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Male: 
Okay good afternoon everyone and welcome to the last, but certainly not least, plenary of the 2015 conference. It’s my privilege to introduce an academic I can best describe as being, ‘At the very top of his game’. So much so, that almost any lengthy introduction would be superfluous. Professor Guy Standing currently holds the chair in developmental studies at the School of Oriental and African Studies in the University of London. He’s a fellow of the Academy of Social Sciences and a founder and co-president of the Basic Income Earth Network. 
Guy’s most recent books, ‘The Precariat 2011’ and ‘The Precariat Charter’ have a wide influence, both within and well beyond academia; an enviable position I would think for most scholars and have been translated into no less than 14 languages. The issue raised in these and others of his writings, have moved from the margins of public discourse to become central to current political debates, in no small way as a consequence of his work. That’s impact. I would conclude by noting that in the very short time I’ve known him, I might also say that he epitomises what we use when we use the term ‘Gentleman and scholar’. Guy Standing. (Applause).

Guy:
Thank you very much. First of all I have to check if this microphone is loud enough at the back. Thank you very much. I was going to say anyhow that I’m sure all of us send our heartfelt feelings to the family and friends of the student and I think it would be very nice if the BSA were to send a letter of condolences from the conference at the end. 
It’s very difficult to talk in that context immediately after our moments of silence, but I want to talk today about something that is very much at the heart of international sociology. I think all of you who are sociologists, essentially we’re... I’m not a natural sociologist, but we’re all contrarians. We all tend to be sceptical, we all tend to have quibbles and want to argue with each other all the time, but I think sociologists are at their best when they try to tell the grand narrative. They try to bring a synthesis to the various individual social sciences; economics, psychology, politics, political science, history, geography and so on and give a narrative an interpretation.

I think that the last couple of decades, sociology has rather been on the back foot and it’s tended to look at the micro stuff and the safest stuff, rather than confronting the neoliberal ideology that’s dominant. 
Now what I want to talk about today, is essentially the new book that John has just mentioned, ‘The Precariat Charter’. To put it in context, I was working for the International Labour Organisation for a number of decades and at the end of that time, or long before it, I was very upset by the dominant ideology of labourism that underpinned the ILO model. I tried to come to terms with that, with writing a book called ‘Work After Globalisation’. That’s a heavy tome with forty pages of references, a lot of statistics, a lot of material. So it’s had a sort of modest life. But wherever I went talking about that book, when I started to talk about the precariat, that’s when I got people’s attention. You could hear the proverbial pin drop.

So I tried to write a narrative that went beyond my own discipline of economics, to reach out to the lay-person. There’s something in the water, because not only has it been translated into 14 languages, but every single day I get dozens of emails from people all over the world, telling me about their experience in the precariat. It’s something that is global, something that is very painful and if anyone wanted to do a PhD, they could sift through all those emails I’ve received... as long as they were anonymous, because they’re meant to be anonymous... to write up a global reaction to what’s going on. 
After that book came out, ‘The Precariat: The New Dangerous Class’, a lot of Marxists attacked me because they said, “Nothing has really changed, capitalism is capitalism, the working class is the working class. Why are you talking about a new class?” A very famous public intellectual contacted me and wanted to endorse the book and I began to think in conversations with him, “What if, in 2015, the eight hundredth anniversary of what is commonly regarded as the founding document of our constitution and the constitution of all democracies, what if there was a precariat charter? A set of demands against the state, just as the Magna Carta was a set of demands against the state. Class-based demands. How would a precariat charter look and how would it differ from what the proletariat charter would have looked like, had it existed a hundred years ago, the seven hundredth anniversary?” 
Well obviously to take on that sort of challenge, you need to have had, you know, something to drink (Laughter), something to smoke, good sex would help (Laughter) and then you’ll let your juices flow, right? Because you’re setting yourself up for a fall. But anyhow, I’ve produced this charter of demands and I would like to discuss the background to that and what I regard as the debate at the moment. 
Now if any of you have the chance and I hope you do, go to Runnymede today. Runnymede is a very interesting place, because historically, there are two diametrically opposed interpretations of what the Magna Carta represents. The hegemonic dialogue, or interpretation at the moment, is epitomised by David Cameron’s interpretation: saying that it is the justification of capitalism and private property, etc., etc. When he was asked on a US television show recently about the Magna Carta, the interviewer asked him, “What did it mean?” And characteristically, he said he didn’t know. That’s at least, a little honesty.
But if you go to Runnymede, it’s very non-descript, it’s just a big meadow. But in the centre of this meadow is a monument, sort of pseudo-Greek monument. You go up to it and it’s dedicated by and to the American Bar Association. You say, “Wait a minute, I’m by the Thames. The American Bar Association. You say, “Is there anything else here?” And you go and you see an oak tree that was planted from the people of Jamestown in the United States. You go a little bit further, another thirty yards and you enter an acre that has been given to the United States, where there is a little monument dedicated to John F Kennedy, with a bit of his inaugural address on liberty. Which is very platitudinous if you go and look at it. Then if you go and walk down and you go to the little cafe that’s at the edge of Runnymede, you will find in the cafe, that there’s only one statue. It’s a statue of Franklin Roosevelt. So you begin to wonder if you’re in the right country (Laughter). 
The interpretation that’s being used as the predominant discourse this year... and it will come to a crescendo on June 15th this year, at the eight hundredth anniversary day, is that it is a foundation of capitalism and property rights.
But there is another interpretation, because the charter of liberties that was agreed in Runnymede, was actually torn up within eight weeks and only became the Magna Carta in 1217, alongside a reduced number of articles. It went from sixty-three to forty-seven articles in the charter. What became the Magna Carta, was ‘The Charter of the Forest’. Now again, if you want to read ‘The Charter of the Forest’, I strongly advise you to have some really good sex beforehand (Laughter). Because it’s the most dense document that you can imagine. You really have to be off your mind to really understand it. And then you’d been lying. 

But underneath all the prose is a statement of the demand of the working class at the time, for the commons. A demand against the state for the rights of subsistence, the right to the commons, the right to reproduction and including, for the first time, the rights of women, particularly widows and the idea of [Estevar’s 0:23:55] that they had the right to subsistence. That interpretation is very much a radical interpretation. I think it’s important to see the Magna Carta as an integration of these two documents. Therefore to see it as establishing a way of demanding and advancing rights.
Now there is another final irony of that Runnymede field... I just throw it out by way of passing, which is in the early 1920s, there was a coalition government that decided to reduce public debt. Heard these phrases before, perhaps? (Laughter). Reduce public debt by privatising Runnymede and selling it off as ‘lot eight’. They quietly put it up for auction. By chance I think, the first woman barrister in our history, found out that they were about to auction off lot eight and launched an occupy-type campaign, that took up so much force and effectiveness, that the coalition government had to withdraw lot eight from public sale. That is why it is still part of our commons today. I should tell you by way of passing, that the current government has plans to privatise part of Sherwood Forest, which you might recognise as something that took place with a certain Robin Hood just before the Magna Carta.

I want also to mention something by way of introduction, that if I put my ancient Greek hat on... any of us do that, I can take from that, that we have made a mess about what is work and what is labour. We have forgotten... and this is something I develop in the books... the ancient Greek distinction between work and labour and between leisure and play. One of the tragedies of our age is that all work that is not labour has been marginalised in the last one hundred years. Leisure ___[0:26:28] as public participation in the life of the polis and the abhorrer, with access to the commons including the commons of ideas as well as the commons of space, has been pushed aside. We really need to recover those distinctions and reconceptualise what we mean by ‘work’. 

Then one other historical point before I get into my main narrative; if you go back to the Middle Ages, before the ‘success’ of the enclosure movement and the development of industrial capitalism, there was a concept of denizens. A denizen was someone who entered a community, a town usually and was given a more limited range of rights than the citizens of the town. And who entered into a community to learn the ethics and reciprocities and social solidarities of being a member of a community. A denizen was something in a midway of being a citizen. I’ll come back to that later, because I think it’s an important historical concept. 

My story starts with a critique of Karl Polanyi’s ‘Great Transformation’. His ‘Great Transformation’, as we all know; a dis-embedded phase, dominated by financial capital, until the inequalities and insecurities become so great, that there’s a threat of the annihilation of civilisation, until- if there is a double movement, re-embedding the economic system in society. His great transformation was about the painful construction of national markets, with a new system of regulations, representations, social protection and so on. It broke down, as we all know, at the end of the 1970s, since when we have been in the process of a global transformation, which is essentially about the painful construction of a global market system. 
The dis-embedded phase has been dominated since 1980, by what we now call neoliberalism in a sort of pejorative sense. We all know the main features are: privatisation, liberalisation of all markets, commodification of everything that can be commodified, an emphasis on competitiveness... and most important for sociologists, I would have thought and also for interpretation of what has happened to the precariat... the systematic dismantling of all institutions of social solidarity. All institutions that gave quasi rights, because they stand against the market. 

Milton Friedman wrote his first book in 1945 about the need to dismantle occupation communities, a very fundamental part of the neoliberal agenda. Now those institutions include the occupational communities, we know there has been a great body of research in sociology on occupations, but somehow that’s not filtering into the public political discourse. We’ve also seen a dismantling of the education system as a system of enlightenment and social solidarity, which you can see all the way across our institutional structures. 
Of course from an economics point of view, the smoking gun of what has happened, is that in liberalising markets, the world’s labour supply quadrupled almost overnight, historically speaking. So an extra 2 billion people became part of the globalising labour market and of course that has put huge downward pressure on wages, it has had a huge impact on the functional distribution of income. When I was a student, there was a thing called [Caldaw’s law 0:39:59] and he happened to be one of my teachers. Caldaw’s Law essentially was, that over the medium-long term, the share of national income going to capital and the share going to labour, roughly stabilised. Okay? Since globalisation has started, that law has completely gone, the share going to capital has gone up, the share going to labour has gone down. We didn’t need Thomas Piketty in seven hundred and eighty pages to tell us that (Laughter).

Essentially too, we’ve seen various other forms of inequality take off. But of course, governments... both centre-left and centre-right, if there was any distinction by this stage, made a Faustian bargain with us, the citizenry. The Faustian bargain was, “As we go for labour market flexibility, as we dismantle the social security system, as we weaken trade unions, as we do X, Y and Z, you’re going to have an orgy of consumption.” Because otherwise real wages would have plunged and we would have all been out in the streets, really taking action. The Faustian bargain was: have cheap credit, have more cheap credit, have tax credits. Have lots of tax credits.

I’ve just come from Canada, where they’re the world champion in the number of tax credits that they have, but we’re doing pretty well in this country. Basically tax credits are a subsidy to capital, enabling people to get away with paying low wages. But they top-up income. We all know the rest of the story, debt rises, then you have the crash of 2008 and you have the austerity here, where we’re all told we’ve got to tighten our belts. 
Meanwhile, the share of national and global income going to capital has not only shot up, but the share going to rental forms of income has shot up even more. We’ve entered the age of rentier capitalism, where the returns to the ownership of property... particularly so-called intellectual property, have been shooting up. In a sense, the twentieth century income distribution system as such, has broken down. The share of real wages- long-term decline and I’m convinced that we will not see a reversal of that. The decline in real wages has been going on for thirty years in the United States. The decline in real wages in most continental European countries has been going on for thirty years. A little blip here before an election, a little blip there, something like that, but the long-term decline will continue. It really poses a question that if we’re going to address poverty and inequality, we’re not going to be able to do it by wage-bargaining. It’s a painful reality.

But actually income inequality is greater than our wage statistics display. Because what has been happening is that the old structure of social income has been dismantled, so that a large number of people have been losing non-wage forms of benefit. Actually that is much more of a class thing that has accentuated the inequality. I’ll come back to that in a minute. Now underpinning the story of globalisation and the technological revolution that has been taking place, which has facilitated a globalisation of production and employment, a new global class structure has been taking shape. Superimposed on old national class structures.

At the top we have a plutocracy, not of 1%, a 0.1% of global citizens who are able to manipulate the media and manipulate the education systems, manipulate everybody to some degree. A long way below them are what I call the ‘salariat’; people who still have the old employment security, pensions, paid holidays, paid medical leave, paid maternity leave, you name it. They’re still getting those things. But the number in the salariat is shrinking a lot. When I was a student too, we used to read all the standard stuff on labour economics and labour sociology, which was predicting that by the end of the twentieth century, the vast majority in our society would belong to that category. Long-term employment security, blah, blah, blah.
But it’s shrinking all over the world and one of the things that I noticed... and I get a lot of letters too, or emails, from people who identify themselves in the salariat, is that they’re rather worried about their sons and daughters and their friend and their neighbour. Very worried. Alongside the salariat is a growing group, a smaller group, of what I call ‘proficians’. People who don’t want employment security, they’re gadget-oriented, they know they’re very clever. They make a lot of money, they’re very clever and they’re, “Why aren’t you as clever as me?” There’s a sort of smugness that goes with that category. Their only problem is they tend to suffer from burn-out at age 28½ or something like that (Laughter).
But while they’re striding the globe, making vast amounts of money, they’re doing very well. Below the salariat and proficiens in terms of income, is the precariat, the old proletariat, which is shrinking, losing force everywhere in the world. The precariat is under them in terms of income and underneath the precariat is a lumpen-precariat. The people that we all meet in the streets, dying early deaths, holding out their hands and hoping for our pity. 
That is a curt first point, because a number of commentators have said, “Standing is referring to an underclass.” However many times I say, “I’m not,” still someone will leave this room, saying, “Standing was referring to an underclass.” The precariat is not an underclass, the precariat is wanted by global capitalism and it is the modal type of worker in our society, increasingly, all over the world. Now what is it? How do you define it?

I think you can define the precariat in three dimensions. The first dimension is that it has distinctive relations of production, to use a Marxian way of framing it. Now usually most people, if they had addressed the notion of the precariat at all, they would say well it’s just precarious labour. That is actually, A not the good way of framing it and B not the most important factor at all. It is true that people in the precariat are being habituated to accept a life of unstable labour. All these many euphemisms and forms of labour relation that have been developing, those together as a process of precariatisation, which is the opposite of proletarianisation a hundred years ago. 
Proletarianisation was about habituating and disciplining people to accept as a law, a life of stable full-time labour. Or if you were the wife of a worker that’s so-called, then accepting that sort of life. The notion of precariatisation is about habituating people to accept and internalise a life of unstable labour. Casualisation, temporaries, zero hour contracts. When I first wrote about zero hour contracts some years ago, people said, “What the hell is that?” Well I’m very pleased now that everybody knows about zero hour contracts. Every country has their variants of that. Yours will have interns, fractionals, sessionals. 
The new two; the first one is interim managers, so the managers are being converted into part of the precariat at the lower end. I am sure some of you have seen George Clooney’s great film, ‘Up in the Air’ about the sort of person who is used as an interim managers. But many of those interim managers today are actually scrounging around in the precariat, hired for a few days to do some dirty job and then they’re back to the job centre. But the new one that’s really growing and that will dominate our thinking on labour issues in the coming decade, I believe, is crowd labour. There are various forms of crowd labour. Part of it is the so-called gig economy, share economy and so-on. That has been growing. But also, use of Dutch auctions and the use of online labour transactions. 
It’s argued by the people in the industry, that within the next decade, one in every three labour transactions will be done online as part of the crowd labour. At the moment there’s a great debate going on in the United States; are people in the crowd labour process independent contractors, or are they employees? I think when the dust has settled, we’ll see it as a different type of category altogether. I call them ‘taskers’. But it is a very strongly growing part of the labour process.

Now there are two outcomes of note. One is that there is no occupational narrative for people in the precariat, no occupational identity. I am becoming something. You can’t feel like that if you’re part of the precariat. There’s also an absence of corporate or firm narrative, because firms have become commodified and people who are going in the precariat cannot expect to identify with a particular firm or employer for any length of time. But there’s also part of the relations of production, a fact that people in the precariat have to do a hell of a lot of work for labour. Work for the state, work for reproducing themselves, more retraining, more waiting around, more applying for jobs, more applying for jobs, more waiting around. In a sense, people in the precariat are experiencing the precariatised mind. Being a feeling that you are out of control of time, you don’t know what is the best thing to be doing, so you flit between activities without any sense of control. 
And fearful. Endlessly fearful, that one mistake, or one error, or one mishap and you’re going to be out in the street. That feeling of existential insecurity. Another feature is that this is the first working class in history, where the modal level of education is greater than the modal level of labour they expect to have to perform. This is a very stressful situation for a lot of people. The second I mention is that the precariat has distinctive relations of distribution. What that means in effect, is that they have to rely very, very largely, if not entirely, on money wages. Money wages that are tending to decline in real terms, become more volatile and unpredictable. If you‘re in the precariat, you don’t get access to any of those non-wage benefits, any of those pensions, paid vacations, etc. You don’t get that.

But you also don’t get access to what I call ‘community benefits’. A network that can give you informal support in times of need. Because you tend to be in a fragmented situation, where there isn’t access to those forms of support. Rob MacDonald and Tracy Sheldrick did some excellent work, which showed those sort of things taking place in Teesside. But they also don’t have rights-based state benefits. This is something that has been taken away from the precariat. There was a two page set of articles in the Guardian this week, talking about “What is the best European welfare system?” Trying to show that the British system was terrible and others were better. My answer when I finished reading it... well the answer should have been, “None of the above,” because they all suffer from similar trends. 
If you see it from the perspective of the precariat, none of the systems are working. You don’t get access to benefits, you get access to means-tested, behaviour-tested type of benefits, whether you’re in Denmark or in Germany or in the UK. All of these systems are moving to a system of denying people, penalising people in the precariat and ultimately inducing them to situations of sanctions, that we all know about and a very dualistic outcome.
Accordingly... and you’ll find this all over the industrialised OECD area, millions of people are in poverty traps. All of our sociologists know about poverty traps, where you’re going from a low-benefit into a low wage, you’re facing a marginal tax rate of 80% or more. In Denmark it’s about 84%, in Germany 86%. So don’t think Britain is an outlier. We’re approximately bad among a whole lot of bads. But in addition to poverty traps, we have what I call ‘precarity traps’. If you lose a low-wage job, do you think you get a benefit tomorrow morning? Of course not. George Osborne has lengthened the number of days before you can even apply for unemployment benefit. But it turns out that millions of people wait not days, not weeks, but months before they start getting entitled.
So on top of an 80% marginal tax rate, you’ve got a prospect... if you take a short-term job, that you’ll be out of it very quickly and then have to go back to queue again and try and start getting more benefits. Well you don’t have to be an economist with a PhD to work out that it’s very irrational to take the short-term jobs in those circumstances. So of course, the state, led by our inimitable Iain Duncan Smith, goes for coercion, increasingly using workfare, as all European countries have been using workfare. Which is essentially about lowering wages, lowering opportunities and coercing part of the precariat and weakening the whole of the precariat. 

The future... I think the outcome for the precariat in terms of income is chronic uncertainty. That means you can’t insure against what’s going to happen to you. You’re facing unknown unknowns. And on top of all that, the precariat everywhere is facing a life of unsustainable debt. Debt today is being used as a systemic mechanism of exploitation and disciplining people to accept such a life. 

The third feature of the precariat is distinctive relations to the state. This is the first time in history... and some good research might disprove me, but I think it is the case... the first time in history where we see millions of people in the process of losing rights, becoming denizens from a position of being a citizen. They’re losing civil rights, they’re losing social rights, they’re losing political, they’re losing cultural and they’re losing economic rights. In the new book I try to document how this is taking place and I think it’s pretty systemic. So you have actually a continuum that’s developing, with some people having no rights at all, until there are some- a minority, who have all strong rights. Denizens like this, are losing out in all respects and this leads to what I believe is the defining feature of the precariat; if you’re in it, you are essentially a supplicant. That is far more important than the other features about unstable labour. You have to ask for favours, you have to plead with people, you have to satisfy other people’s definition of what is employable, what is acceptable, what is socially responsible. You have to be obsequious. That is very, very humiliating and I cannot tell you the thousands of people who are in the precariat who have written to me about that particular feature of being in the precariat. 

Of course, another feature of the relations to the state... and we all know this in Britain, but it’s also very widely a feature elsewhere, is the steady erosion of the commons, a steady erosion of public wealth, public places. Where you can gain not only your socialisation, but your access to resources and your access to the capacities to develop your capabilities and your socialised self. That erosion that’s taking place in various ways, I illustrate in the book. But you all know different variants of what is happening. It is something that is very, very important if you’re down in the precariat. You need those public toilets, you need those public libraries, you need the public parks, you need your Runnymedes. But they’re being taken away systematically.
At the bottom of all this, precariat is facing utilitarian politics, where the mainstream parties are trying to appeal to their idea of the middle class, squeezed or unsqueezed variety (Laughter). This utilitarian politics of our age, which is part of the commodification of politics, is something that again we’ve been seeing taking place and as a body of social scientists, we have not done enough to oppose those trends. I really feel that we have failed in that regard. What we’re seeing under euphemistic labels like ‘libertarian paternalism’ is the growth of the panopticon state... that would make Jeremy Bentham rub his hands with glee... in which the surveillance and the [data from 0:51:47] surveillance tactics, are directed primarily at the precariat.

Now the precariat is a new dangerous class, because it is not wedded to the old political ideologies. But it’s not just victims, I try to emphasise that in the books, but also it’s come back to me in the hundreds of meetings I’ve addressed in thirty-three countries or whatever it is. People in the precariat are not just suffering victim-hood, they are actually rejecting past ideologies. There was a wonderful piece of graffiti that I saw on a Madrid wall, by the Indignados. It said, “The worst thing would be to go back to the old normal.” A very subversive statement, if you think about it. They’re not looking for a life of stable full-time labour, stretching into the future (Laughter). They’re not. They’re looking for an ability to build their own lives and develop their capabilities. They don’t mind taking jobs. A job is instrumental. Don’t tell me I must find my happiness in serving this bloody coffee, it’s something I do for a bit of money. I’m going to find my personality and develop myself through my work and through my leisure as a public citizen and a person who cares about the ecology and caring for my relatives and friends and community. That sort of enlightenment romanticism is very much alive in the precariat. But the precariat is also... for those of you of a Marxist persuasion, I believe is a transformative class. Because it is very radical even in its internal divisions. Because it’s the only class that wants to become strong enough to abolish the conditions that define its existence and therefore remove itself. That makes it part of being dangerous. 
But at the moment it is still internally divided, at war with itself. There are three factions essentially. One I call ‘atavists’ because they experience relative deprivation about a lost past. Their parents were dockers, or steel workers, or miners, or car workers, or whatever it was. But they can’t even aspire to get that sort of status. This group tends to have little education and they listen to the sirens of the far-right, the populists, the neo-fascists, the wonders of UKIP and all these other bizarre groups that are spreading their vicious messages. 

Every country is experiencing the equipment. We know how strong the Front National is in France. Where in Finland you’ve got the Finns and the Swedes have got the Swedish Democrats, who are all of that far-right persuasion, playing on fears. They mainly play on fears about the second part of the precariat, which consists of the migrants, the ethnic minorities, the disabled, the Roma, the various groups who have no sense of present. Perhaps no sense of home. So they tend to be nostalgic. They keep their heads down, but from every now and then, the oppressions become so great that... like when I was in Sweden and Stockholm last year and there were four days of rage, where people were letting it off. There’s a lot of that going on.

The third group in the precariat consists of the educated. They went to university or college, they were told if they go to university they will get a future, get a career, get an identity. Yet of course, they know all they did was buy a lottery ticket that guarantees them many decades of debt, without a future, without a career. It’s this group that is growing relative to the others, I believe, which is actually forming the new counter-narrative that is beginning to take off.

In that regard, I want to remind us about the nature of how great transformations move into the next phase. It doesn’t mean that you’re deterministic that they will definitely do so, but these conditions have to take place if that’s going to happen. The first one is to realise that for every new forward march towards more equality, to more freedom and to more solidarity, is led by the interests and needs of the emerging mass class. Not yesterday. Here I believe, all our social democratic and labour parties around Europe, have lost the plot, because they do not understand that particular principle. Don’t try and appeal to those middle classes. What about the 30%, 40%, 45%, 50% that’s growing in the precariat? Their needs and interests and aspirations are completely ignored.

We saw Rachel Reeves and her infamous comment the other day, which I thought symbolised the dilemma of the centre-left, “We are not the party of benefit claimants.” Well you should be. That’s what we feel like saying back. The second thing is, that for a great transformation for a new forward march, there is a need for new forms of collective action. New forms that represent the interests of the emerging class. Here, I think it’s very important that if you’re addressing a group in the precariat and you start getting the energy back, you will quickly realise that they see not individual employers as the enemy... that’s a passing thing, I’m going to be with them a few weeks. They see the state. Their primary antagonist is the state that’s introducing the workfare policies, the sanctions and all of the other disciplinary activities of the state. 

The different forms of association are actually emerging quite quickly by historical standards. The old labour unions... and I have to address a lot of them, because for some reason I get invited by them to do so... are completely bewildered by what’s happened. Some have made a gesture by setting up a special section for the precariat, like the Italian CGIL union has done, or the Spanish have done. But they quickly lose touch with them and say, “You deal with the youth.”  Because they see it as youth.

The third principle, is that every new forward march is led by three struggles, overlapping struggles. The first struggle is a struggle for representation, a struggle for identity, a struggle for subjectivity, or agency. Instead of looking in a mirror in the morning and seeing a failure, a [person is 1:00:02] inadequate, you look in the mirror and you say, “Hey I’m part of a group of millions, experiencing the same set of pressures and structural changes. I’m part of the precariat. There are a lot of people like me.” That’s a first stage, as we all know, to having an agency, a common sense of recognition. A number of places that I’ve spoken at; one I’m thinking in Stockholm ___[1:00:32], at the end of my talk, a man stood up, “I hated your talk.” I said, “Sorry?” “I hated it.” I said, “It’s all about me.” That sense of feeling that, “I’m part of this,” is very important.
The second... and I believe we have seen a tremendous advance since 2011 here... the occupy movement, the Indignado movements, the Den Plirono movement in Greece, all have moved towards that recognition. And it’s gone from a primitive rebel phase, where we reject all political mainstream, to a next phase of saying, “We must re-engage politically.” I was invited to Spain before Christmas... the books have come out in Spanish and Catalan... by the Podemos leadership. I’m sure most of you know, that at the beginning of last year, Podemos didn’t exist. Podemos is a precariat party and now is almost to the point of leaning the opinion polls. If an election were called tomorrow, they would have a very good chance of forming the next government. Same in Greece, Syriza is essentially a precariat party of rejecting the orthodoxy. The second struggle is something that sociologists I believe, should be far more engaged in looking at, which is a struggle for representation. How can the precariat be represented in all the institutions of the state? Not just government, but all parts of the state? That’s a big question and we’ve hardly made much advance there.

The final thing is there’s a struggle for redistribution, but a redistribution of what? That’s the big subject, that’s the big question. If you posed it in terms of the proletariat, a redistribution of the means of production, you’ll empty the room and everybody will rush to the bar, laughing. Because that is not what motivates people in the precariat. The key assets if you’re in the precariat are; security, number one. Because the mal-distribution of security in our society is much greater than the mal-distribution of income. If you’re down in the precariat, you have no security at all. If you’re up here, you can buy your security. No problem. The second key asset is control of time. Again, if you’re down in the precariat you have no control of time. We need a politics of time. A whole new way of looking at it, in terms of what I call, ‘tertiary time’ rather than industrial time. The old way of looking at time allocations between activities needs to change. But the redistribution is also about quality space. That recovery of the commons is an essential part of the fight-back on behalf of the precariat. Recovering the commons, recovering common ideas, that is why so much of the social commons is so fundamentally linked to the precariat debate. 
And we need a redistribution of real education. If you’re up here in society, you can still have that enlightenment education, still have your philosophy, your culture, your history, your art, that goes to make a proper person. If you’re down in the precariat, all you do is you get a commodified MOOC, or human capital training, preparing you for jobseeking and more jobseeking. That division, while we pretend to think that the level of our education has been going up in a steady linear way, in actual fact the fragmentation has been horrific. We need a struggle for the deeper modification of education. Anybody in the education system feels that every day. But we have not been doing it nearly enough to combat it. And of course, we need a strategy for a redistribution on behalf of the precariat, of financial capital, rental income. 
That leads to my concluding remarks, which is about the charter itself. Even after all those drinks and good sex (Laughter), I can still only come up with twenty-nine articles in the precariat charter, compared with the Magna Carta’s magnificent sixty-three. Now fortunately we don’t have to have article fifty of the Magna Carta. Article fifty was forbidding the Sheriff of Nottingham from having any public office. Well fortunately, he’s not around. But I was tempted to put, “Can we do the same for Iain Duncan Smith?” (Applause). So it would be a special extra item.

But the twenty-nine articles... one of the people who have endorsed the book and I know she’s having a terrible job being a politician, but I really appreciated that she got the key message, was Natalie Bennett, the leader of the Greens. In her endorsement she said, “This is a programme for the revival of social empathy.” Social empathy is so important and so rejected by that moralistic utilitarianism of our time. That sense that being able to put yourself in the foot, in the feet, in the shoes of the other. Not making judgments, but saying, “I may not agree with you, but at least I accept your right as part of the reciprocity of good society.” We need to rescue principles of empathy.” The twenty nine articles are about reviving associational freedom in the arrant tradition, about regulating the new forms of flexible labour, but not being King Canute-ish about it. We’re not going to stop zero hour contracts, we’re not going to stop crowd labour, they are part of the future, they are part of globalisation. What we have to do is create the institutions and the redistributive mechanisms to make those acceptable forms of life.
Going through the charter, discussing how to revive the commons, discussing how to de-commodify education etc., the two that really stand out at the end for me... they’re not panaceas, but they’re vitally important, is to struggle towards a basic income for all. Every individual, every man, every woman, every child must have the right to a basic income, as a right. Not made conditional on behavioural terms, that I or you might think is acceptable, but right as a human person. Going towards a basic income is affordable. All the prejudiced claims against it have been tested. We just did a huge pilot in India, of all places, where thousands of people, men, women and children in nine areas, we managed to fund a basic income for 18 months. Each month they got it in cash without condition. We monitored by comparison... we did a randomised controlled trial, by a larger number of people who were not receiving the basic income. 
At the end, we saw how transformative it could be. It not only improved the welfare of the recipient, better nutrition for children, better healthcare, better schooling and things like that, it improved equity. Because the people who benefitted most were the people with disabilities, the scheduled caste for scheduled tribes. But it was also economically productive. This accords with psychological experiments, which show that people who are provided with basic security work more, not less and are more productive, not less. They are also more altruistic, not less and more tolerant of others, not less. That sense of actually liberating for economic purposes goes together with an emancipatory outcome, that exceeded the monetary value of the basic income. It was one of the lessons that I learnt in doing these pilots. The emancipatory effect of giving people basic economic security is fundamental. But we also have to have mechanisms for distributing capital, which is why I support sovereign wealth funds with deliberative democracy built in.

The point I want to end on, is that when you look at society from the perspective of the precariat, you come up with profoundly different questions than if you don’t. And also different types of policies, some of which I haven’t mentioned, that you wouldn’t think about if you were not presenting it from the perspective of the precariat. For me, ultimately, that is the most useful thing you can say about it.




Thank you very much for listening (Applause).

Male:
I want to thank Guy for, as usual, a stimulating presentation, not least in terms of your suggestions regarding our writing preparation. We are running about 10 minutes over, we have agreed to run 10 minutes over because we were starting late, so we’ve got some time for questions and then there will be a presentation by Laurie Taylor. So questions from the floor please?

Male:
My question really, is what’s new or different about today, compared to one hundred years ago? Because the things that you’re talking about, here in Glasgow it would have been day labourers on the docks, day labourers in the mines. It was people in precarious positions. Many working classes were working in domestic labour as servants in houses of the wealthier. The inequalities of wealth were vast. So what’s new today and what do we need that’s different from understanding that, from the way in which it was understood then? Because to me, one of the things that has happened, is we’ve had the unmaking of the working class, if you like, through the ‘70s and the ‘80s. What we’re seeing starting to happen, is the remaking of the working class, but your suggestion is of something different that’s going on. So just what is it that’s different?

Male:
Do you want to take that?
Guy:
If there’s anyone who’s interested, I have some copies of the book, I address this question fundamentally in the book. I think that’s why I emphasised at the beginning, that the question about so-called precarious... I don’t use that term, you notice. Insecure forms of labour. To me it’s the low-hanging fruit part of the whole definition of what is taking place. 
The labour exploitation that took place in the proletariat era was fundamentally on the work site, in the working place, in labour time. That was the exploitation. For the precariat, these are a number of differences compared with the past. People are exploited as much, if not more in some cases, of jobs, of workplaces, outside working time. That is one of the many differences. 


The second thing is that the state has been changed, transformed, so that the way people in the precariat are linked to the state, is quite different. Instead of a process of proletarianisation, which is the era you’re talking about, we’ve got a process of precariatisation shifting the norms, the modal outcomes in the direction of the precariat. So that is a change in the dynamic quite dramatically. And of course, the education issue that I mentioned in the speech, is profoundly different. People who are entering those type of jobs and that unstable labour on the fringes... and it was quite a big fringe in some places, as we all know... had a level of education that was roughly similar to what they were expected to do. Today your precariat is made up, increasingly, of highly educated people, highly educated people. This creates a profoundly different situation and as I tried to emphasise in my talk, you have a process of people losing rights. That is a different process. 

If you take up a perspective like the old working class and the working class against the bourgeoisie, you will miss a lot of the big questions about what is happening. We don’t have a unified working class. Increasingly the upper echelons of the salariat are earning their money from capital, not from wages. So they are detached, they don’t expect to need state benefits. So they will go for tax cuts and benefit cuts. There isn’t a unified working class and the fragmentation we need to analyse from the different perspectives of different groups. I think that we would lose a lot of analytical and political power if we compressed too much into a single thing.
If you talk to the Podemos people, they don’t identify with the old working class, they don’t identify with that, that’s why they reject labour unions, because the labour unions are trying to put the pot back. If I address labour unions from around the world as I did recently, if you talk about basic income, they are vehemently against it and you say, “Wait a minute, why?” I did that at one summer school last year and after the break, an Italian trade union leader came back and the elderly chair... much older than John (Laughter)... he said, “I think we’ll shift to the next subject.” He put his hand up and he said, “Wait a minute, I want to address Guy’s question, because it’s true. Why are we unions so much against basic income? We’re like this.” He said, “I think the reason is, that if people had basic security, they wouldn’t join trade unions.” (Laughter). I looked at him and I said, “Well I know that’s the way people think, but I think you’re wrong.” I think the thought is wrong, because people who have basic security are more likely to become active in collective action. More. I think the union’s position is wrong and I think the old social democratic position is wrong. 
If you scratch the surface, they want to support workfare, they think it’s the duty of people to form labour. They have that mentality and I think here if you’re in the precariat and you take the precariat perspective, you don’t get trapped in those outcomes. But it’s a long question which I address.

Male:


Over to you.

Female:

Hi.

Male:


Hi ___[1:17:19].

Female:
I was wondering if you could talk a bit more about the international levels, so looking at the precariat from a nation’s perspective. So for example the IMF surveilling and imposing condition on Greece, but also in an international development setting. So which donors in [the North are imposing some denizen 1:17:47] conditions on developing countries and on their recipients? For example, I came across a charity that uses surveillance to make sure that the people it’s giving money to ___ and they go so far that they use satellites to surveil their recipients.
Guy:
Well I don’t know if I’m going to do justice to the thought behind your question. I think the tying of conditionality all the way through policy, is one of the most pernicious aspects of the current political debate. This libertarian paternalism, which permeates a large part of the political spectrum. I saw that David Blunkett came out the other day, saying that, “Anybody who has had more than two children should be forced to go to parenting classes,” (Laughter). I felt like saying, “Well why not start with everybody, if you want to do that?” I don’t think it’s desirable, but if you want to do it, it should be universal, rather than a conditional part of the benefits system. It’s applied... and you’re absolutely right, in the international aid system, by the IMF, the World Bank and so on and it’s an extension of this libertarian paternalism. The current thing is for conditional cash transfers. I support unconditional cash transfers, that’s why we did the basic income and the book has just come out. We have done a pilot with unconditional, no conditions. I would say even if the conditions slightly improved the outcomes, which I don’t think they would, but if they did, I’d still be against them, because you’re introducing social controls. We’re seeing that happening in our own society, without any effective opposition and it should come from within our community as well as elsewhere.

Female:
Thanks for that, I really enjoyed that. I wondered what you think about how we should organise and how we should resist then? Particularly in reference to the organisation of trade unions. So I look at casual contracts in universities with precarious labour and joined UCU and there’s a feeling of just, “What the hell do we do with casual staff, that’s a bit scary, so we’re not really going to substantively engage with that.” I’m thinking in terms of how do we organise unions that are not sort of mired in this heavy top-down bureaucracy? Where the people who are in the unions have stable contracts and so cannot understand from experience, being part of the precariat. The example of the University of Sussex, they had a pop-up union, where it was a joint venture between students, staff, outsourced staff... so you know, if you were a caterer or a cleaner and you don’t work for the university any more. Which is an issue going on at ___[1:20:52] at the moment. So how do we organise it?
Guy:
No less than five articles in the charter are addressed to that particular issue. I think there are a number of things. I think we need to move to a synthesis of the best elements of the old guild system, with the best elements of unionism of the twentieth century. The best elements of unionism of the twentieth century, were essentially the outcomes of craft unions. Not the labour unions, the craft unions, that emphasised occupational security and occupational development as part of the drive, rather than employment security and other forms of labour security. I would like to dedicate my response to the Polish Politika which has just announced that May 23rd is going to be National Precariat Day of Action in Poland and they’re working with the Autonomous Worker’s Union, which is a new type of union. I work with SEWA, the Self-Employed Women’s Association of India, which is essentially a precariat union, it’s got over 2 million members and these are far more about negotiating with the state, than just with an individual employer. Far more to do with fighting for rights and fighting for space and fighting for things outside workplaces. but not entirely outside workplaces. 


Then you think, if you were an auxiliary, if you are part of the teaching fraternity and you’re in the precariat part, who is actually likely to be your number one enemy? It may not be the employer, it may be the tenured people with privilege, the surgeons or the doctors. Other parts of the whole occupational community, who are taking rental income and getting the securities that you or part of the precariat not getting. 
So we need... and I’ve set up some possible models... occupational bargaining with other groups inside our society. It’s not to the exclusion of collective bargaining, but it is a different emphasis. And we need to rescue occupational regulation. There has not been labour market deregulation over the last thirty years. Anybody who says there has, should take up another subject. Because we are more regulated in the labour market, than at any time in human history. But it’s regulation on a particular type and it includes the taking away of self-regulation by occupations and it deposits it in the state, in the interests of the insurance industry, the employers and consumers, rather than the people in those occupational communities. A profound shift towards licensing. In the United States, more than 1000 occupations are now subject to licensing. That means that you can be stopped by a board from practising, simply because you don’t accord with their licensing system. Most of the licensing is completely unnecessary, it’s just a form of control. 

We need to alter our contours of struggle. But I think it’s happening, I think a lot of these new groups are emerging and the Poles are included.

Male:
Okay, we’re going to take one very last quick question from the back here.

Male:
Okay so thanks for that. My question is about how applicable is a lot of this outside the West, in a global setting? It seems like the global financial crisis making things more precarious here, has meant that there is now focus on the nature of the work, precariarity. A lot of these things have been going on for a long time with ethnic minorities in the West, but also in parts of Africa, Asia etc., etc. The reason I ask the question is, it seems you are arguing for redistribution of wealth I guess? It sounds as if I’m hearing that, but particularly in the global setting, it's not about redistributing that wealth, it’s about how that wealth is made from the exploitation of Africa and Asia, for instance. So with the example you give of the basic wage to the Indian communities you’re talking about, well that basic wage is taken from exploiting union labour. So you can only ever pacify a little bit of ___[1:25:34]. It seems that outside of the West, it’s not about redistributing wealth, it’s about stopping their system of exploitation that creates the wealth and I think that creates a very big distinction between what we do here and what we do in the global sense.
Guy:
I’m often asked that sort of question. I believe that, in fact, the debate is global in character and I do actually receive quite a lot of reactions from sub-Saharan Africa. Please make a distinction. I’m taking about a basic income, not a basic wage. A wage is a reward for labour. A basic income is you give people basic income as a right. Now we did a pilot in Namibia, where we provided everybody, the same way as we did in India, with a basic income and we saw the transformation of that part of the economy just take off. You can afford that, because if you go to any African country today, more than 6% of national income of any of those African countries... possibly with some exception, but I can’t think of one... goes in subsidies paid to corporations and to the elite. More than 6%. If you gave everybody in an African country a basic income, you’re probably talking about 2% of national income, where they would have 60% of subsistence as a basic inc. 
The struggle for a basic income is a global thing, we have a huge number of people joining and anybody can join, please do. In African countries, where a simplification of a welfare system and an increase in it, could dramatically improve living standards and be a help in deterring migration... but these are complex things, but I think it’s relevant in Africa as well as elsewhere.
Male:


Sorry, we’ve got one quick comment from our president.

Female:
Just a really, really quick comment. I just want to acknowledge... especially when we’re here in Glasgow Caledonian, that Ailsa McKay, the Scottish feminist economist, who was also in dialogue with sociologists, argued for a basic systems income to be part of the new Scotland, that we might have had if we’d voted differently in our referendum (Laughter) (Applause).

Male:
I’m sorry we’ve overrun into coffee, but I’m sure everyone will agree it was well worth it. Laurie Taylor is now going to present the Talking Allowed Ethnography Award. Before he does, I would just like to thank Guy again, for a fantastic talk (Applause). Okay. Is that okay? I tried to-

Guy:


No, no you did fine.
Female:
Sorry, that’s great Guy, if you can come over here. Would it be possible for me to sit next to Laurie, is that okay?
Male:
Yes, yes, we can move.
Guy:


We’re off, we’re off (Laughter).

Male:
We’re off. Thanks Laurie, sorry about that, we actually overrun 10 minutes, given that’s-
Male:
No, no, can you get started, or do you want to put that on me quickly?

Female:
I’ll just put that on you quickly.

Male:
Okay, I’m going to get going before they all go. Are we okay?

Female:

That’s fine.

Male:
Good afternoon everybody. Is it okay, is it recording? Good afternoon, I just want to thank you very much for...

Male:


Quiet please.

Male:
Thank you very much for providing the time for me to go through the results of this year’s Ethnography Award. I should just very, very quickly remind you that this was a £1000 Ethnography Award which has been agreed between the BBC Thinking Allowed programme and the British Sociological Association. We’re enormously grateful to Judith Mudd for all the work she’s put in on that side, in helping us to secure this award, not for one or two, but for five years. So we’re now in the second year of the five, for that award. I also should acknowledge that here on my right is the current producer and has been for several years now, Jayne Egerton. My producer for Thinking Allowed has also been hugely involved in the whole management of the awards system this year. 
We’ve had a smaller number of entries this year than the previous year, which I think partly was owing to the REF and the necessity of so many people sending in their submissions and outlining their impact to the REF. It might also be because on its second year, we had fewer entries which weren’t in line with the criteria, so it’s as though people are beginning to recognise the criteria. But it might also mean perhaps it’s an incentive to all of you who might think of entering next year, to note that perhaps the field is not quite so extensive as it was the first time round. 
Let me just mention, this year’s judges, I was chairing the judges. The other judges for it were Adam Cooper, Bev Skeggs, Louise Westmarland and Coretta Phillips. But if you heard Thinking Allowed this week, this Wednesday afternoon, you’ll know about the group of submission, the books that were selected for the top six. I’ll just very quickly name these, just mention that these were a Caroline Knowles book, Flip-Flop: A Journey Through Globalisation’s Back Roads, Ceri Brown’s book Educational Binds of Poverty: The Lives of School Children, Marek Korczynski’s book, Songs of the Factory: Pop Music, Culture and Resistance, Jennifer Curtis’ Human Rights as War by Other Means: Peace Politics in Northern Ireland, Ruben Andersson’s Illegality Inc: Clandestine Migration and the Business of Bordering Europe and Francesca Stella’s Lesbian Lives in Soviet and Post-Soviet Europe: Post-Socialism and Gender Identities. 
Now this list... spent a long time, but it eventually came down to three final contenders. Caroline Knowles for Flip-Flop, Ruben Andersson for Illegality Inc and Jennifer Curtis for Human Rights as War. I am delighted to announce that the winner of this year’s £1000 BSA BBC Ethnography Award is Ruben Andersson for Illegality Inc. This book is published by the University of California Press and I’d just like to read the judges verdict on this book. “This was unanimously felt to be the outstanding entry in this year’s entries. There was the extensive phrase ‘For the sheer scale and sense of movement present in the text and for the writer’s ability to operate in several languages’. But what most impressed was the book’s truly original take on the subject of migration. It’s perceptive analysis of the self-perpetuating nature of migration policies and its success in capturing the views and attitudes of those controlling and those controlled. It was also praised for the writer’s refusal to talk in terms of good and bad guys, for the excellence of his scene setting, his admirable reflexivity and the nicely ironic manner in which he conveyed the convergence of journalists, NGOs and ___[1:33:32] ethnographers on the scene. It was indeed a very worthy winner.” 
Now before I invite Ruben up here to receive his prize... this is just two minutes thirty seconds long I think, the BBC were sufficiently impressed with this award, to produce an interactive video devoted to the book. Now clearly as I’m showing it to you, there’s no possibility for you to test the interactive nature of this. You’re just simply seeing what it looks like. But as you’ll see, you’ll see sections on the screen where you can switch away from what you’re looking at, to find background references, to stories of migration, taken from BBC News, taken from documentaries, taken from a whole range of other sources. So can we just see that now?

[Video clip 1:34:33-1:37:17] (Applause).
I think that that provides an opportunity for a piece of excellent, very, very fine sociological research to be made available to a much wider audience. I think that Ruben is here, it would be a disappointment if he was not, but if Ruben’s here, will you please come up to accept your prize? (Applause).

Thank you very much and well done Reuben. I just want to say, just the last quick thing, that the next Ethnography Award will be announced and we’ll be asking for entries and outlining the criteria at the beginning of September. Just by the way, while you’re here, if you would like to join the 1800 social scientists who have appeared on Thinking Allowed, describing their research over the past 14 years and you have something you’d like to talk to us about, we are going to be around, Jayne and I, for the next few hours. So do come and see us and let us know what you’re working on. Meanwhile thank you very much for your time and once again, congratulations (Applause). Thank you.

Male:


Thank you.

[Background noise 1:38:57-1:40:32]
END AUDIO
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