguace. It is, however, debatable
whether those shifts are of sufficient magnitudd eonsequence to support theories of
epochal social transformation — whether it be testypodustrialism, informational
capitalism or some other variation on these therfigg. discussion in Chapter One
adopted a sceptical stance regarding such thearebthe empirical analysis of the
New Zealand context in subsequent chapters doeprowide sufficiently compelling
evidence to revise that position.

Most of the trends we have observed here are matafmentally new, but of long
standing. Some can be traced back to the Indug&eablution and have been evident in
New Zealand from early in its colonial history, amdore particularly since the
industrialisation of the Fordist period. Sayer &dlker’'s work highlights the fact that
the shift from the direct labour of producing goddwards the indirect labour which
augments, supports and organises that work withkiieneled social and technical
divisions of labour is an inherent and enduringtdea of the evolution of industrial
capitalism. It reflects a number of factors: thegang development of labour-saving

technology in production; increasing commodificatiof non-productive activities in
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the quest for profit; the demand for services gateer by increasing levels of wealth
and income; increasing utilisation of expert knayge to enhance rationalisation and
innovation; and increasing specialisation withine thlivision of labour, which
accompanies growth in the scale and complexity conemic activity. These forces
have driven the development of both social andrieah divisions of labour over the
long term. The social division of labour has evdlvas activities surrounding the
production, circulation and consumption of commiedihave increasingly been divided
between specialised enterprises and industrieshnleal divisions of labour have
changed as production processes have come to ewebs direct labour and greater
elaboration of the surrounding tasks within extehdeerarchical and mental divisions
of labour. In terms of the social division of lalbove therefore see long-term shifts in
employment from goods-producing industries to thosecerned with circulation and
producer and consumer services. And within teclhmiisgsions of labour we see long-
term movements from routine production work to @as types of white- and grey-
collar work, especially in managerial and profesaldields. These changes affect the
class structure as middle-class employment expandsmoves from the traditional
petty-bourgeoisie to managerial and professionaupations, while working-class
employment declines and shifts from the traditidsiak-collar to white- and grey-collar
occupations.

While these are long-term trends that date backvéll before the supposed
emergence of the post-industrial or informationabremy, they have also been
significantly affected by disjunctural periods otensive economic and social change,
of which the most recent was the restructuring Wwhallowed the crisis of the 1970s
and 1980s. In this period we saw an accentuatioth@flong-term trends described
above, as well as a greater shift towards non-sta@neimployment and greater levels of
surplus labour within the economy. A number of fiea$ of the post-Fordist mode of
development account for this. The transition to@armarketised variety of capitalism
involved deregulation of product markets, which oeed the protections previously
enjoyed by manufacturing industries and subjeckesint to international competition.
That competition was accentuated by the internalisation of production, allowing
more goods to be produced in low-wage countriesesathling some local producers to
move production operations offshore. Lack of padfility in goods-producing
industries encouraged a redirection of investmatd Bervice industries and greater

commodification of services, a trend accentuateddisplaced workers seeking self-
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employment in household and personal services. féetwnologies encouraged further
displacement of low-skilled labour, not only fromoguction jobs but also from white-
collar jobs which could be automated or performéidhore via telecommunications
networks. Greater levels of competition in dereggdamarkets and new production
models placed greater priority on flexibility anthovation, and increased demand for
managers and experts of various kinds. Flexiblelgetbon models and pressures to
minimise labour costs also encouraged more flexiske of labour, facilitated by labour
market deregulation, which stimulated the growtmoh-standard work and increased
rates of labour turnover. The empirical analysishis thesis has repeatedly shown that
changes in the labour market and the division bble were most pronounced during
the restructuring period in the latter half of ##880s and the first half of the 1990s. As
the restructuring project wound down and the newden@f development was
consolidated over subsequent years, the trendsrajgnslowed and in some cases
reversed slightly.

To understand the changes in production and emmoymve clearly need an
approach which addresses both long-term trendsciassd with the development of
industrial capitalism and more concentrated upheavalated to episodes of
restructuring. The approach in this thesis has bedming together Sayer and Walker’'s
perspective on the evolution of the division of dab with that of the regulation
approach on the ways in which new models of capitakmerge from periods of crisis
and restructuring. It has been argued that thisiges a more balanced perspective on
themes of change and continuity than epochal tegowhich propose decisive breaks
between industrial capitalism and post-industrial imformational capitalism. This
perspective illuminates important changes in thtuneaof capitalism, but interprets
them in terms of a transition between Fordist aast{ordist modes of development
which accentuates long-term trends in the divisioin labour within industrial
capitalism. From this perspective, what we expeeenin the last decades of the
twentieth century was the demise of Fordism, netaihd of industrial capitalism.

This does not preclude the possibility that cagtalmay eventually evolve to a
point where material production is a sufficientlynor component of economic activity
for us to safely pronounce the end of industrigditedism, but it is difficult to assess at
what point this might eventuate. If it is gaugedténms of employment, it might be
argued that it occurs when service activities antdor the majority of the workforce,

but in New Zealand this happened around four decapo when the industrial
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economy had barely matured. Or it might be arghedl it occurs when the majority of
the workforce is engaged in informational productibut even using Castells’s liberal
definition of informational labour we are still ang way from that. Alternatively, it
may be judged not in terms of employment but imternf the sectors which drive
economic growth and the trajectory of economic tgweent, as in Castells’s argument
that informationalism has already superseded imglism because economic
dynamism now lies in the generation, processing @pulication of information. All
these measures, however, bring us back to the gmaic nature of dualistic
distinctions between goods and services or betwiadnstrial and informational
production. When so many service activities anansch informational production is
directly or indirectly concerned with enhancing aadgmenting the production,
circulation and consumption of material goods, éeras mistaken to interpret their
expansion in terms of the demise of industrial &zdism. And when these processes are
driven by the same dynamics of accumulation, rafieation, commodification and
technological change which have driven the devekgnof industrial capitalism since
its inception, it seems unnecessary to fundamentallise our understandings of the
nature of capitalism.

These issues clearly relate not just to New Zealéd to developed capitalist
economies in general. While the empirical analysithe thesis has been restricted to
New Zealand, the findings have broader relevancectmntries which experienced
similar restructurings in the 1980s and 1990s. dat,fas New Zealand’s neoliberal
project was arguably the most transformational &mel most intensive of those
restructurings, it may provide a prime examplehaf éffects restructuring can have on
the labour market, the division of labour and slosigatification. It also opens up some
interesting possibilities for comparative reseanob{ just involving those countries
which adopted similar market-oriented varietiescapitalism, but also those where
there was greater compromise between class indeandtthe effects of the market were
mitigated by a more interventionist state.

Because this thesis has adopted a very broad candalas had to rely on official
statistical sources which are not always ideallyesuto the purpose, there are many
topics which would benefit from more in-depth atien and purpose-designed
research. These include research into the natuextehded, hierarchical and mental
divisions of labour within particular labour proses and how they are affected by new

technologies and production models. Understandoigthe social division of labour
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would be enhanced by studying interdependenciegdest enterprises within networks
of collaborative production or exchange at bothamatl and transnational levels, and
the ways in which these are evolving. A further énsion of the social division of
labour that deserves more attention is the relakign between work performed in
different institutional spheres — the market, toeidehold, communities and the state —
and the way work is redistributed between thosesigshover time. In the field of
stratification there is considerable scope for bahalitative and quantitative
investigations of the relationship between classcsiire and class formation, and the
intersections between class, gender and ethnifiyese are all neglected areas of
research in New Zealand, and while the paucity afemal on these topics has imposed
some constraints on this thesis, it is hoped tmatissues which have been raised here
may stimulate research which will help to addréesé gaps.

Finally, the narrative of this story largely conddd in 2006 when the economy
appeared healthy, the labour market was buoyanttiaadrajectory of development
seemed to be firmly set. Since then, we have expeed a major crisis in capitalism
which has not only had severe short-term effectbusinesses and workers, but may
yet prove to have long-term consequences for thaseoof capitalist development
comparable to those resulting from the crises efi830s and 1970s. Results from the
next Census will provide a more detailed picturanthwe currently have of the
immediate effects of the crisis on different growgisworkers, and would provide a
useful post-script to the story told here. It isely to be several years before we can
discern the long-term effects on the nature of petidn, the regulation of the economy,
the operation of the labour market, the contourghefdivision of labour and structures
of social inequality. But when the picture beconc=arer, it is hoped the approach
developed in this thesis will provide a useful pertive on the next episode in the
constantly evolving relationship between capitatisvelopment and the division of
labour.
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Operationalising the stratification model

The stratification model outlined in chapter fivaswoperationalised in chapters six and
seven using cross-tabulations of occupation andlement status data from New
Zealand censuses. The following is a brief degorpodf the variables and the process

involved.

Employment status

The employment status variable in the census divpkople in paid employment into
four categories: those who employ others in then dusiness; those who are self-
employed and don’t employ others; paid employees; #tnose who work in family
businesses without pay. Those in the last catelgave been omitted from the analysis
as our interest here is in the stratification o¢ praid workforce, and the inclusion of
unpaid workers who tend to cluster in certain oetigms may distort the analysis.

People who did not specify their employment stat@salso omitted from the analysis.

Occupation

The occupational data used for the analysis isntdkeen the most detailed level of the
standard occupational classification NZSCO99 whadnsists of several hundred
occupational categories (562 in the version usedhi® 2001 and 2006 censuses). The
model could also be operationalised using data fitmemext level of the classification,
which aggregates occupations into a smaller nurabamit groups’ (257 in 2001 and
2006), but with some loss of sensitivity to diffeces in skill levels. The model is not
suitable for use with data from the more highlyragated levels of the classification as
these are not sufficiently detailed. Again, peompo have not specified their

occupation are excluded from the analysis.

Reclassifying the occupation data

The detailed occupations were re-aggregated ixtgreiups to enable a breakdown by
authority and skill: two categories of managersglfler managerial and lower
managerial) and four skills categories for non-ngans (professional, skilled, semi-
skilled and routine). The allocation of occupatidonsskill levels was based on an

assessment of the level of skiipically required to perform the job to a reasoteb
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level of competencarawing on information from two main sources: tHéSCO99

manual (Statistics New Zealand 2001b), which presié& description of the tasks
involved in each occupation and the level of tragniand/or experience typically
required; and an analysis of cross-tabulated dataoccupation and educational
gualifications from the 2006 Census. Definitionstlué skill levels can be found in the

description of the class model in chapter five.

Identifying the class locations
Once the occupational data was reclassified in way, it was cross-tabulated with
employment status to produce the class locatiorshawn in Figure Al. The rationale
for the class locations is discussed in chaptes; fiie following simply outlines the
method by which those locations were operationdlise
» executive employers are employers in higher manmagsrcupations
* higher managers are employees in higher managecapations
* lower managers are employees in lower manageralpations
» working proprietors include all employers excemis in higher managerial and
professional occupations and all self-employed [Beopxcept those in
professional occupations
» professionals include all those in professional upations regardless of
employment status
» skilled workers are employees in skilled occupation
» semi-skilled workers are employees in semi-skiledupations

e routine workers are employees in routine occupation

Figure Al: Method for operationalising class locations us ing occupation and
employment status variables

Employment status
Occupation
Employer Self-employed Employee

Higher managerial Executive employers Higher managers

Working proprietors
Lower managerial Lower managers
Professional Professionals
Skilled Skilled workers
Semi-skilled Working proprietors Semi-skilled workers
Routine Routine workers
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Time series issues

Constructing time series using this method is caca@d by frequent revisions to the
standard occupational classification. The procedsesl here is based on the NZSC099
classification, which is the version used to cofi®12and 2006 census datBata from
earlier censuses has been reclassified in a mavimeh ensures time series data is as
consistent as possible, using concordances prodogestatistics New Zealand. This
presents little difficulty with censuses betweer@l%nd 2006 as changes to the
classification over that period were relatively orinHowever, there was a major
classification change between the 1986 and 199%uses when the old NZSCO68
classification was replaced by NZSCQO90. Data fro;m1991 census was coded to both
classifications, which allows us to assess thectffof the classification changes.
Comparison of the number of workers enumeratedaah e€lass location using the two
classifications shows that they differ by betwe®® &nd 6,000 workers. This is not
considered significant enough to invalidate congmars of 1986 data with that of later
years, although it is a factor to be borne in miviten looking at movements between
1986 and 1991.

The time series can go back no further than 198@esailed cross-tabulations of
occupation and employment status from earlier cesare available for the full-time
workforce only. The omission of part-time workersuhd have a significant effect on
the distribution of the workforce in the stratifiman model as they are not distributed
evenly, but are disproportionately concentrategarticular types of jobs, particularly
low-skilled service, sales and clerical work. Cangtonly full-time workers would
therefore under-represent the numbers of workerhase categories and distort the
time-series trends. While having to exclude preél@@ta is unfortunate, it is not a
major problem as analysis indicates that changesniployment patterns prior to 1986

were relatively minor compared to those which cafber.

1 NZSC099 has since been superseded by a new aseif, ANZSCOO06, but 2006 Census data was
dual-coded to both classifications. ANZSCOO06 inealva major overhaul of the classification and has
been disregarded for the purposes of this exer@seNZSCO99 is more compatible with earlier
classifications.
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