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Abstract

The starting point of this paper is recognition that the depiction of a formal/informal labour dualism, which
views formal and informal labour as separate and hostile realms, is inappropriate for capturing the range of
labour practices in societies. This is because labour practices cannot be neatly separated into discrete
formal and informal realms, the differences within the formal and informal spheres are as great as the
differences between the two realms, and formal and informal labour are not always embedded in different
economic relations, values and motives. Here, an alternative more nuanced conceptual lens is proposed
that resolves these problems and in so doing captures the multifarious labour practices in societies,
namely the total social organization of labour (TSOL) perspective. This depicts labour practices as existing
along a spectrum from more formal-oriented to more informal-oriented practices and cross-cuts this with a
further spectrum from non-monetized, through in-kind and reciprocal labour, to monetized labour. Applying
this conceptual lens, the results of a survey of the anatomy of labour practices in an affluent, mixed and
deprived district of Moscow, comprising 313 face-to-face interviews, are then analysed. This reveals that
socio-spatial variations in the organisation of labour are not solely about the degree of formalization of
working life. Instead, this study unravels that populations range from relatively affluent 'work busy'
populations undertaking, and voluntarily selecting from, a multiplicity of labour practices, to relatively
disadvantaged 'work deprived' populations engaged in a narrower range of practices and more commonly
out of necessity and in the absence of alternatives. The outcome is call for both the wider application and
refinement of this TSOL approach when mapping the social organisation of labour and evaluations of
whether the findings from Moscow are more widely valid in other societal contexts.
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Introduction

1.1 For many decades, it was common to view any labour practice as either formal or informal, with each
composed of different economic relations, values and motives (Geertz, 1963; Lewis, 1959). However, an
emerging caucus of literature has begun to question the validity of using a formal/informal labour dualism
when representing the range of labour practices in societies. This is because it is becoming increasingly
recognised that, firstly, labour practices cannot be neatly separated into being either formal or informal
practices, secondly, the differences within each sphere are as great as the differences between the two
realms and third and finally, formal and informal labour are not always composed of different economic
relations, values and motives (Gibson-Graham, 2006, 2008; Glucksmann, 2005; Taylor, 2004; Williams,
2005, 2009; Williams and Zelizer, 2005). The outcome has been a growing call to transcend the depiction
of labour as either formal or informal. Until now, however, few alternative ways of ordering the multifarious
labour practices in societies have emerged which might replace this formal/informal labour dualism. One of
the only exceptions is the ‘total social organization of labour' (TSOL) approach proposed by Glucksmann
(2005). In this paper, therefore, the aim is to understand the organization of labour in post-socialist Moscow
using this concept of the TSOL and in so doing to display how it represents a solution to the problem of
analyzing the diversity of labour practices.

1.2 To achieve this, the first section will review the limited understandings of labour practices that have
resulted from using a formal/informal labour dichotomy and having noted the lack of alternatives currently
available, the TSOL approach of Glucksmann (2005) will be introduced. The outcome will be the
presentation of a conceptualisation of labour practices that transcends the simplistic formal/informal labour
dichotomy by representing labour practices in societies as existing along a spectrum from relatively formal-
oriented to more informal-oriented practices cross-cut by a further spectrum from non-monetized, through
gift-giving and in-kind reciprocal labour, to monetized labour. In the second section, this framing will be
then applied to understand the diverse labour practices in Moscow and to map the socio-spatial variations
in work cultures and individual labour practices in this global city that is undergoing a transition to post-
socialism. Analyzing the results of 313 face-to-face household interviews, this will uncover the shallow
permeation of formalization and the wide array of labour practices currently used along with how both work
cultures as well as individual labour practices differ across deprived, mixed and affluent districts in this
post-Soviet city. This will reveal that uneven development in Moscow is characterized by relatively affluent
populations who are more ‘work busy' undertaking, and voluntarily selecting from, a multiplicity of labour
practices, and relatively disadvantaged ‘work deprived' populations engaged in a narrower range of
practices and more commonly out of necessity and in the absence of alternatives. The final section will
then call for a re-reading of the organization of labour in Moscow along with the wider application of this
lens as a tool for mapping the multiplicity of labour practices in societies.

Mapping labour practices: beyond the formal/informal economy dualism

2.1 During the twentieth century, a dominant discourse was that goods and services were being
increasingly produced and delivered in the formal economy and that the informal economy was gradually
disappearing due to the natural, inevitable and irrefutable formalization of work. The informal economy was
consequently often depicted as a residue from an earlier mode of production and a sign of 'under-
development', traditionalism' and 'backwardness', while the formal economy signalled 'progress',
'development', 'modernity' and 'advancement' (Boeke, 1942; Geertz, 1963; Lewis, 1959). Such a classic
representation of the formal and informal economies as separate spheres, unified realms and hostile worlds
has been variously referred to as the 'modernization’, 'dual economy', 'residue’ or ‘formalization' theses
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(Chen, 2006; Fernandez-Kelly, 2006; Williams, 2006, 2010).

2.2 This dualistic depiction that viewed the formal economy as strong, extensive and growing, and the
separate and hostile informal economy as weak, marginal and declining, reflects what Derrida (1967) calls
a hierarchical binary way of thinking. Firstly, it conceptualizes two opposing economies which are stable,
bounded and constituted via negation and secondly, reads these resultant separate economies
hierarchically bestowing the superordinate (the formal economy) with positive attributes and as growing,
whilst the subordinate or subservient 'other' (the informal economy) is endowed with negativity and as
dwindling. The outcome has been to establish a relationship of opposition and exclusion, rather than
similarity and mixture, between the two realms and to imbue the resultant dichotomy with a normative and
temporal narrative of ‘progress' in which the extensive superordinate 'us' (the formal economy) was
privileged over the separate, much weaker and residual subordinate 'other' (the informal economy).

2.3 Indeed, this classic perspective that represented the informal and formal as separate and discrete
continues to hold sway. In some quarters, there remains a belief that the formal and informal economies
are separate both in temporal and normative terms as well as in terms of the workers, business, spaces
and populations involved. Firstly, that is, the temporally discrete depiction of the formal and informal which
portrays the informal economy as the 'old' mode of production and the formal economy as 'new' (Boeke,
1942; Geertz, 1963; Lewis, 1954) has proven remarkably resilient to change. Indeed, its continuing usage
can be clearly seen in the adoption of labels such as 'pre-modern' (Rose, 2005: 26) and 'primitive domestic
economy' (Burawoy and Verdery, 1999) to portray informal labour. The outcome is that informal labour
continues to be read as a leftover or 'mere vestige of a disappearing past [or as] transitory or provisional'
(Latouche, 1993: 49) and represented as traditional, stagnant, marginal, residual, weak, and about to be
extinguished, whilst formal labour is read as strong, growing and extensive.

2.4 Secondly, formal and informal labour continues to be read as normatively discrete, with informal labour
portrayed as regressive and a sign of 'under-development!, 'traditionalism' and 'backwardness' (Geertz,
1963) whilst formal labour is seen as a sign of 'progress', 'development', 'modernity' and 'advancement'
(Lewis, 1954), as displayed by the ILO (2002) when it calls for the eradication of informal labour and a shift
towards so-called 'decent work' in the formal economy.

2.5 Formal and informal labour continues to be depicted not only as temporally and normatively discrete
but also as belonging to separate spaces at a range of geographical levels from the intra-urban to the
global scale. At the intra-urban level, this spatial separateness finds expression in the marginality thesis
that consigns informal labour in advanced economies to deprived neighbourhoods (Elkin and McLaren,
1991) and in third world cities to shanty towns (Davis, 2006). At the scale of global regions, meanwhile,
informal labour is often similarly depicted as occupying poorer regions, as seen in the European Union
where it is sometimes assumed to be concentrated in southern European states (European Commission,
1998) whilst at the global level, countries are again ordered into a hierarchical queue with advanced
economies, viewed as near fully formalised, at the front with other nations behind them ordered according
to their degree of apparent formalisation (Massey, 2005). The outcome is a depiction of informal and formal
labour as occupying discrete spaces with formal spaces extensive and informal spaces being scattered
and fragmented in the outer margins of the economic landscape.

2.6 Fourthly, a similar marginality thesis persists when discussing whether formal and informal labour
belongs to separate populations and businesses. A strong and resilient view has been that the individuals
and businesses engaged in informality are those marginalised from the formal economy (e.g.,Castells and
Portes, 1989; De Soto, 1989; ILO, 2002), meaning that one set of individuals and businesses engage in
the formal economy and another (‘othered’) set of individuals and firms in the informal economy (e.g.,
Tokman 1989), each with their own internal logics (Fernandez-Kelly, 2006).

2.7 For well over a decade, however, this classic dualistic representation of formal and informal labour as
being temporally and normatively discrete and also as being conducted by separate workers, businesses,
spaces and populations, has started to be challenged. Firstly, their temporal separateness has been
questioned by an extensive literature which reveals how formal and informal labour co-exist in the present
and rise and fall in tandem (Charmes, 2009; Feige and Urban, 2008; ILO, 2002; Jitting and Laiglesia,
2009). Secondly, there is a growing literature that reveals how many workers, enterprises or populations are
not always either informal or formal. Instead, individual workers, individual enterprises and particular
populations have been shown to often engage in both formal and informal labour (Lee, 2006; Smith and
Stenning, 2006; Williams, 2006; Williams and Round, 2007b). Moreover, to see how labour is not always
either formal or informal, and how economic relations, values and motives do not always markedly differ,
one needs look no further than the fact that one in 20 formal employees in the European Union receive
from their formal employer not only a declared wage but also an additional undeclared wage, displaying
how informal and formal labour are sometimes inseparable from each other in contemporary capitalism
(Williams, 2009; Woolfson, 2007). To see that the differences within each sphere are as great as the
differences between them, meanwhile, one needs only note how not all formal labour is progressive (e.g.,
zero-hours contracts, false self-employment) and neither is informal labour necessarily always regressive
(e.g., mutual aid, community self-help, volunteering).

2.8 The outcome is that the normative separateness of formal and informal labour has started to be
challenged (Gibson-Graham, 2006; Lee, 2006; Samers, 2005; Smith and Stenning, 2006; Williams and
Round, 2007). Although at first the hierarchical binary that depicted formal labour as 'progressive' and
informal labour as 'regressive' was simply inverted by arguing that informal labour was 'progressive' and
formal labour often 'regressive' (De Soto, 2001), recent years have witnessed the advent of more nuanced
arguments. A diverse range of critical, post-colonial, post-development, post-structuralist and post-
capitalist theorists (e.g., Chakrabarty, 2000; Community Economies Collective, 2001; Escobar, 1995;
Gibson-Graham, 1996, 2006; Lee, 2006; Leyshon et al, 2003; Williams and Round, 2007) have instead
blurred the boundaries between the two. Following either Butler (1990) by highlighting the performativity of
this normative separateness and/or the path laid by Derrida (1967) and Foucault (1977) of discourse
analysis and deconstruction, these commentators have sought not so much to invert the normative
hierarchy but, rather, to highlight the similarities on both sides and to show how the formal and informal are
not always composed of entirely different economic relations, values and motives (Chowdhury, 2007;
Escobar, 2001; Gibson-Graham, 2006; Gupta, 1998; Lee, 2006;Pollard et al, 2009; Smith and Stenning,
2006; Williams, 2005; Williams and Zelizer, 2005).

2.9 In consequence, there is now gathering pace a loose body of knowledge that is challenging the long-
standing depiction of formal and informal labour as separate and unified spheres as well as hostile worlds.
The most common classificatory schema used in practice to demonstrate the need to recognise the
differences and similarities on each side has been to retain a broad distinction between formal and informal
labour but to show how the informal side is not unified by breaking it down into three very different
practices, namely: self-provisioning, which is where a household member engages in unpaid work for
themselves or another member of their household; unpaid community labour where a household member
engages in unpaid work for somebody who lives outside of the household, and paid informal labour where
paid work is conducted that is unregistered by, or hidden from, the state for tax, social security and/or
labour law purposes (Leonard, 1998; Pahl, 1984; Slack, 2007; Slack and Jensen, 2010; Smith, 2010; Smith
and Stenning, 2006; Wallace and Latcheva, 2006; Williams, 2005, 2010). The problem is that although this
classification of labour practices unpacks some of the diversity in informal practices, it leaves intact formal
labour as a unified whole and also the notion that the formal and informal are separate spheres composed
of distinct economic relations, values and motives.

2.10 This is similarly the case with other conceptual frameworks. Gibson-Graham (2006), for example,
differentiate transactions into three sub-categories, namely market, alternative market (e.g., off-the-books,
barter) and non-market (e.g., gift-giving, subsistence), and also labour practices again into three broad
types, namely waged, alternative paid (e.g., cash-in-hand, reciprocal) and unpaid (e.g., family care, self-
provisioning). Although these again unpack the informal labour side of the coin, they leave the formal side
intact as a unified whole and continue to portray formal and informal as separate distinct spheres.



A Total Social Organisation of Labour (TSOL) Approach

2.11 How, therefore, can the multiple kinds of labour that exist in economies be portrayed more in a
manner that shows how the formal and informal are not separate, that the differences within formal and
informal-oriented activities are as great as the variations between them, and that the economic relations,
values and motives of formally-oriented and informally-oriented activities are not always different and
hostile? Perhaps the most prominent and promising attempt so far made is the 'total social organization of
labour' (TSOL) approach of Glucksmann (2005: 28) who reads 'the economy as a "multiplex" combination
of modes, rather than as a dualism...". In this approach, and as Taylor (2004) shows, a continuum of labour
practices according to their degree of formality is constructed and this continuum is then cross-cut by
whether the labour is paid or unpaid (Glucksmann, 1995, 2005). This concept of the TSOL was originally
used to elucidate the gendered connections between paid and unpaid work and has been widely applied
(Acker, 2006; Bradley, 2007; Crompton, 2006; Glucksmann, 2000, 2009; McDowell, 2005; Pettinger et al,
2005; Strangleman and Warren, 2008). Much of the work has so far drawn attention to the 'multi-modal’
character of contemporary capitalism and how terms like the 'dual economy' and the 'mixed economy'
barely capture the complexity and variety of forms of provision in existence. This concept, moreover, has
been argued to be applicable at micro, meso or macro levels and to units at a range of scales, from the
individual and household to a country or global region. One attempt to display this is the work conducted
by Lyon and Glucksmann (2008) which compares the contribution of different modes of provision to elder
care work in four countries (Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK), revealing how various forms of
provision not only have different roles and significance in each country but also interact in nationally
distinctive ways.

2.12 In this paper, the intention is to apply this concept of a TSOL to understanding not how forms of
provision vary across countries but across locality-types in a particular global city, namely Moscow in
Russia. To map this, and as Figure 1 displays, a seamless range of labour practices is constructed ranging
firstly along a spectrum from relatively formal to more informal labour practices and secondly, and cross-
cutting this, along a further spectrum (rather than dualism) from wholly non-monetized, through gift
exchange and in-kind labour, to wholly monetized labour practices. Hatched circles are deliberately used to
display how although various labour practices along these continua can be named, they are in effect part of
a borderless continua of practices, rather than separate kinds of labour, which overlap and seamlessly
merge into one another as one moves along both the formal/informal spectrum of the x-axis as well as
along the monetisation/non-monetisation spectrum of the y-axis. Here, therefore, and unlike previous
frameworks, the borderless fluidity between different labour practices is captured and it is clearly shown
how the multiple practices are not discrete but seamlessly entwined and conjoined.
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Figure 1. A typology of labour practices

2.13 The outcome is that eight broad overlapping labour practices can be identified, each of which possess
within them different varieties of labour and which merge at their borders with the other practices. Firstly,
there is formal paid labour, defined as paid work registered by the state for tax, social security and labour
law purposes. Within this formal sphere, three types of formal labour, namely in the private, public and third
sectors have been conventionally distinguished. However, given that private sector organizations are
increasingly pursuing a triple bottom line, whilst public and third sector organizations are also pursuing
profit (albeit in order to reinvest so as to achieve wider social and environmental objectives), an ongoing
blurring of the boundaries these three formal spheres is occurring. Formal paid labour as a whole,
moreover, is not discrete and separate since it often merges with both formal unpaid labour and informal
employment.

2.14 Informal employment is here defined as paid labour unregistered by or hidden from, the state for tax,
social security and labour law purposes (Williams, 2009). Different varieties again exist, ranging from
wholly undeclared labour where none of the payment is declared for tax, social, security and labour law
purposes, to under-declared formal employment where formal employees receive an additional undeclared
wage from their formal employer alongside their formal declared wage or the formal self-employed do not
declare various portions of their earnings (Williams, 2009). Conventionally, however, and adopting a
formal/informal economy depiction of separate and hostile spheres, a job or labour contract was assumed
to be either formal or informal but not both. Nevertheless, under-declared formal employment clearly shows
how labour can be concomitantly both formal and informal, meaning that the formal/informal divide is more
blurred than previously considered in dualistic representations.

2.15 Formal employment not only overlaps with informal employment but also formal unpaid labour. Again,
various types exist. In the private and public sectors, formal unpaid labour can take the form of unpaid
internships or one-week trials, and people do this expecting paid employment at the end. Sometimes,
however, businesses fail to pay their formal employees for protracted periods (Shevchenko, 2009), so it is
not conducted as a matter of choice. It is in third sector organizations, nevertheless, that such labour is
most extensive, and commonly termed formal volunteering', which refers to 'giving help through groups,
clubs or organizations to benefit other people or the environment' (Low et al, 2008: 11). In some instances,
this can become 'off-the-radar' unpaid labour, when help is again provided through groups to benefit other
people or the environment but the required formalities required by law have not all been fulfilled, such as
when a children's football coach volunteers but without have undertaken the required police checks.



2.16 One-to-one unpaid labour refers to labour provided on an individualized level to members of
households other than one's own such as kin living outside one's household, friends, neighbours and
acquaintances. This again is of different kinds ranging from individualized one-way giving (often termed
informal volunteering’) to two-way reciprocity. When reciprocity is involved, such unpaid endeavour often
blurs into reimbursed favours since the reciprocity may take the form of either in-kind labour or gifts in lieu
of payment. Indeed, whether one-to-one labour when reimbursed in-kind or with gifts (as well as when paid)
is closer to informal employment or to paid favours depends on the economic relations, values and
motives involved. Financial gain is usually more prominent when more distant social relations are involved,
and redistributive and relationship-building purposes more prominent when conducted for and by closer
social relations, thus displaying how informal employment and reimbursed favours represent a continuum
of, rather than separate, labour practices.

2.17 Turning to labour practices within the family household, most is self-provisioning which is defined as
unpaid work conducted by household members for themselves or for other members of their household.
Sometimes, nevertheless, family members are reimbursed for tasks conducted for and by other household
members using either money, gifts or in-kind reciprocal labour. Monetary payment is nearly always
reserved for inter- rather than intra-generational exchanges (e.g., from a parent to a child). When gifts and
in-kind reciprocal labour are included, however, the divide between monetized and non-monetized labour
becomes blurred. Indeed, it is perhaps rare in couple households that domestic tasks are today conducted
wholly unpaid with no expectation of future reciprocity. Even unpaid housework, an activity often viewed as
wholly non-monetized and non-exchanged, is often embedded in expectations of reciprocity in couple
households. Moreover, what constitutes family and non-family is by no means always clear cut, and
therefore differentiating family work (self-provisioning) from one-to-one community exchanges is sometimes
difficult, since current acquaintances, friends and even neighbours might well be past or future family.

2.18 In what now follows, this TSOL concept which depicts a seamless spectrum from formal to informal
orientated practices, cross-cut by a continuum from reimbursed to non-reimbursed practices, is now
applied to understanding the organization of labour in Moscow.

Examining labour practices in Moscow

3.1 To what extent has the formal economy permeated the daily life of Muscovites? Do other labour
practices persist and if so, which kinds? And do the work cultures of Muscovites and the nature of
individual labour practices vary socio-spatially? To answer these questions, the TSOL framework is here
used to analyse evidence collected in 2005 and 2006 during 313 face-to-face interviews in Moscow, a
global city of some 10.4 million inhabitants (Brooke, 2006) where previous surveys reveal not only some
marked cultural differences to the rest of Russia but also a long legacy of the use of work beyond formal
employment (Brooke, 2006; Clarke, 2002; Caldwell, 2004; Ledeneva, 2006; Shevchenko, 2009). This is
also a global city that remains in transition to post-socialism with the transformation being far from
complete (Shevchenko, 2009). As such, it is necessary to recognise that the forms of work organization
that prevail in different districts of Moscow are likely to be far from a steady-state.

3.2 As Clarke (2002) reveals in relation to Russia, moreover, during the Soviet period there were numerous
services that no state enterprise provided and which were wholly delivered privately by individuals off-the-
books, such as small construction and decorating jobs, repair of radios, televisions and washing machines,
clothing repairs, care for the elderly and sick, private transport and private tuition. Indeed, until 1987, doing
these odd jobs for pecuniary reward was illegal per se despite citizens having no other way of obtaining
such services. The outcome was a heavy reliance on informality in the so-called 'second economy'
(Ledeneva 1998). Informal employment in the contemporary era, in consequence, has a different historical
legacy for the population of Moscow in particular, and the ex-Soviet bloc more generally, compared with
western economies and much of the third world.

3.3 Furthermore, it is important to understand the context in which household employment decisions are
made, especially Russian labour market legislation and the tax and benefits regimes. Superficially, taxation
is extremely straightforward, with a uniform rate of 13 per cent on personal income and a corporation tax
level of 20 per cent. In practice, however, it is more complex. As Round et al. (2008) outline, many formal
employees receive two wages from their formal employer, one formal and the other in cash at the end of
the month. This allows employers to evade payroll taxes, and state pension contributions, and makes
wage payments very uncertain for employees as they have no guarantee that their unofficial wage will be
paid. If it is not, they have no recompense because if they complain to the state, they will be open to
accusations of tax evasion on previously paid informal payments. Labour legislation is also extremely
problematic in Russia. Although a myriad of labour regulations exist to protect workers, few are adhered to
in practice (see Round et al., 2008). As Clarke (2002) displays, many people rely on contact networks to
obtain employment, as opposed to applying for posts in open competition, and in some instances bribes
are required to obtain employment (Round et al. 2008). In sum, great care is needed not to extrapolate the
findings from this survey to either Russia more generally, post-socialist societies or other regions of the
world. Instead, the intention here is solely to use this study of Moscow to begin to highlight how the TSOL
varies across locality-types within this global city so as to draw attention to the intra-urban variations in the
TSOL which can then be tested to see if they are also valid elsewhere.

3.4 Newcomers to the study of such labour practices might assume that researching this topic in Moscow
is difficult due to the hidden nature of some of these forms of labour. Previous studies undertaken in other
countries, however, clearly display that even if this endeavour is hidden from the state for tax and social
security purposes, this does not mean that people will not openly discuss such practices academic
researchers (Leonard 1994; MacDonald 1994; Pahl 1984; Williams 2004, 2006).

3.5 Given that previous studies in Moscow (Pavlovskaya, 2004; Shevchenko, 2009), Russia (Clarke, 2002;
Kim, 2002), East-Central Europe (Wallace and Haerpfer, 2002; Wallace and Latcheva, 2006; Williams,
2005) and western nations (Leonard, 1998; Renooy, 1990; Williams, 2010) identify significant variations in
participation in formal and informal labour across affluent and deprived populations, the decision was taken
to use maximum variation sampling to select three contrasting districts of Moscow to survey. Firstly, an
affluent oblast in the west of Moscow, namely Krylatskoe, was chosen, secondly, one of the most deprived
oblast located in the South-East of Moscow and third and finally, a mixed oblast to the west of the Moscow
region, about 25 km out from the Moscow ring road (which is the Moscow city border), namely Leshkovo,
where 'new Russians' live in large expensive houses alongside benefit-dependent pensioners and the
‘working poor'.

3.6 In each oblast, a spatially stratified sampling methodology was used to select households for interview
(Kitchin and Tate, 2001). If there were some 1,000 households in the oblast and 100 interviews were
sought, that is, the researcher called at every 10t household. If there was no response and/or an interview
was refused, then the 11th household was visited, then the 9th, 12th, 8th and so on. This provided a
spatially stratified sample of each oblast. In total, 313 face-to-face interviews were conducted in the three
oblasti. The response rate for generating interviews at the original households was 15 per cent, 41 per cent
when the households on either side are included and 68 per cent when the two households on either side
are included. Although this survey of course is not representative of Moscow as a whole, it nevertheless
unravels the multifarious kinds of labour being used in contrasting oblasti in this city and how work cultures
and the nature of individual labour practices vary socio-spatially. Table 1 outlines the socio-demographic
profile of the participants in each of the three oblasti. This reveals that in the affluent oblast, the residents
have lived there for much shorter periods than in the deprived and mixed oblasti, the number of people in
households is greater and there are more couple households, the average age is lower and the total gross
household income is significantly higher. Similarly, although deprived and mixed oblasti are similar in terms
of the number of people in households, the gender composition of households, age profile of respondents
and the work history of households, those in the mixed oblast have lived there longer than in the deprived
oblast and the total gross household income in the mixed area reflects the polarised nature of household
income levels, whilst the deprived oblast reflects the lower overall income levels. It is important to note,



however, that not everybody in the relatively affluent oblast is on a higher income and not everybody in the
deprived oblast on a lower income level.

Table 1. Socio-demographic profile of participants in Moscow survey: by locality-type

%o of respondents Affluent oblast— | Deprived oblast — | Mixed oblast- |  All
Erylatskoe South-East Leshkovo
n=125 n=100 n=383 n=313
Number of years lived in area:
0-5 7 1 5 4
6—10 17 3 5 9
11-15 35 7 7 18
16—-20 26 3 2 13
21-125 7 6 3 5
26—30 0 10 6 5
31-35 4 43 2 16
36+ 4 27 66 30
Number of people in household:
1 peaple 28 47 43 40
2 peaple 24 11 36 23
3 peaple 28 21 10 21
4 people 10 9 3 g
3 peaple 9 10 1 )
6+ people 1 2 2 1
Adult gender composition of household:
Female only 28 52 51 2
Male only 7 ] Z 7
Male and female 63 42 41 51
Ageof respondent:
16— 25 14 4 2 g
26—35 10 5 3 7
3645 14 9 6 10
4633 10 0 10 10
56— 65 4 12 18 11
> 63 48 61 61 54
Work history af household:
Continuous employment of all 14 22 23 19
Mostly all employed 21 20 14 19
Mostly all unemployed 11 7 6 g
Continuously unemployed 12 7 3 g
Pension since post-socialist time 42 44 54 46
Total gross household income (R):
= 3000 5 20 2 g
3001-7000 18 28 38 27
700111000 10 26 9
11001-13000 9 6 10
15001 -19000 12 10 11 11
=>19.000 46 10 30 32

3.7 To evaluate the plethora of labour practices used, previous studies indicate that respondents find it
difficult to recall when various kinds of labour were used or supplied when open-ended relatively
unstructured interviews are employed (e.g.,Leonard, 1994; Pahl, 1984; Williams, 2004). At the outset,
therefore, the decision was taken to use structured interviews. Besides gathering background data on
gross household income, the employment status of household members, their employment histories, ages
and gender, firstly, respondents were asked about the forms of work they primarily and secondarily rely on
to secure a livelihood, secondly, the sources of labour the household last used to complete 25 common
domestic services (see Table 2) so that comparative data was available across oblasti on the different
labour practices used for the same set of tasks, thirdly, whether they had undertaken any of these 25
tasks for others during the past year and if so what labour practice had been used. Fourthly, open-ended
questions were then asked about any other work conducted using each of the eight labour practices and
fifth and finally, and using five-point likert scaling, attitudinal questions concerning their ability to draw upon
help from others and their views of the economy, politics, everyday life and their future prospects.

Table 2. 25 common domestic services surveyed in contemporary Moscow

Task

Home maintenance & improvement Cooking
Indoor painting Wash dishes
Wallpapering Hairdressing
Replace broken window Book-keeping

Al bmanpHonses Making/repairing goods

Eoubé? glazing Make/Repair clothes
umbing Make/repair curtains
Improve kitchen Make/repair tools

o bathrloom Makerepair furniture
Improve flooring
Caring
g Davwtime childcare
Routine housework 3 .

W - Evening childcare
Clean inside windows Tutor
Shopping 2 o
Wash/iron clothes Tondaick

Domestic work

Mapping the social organisation of labour in moscow

4.1 Table 3 reports the labour practices used to conduct a set of 25 common tasks across different oblasti
and household income levels. The reason for using a set of 25 common everyday tasks was so as to allow
comparative data to be gathered on the labour practices used for the same set of tasks. The finding is that
participation in the formal paid labour market is not extensive in Moscow. Of course, this has to be seen in



the context of the relatively large number of retired people interviewed. Nevertheless, only just one-third (37
per cent) of respondents had engaged in formal paid employment over the past year even though 46 per
cent of participants were of working wage, meaning that one-fifth of working-age respondents has not
engaged in formal paid employment during the past year. Relative to self-provisioning (which everybody
had undertaken over the past year), unpaid one-to-one labour (which 63 per cent had conducted) and paid
favours (65 per cent), participation in the formal labour market is thus confined to small pockets of the
Muscovite population.

Table 3. Participation rates in labour practices: by locality and gross household income

Monetized Non-monetized
Formal  Informal Paid Paid Formal Off-the-radar One-to-one Self-
job emplovment favours family unpaid unpaid labour in unpaid labour provisioning
labour labour groups

All areas 37 24 65 A 31 1 63 100
Locality-type:
Deprived 25 20 48 1 20 2 2 100
Mixed 30 23 68 4 28 1 70 100
Affluent 54 30 75 7 39 0 52 100
Gross Household income:
Lowest 23 20 41 1 18 2 2 100
quartile
Lower 31 22 63 3 33 3 63 100
quartile
Upper 41 28 74 3 35 1 60 100
quartile
Highest 57 26 82 11 38 0 55 100
quartile

Source: Moscow labour practices survey 2003-06

4.2 Nevertheless, participation rates vary socio-spatially. Engagement in formal paid employment ranges
from 25 per cent in the deprived district through 40 per cent in the mixed district to 54 per cent in the
affluent district, with greater proportions of the working-age population not engaging in formal employment
in the deprived than affluent district (36 per cent compared with 7 per cent). Similarly, participation in formal
employment was just 25 per cent amongst those adults living in the lowest-income quartile of households,
but 31 per cent in the lower middle-income quartile, 41 per cent in the upper middle-income quartile and 57
per cent in the highest-income quartile. However, it is not just engagement in formal paid employment
which varies socio-spatially. Participation rates in all eight labour practices (with the exception of unpaid
one-to-one labour and off-the-radar unpaid labour in organisations) are higher in the affluent compared with
deprived populations. In Moscow, therefore, there appear to be relatively ‘work busy' populations engaged
in a wide range of labour practices, especially market-oriented and monetized practices, and relatively
‘work deprived' populations engaged in a narrower range of practices.

4.3 The socio-spatial variations in the penetration of capitalism and the differences in the organization of
labour can also be seen when one examines the practices that households in different districts use to get-
by in everyday life. Evaluating the source of labour last used to conduct 25 common domestic service
tasks, as Table 4 reveals, the finding is that there is a relatively shallow permeation of daily life by formal
labour. Formal labour, for instance, was last used in just 7 per cent of instances to get these common
domestic tasks completed. Indeed, only 26 per cent of domestic tasks even involved paid labour; the
remaining three-quarters were last conducted by unpaid labour, with some two-thirds (67 per cent)
conducted on a self-provisioning basis.

Table 4. Labour practices used by households to conduct everyday domestic services: by locality and gross household income

Formal Informal Paid Paid All Formal Off-theradar One-to- Self- All
job emplovment favours family paid unpaid unpaid one provisioning  wnpaid
labour labour labour in unpaid
groups labour
All areas 7 12 1 <] 26 =1 <1 7 67 74
Locality-type:
Deprived 4 7 4 <1 i3 1 =1 7 78 83
Mixed 4 12 8 =1 24 =1 =1 9 67 76
Affluent 10 13 9 1 32 =1 =1 6 62 68
Gross household income:
Lowest 7) 4 4 <] 10 =1 <1 11 79 a0
quartile
Lower 4 9 6 <] 19 =1 <1 7 74 81
quartile
Upper g 14 8 =1 30 =1 =1 6 64 70
quartile
Highest 14 21 10 2 45 =1 <1 4 51 55
quartile

Source: Moscow labour practices survey 2005-06

4.4 Nevertheless, there are differences across populations in both the permeation of formal labour and their
overarching work cultures. As Table 4 reveals, people living in the affluent district more commonly use
formal labour in particular, and paid labour in general, than those in the deprived district. The vast majority
of outsourcing of domestic tasks amongst the Moscow households surveyed, however, is to paid informal
labour rather than to the formal economy. The degree to which households externalize to the monetized
and formal sphere is not the only difference in work cultures across populations. Other labour practices are
also used to differing extents and in varying combinations. Those living in deprived districts more heavily
rely upon self-provisioning and unpaid one-to-one labour. So too do those households in the lowest- and
lower middle-income quartile compared with more affluent households, who rely more on paid favours,
informal employment and formal labour.

4.5 The overarching finding, however, is not simply that relatively affluent populations are more likely to
engage in formal and paid labour practices whilst deprived populations are more likely to engage informal
and unpaid labour practices. This is only a partial representation of the socio-spatial variations in the
organisation of labour. Rather, there seems to exist a spectrum ranging from relatively affluent 'work busy'



populations who engage in a multitude of labour practices (as shown by their higher participation rates in
most sources of labour) to relatively disadvantaged 'work deprived' populations who conduct a much
narrower range of practices.

4.6 Socio-spatial variations prevail not just in the penetration of formalization and the range of and type of
labour practices conducted, but also in the nature of each labour practice used in terms of the work
relations and motives involved. To understand these socio-spatial variations in individual labour practices,
each is now evaluated in turn.

Self-provisioning labour

4.7 Self-provisioning is unpaid work undertaken for oneself or other members of one's household, and its
nature markedly varies across the deprived and affluent populations surveyed in Moscow. For the lowest-
income quartile of households, self-provisioning in some 90 per cent of cases was a coping tactic
conducted out of economic necessity in the absence of other options, and usually involved routine,
mundane and repetitive tasks (e.g., routine housework) whilst the highest-income quartile of households
outsource greater portions of this routine work and then use a portion of the time freed to conduct a wider
array of more creative and rewarding self-servicing (e.g., home improvement activities, productive work on
their dacha) which in 75 per cent of cases was conducted out of choice in preference to other options (e.g.,
outsourcing to the formal economy or paid informal labour). Self-provisioning, therefore, qualitatively differs
in affluent compared with disadvantaged populations.

4.8 Moreover, it is often intimately entwined with other forms of labour, either used alongside other
practices (e.g., formal labour, community exchange) to get tasks done, or in conjunction with other
practices for different stages in the production process. Given the commonly expressed desire for
equivalent reciprocity between partners in couple households, with one partner taking responsibility for
doing one task and their partner responsibility for another, or one doing the housework because the other
earned a wage, self-provisioning was commonly embedded in work relations and motives similar to one-to-
one unpaid labour and paid favours.

Reimbursed family labour

4.9 Sometimes family members are paid by other family members within their household for conducting
tasks. In this Moscow survey, this only occurs in inter- rather than intra-generational transactions (e.g.,
from a parent to a child, not between two parents, although this blurs in the case of divorcees). This labour
practice whereby parents pay children for tasks (e.g., housework duties) is also more prevalent in relatively
affluent populations. In more deprived populations, gifts rather than money tend to be involved. Indeed,
when gifts are given to family members within the same household for tasks, the divide between self-
provisioning and paid family labour becomes blurred, and this is even more the case when in-kind labour or
equivalent reciprocity is involved.

One-to-one unpaid labour

4.10 Reviewing unpaid help provided either on a one-way or reciprocal basis by or for kin living outside the
household, friends, neighbours or acquaintances, just under 72 per cent of respondents in the deprived
populations and 52 per cent in the affluent populations participated in this practice over the previous year.
Much is for kin living outside the household. When non-kin are involved (e.g., neighbours, friends), token
payments, gifts or in-kind labour are usually preferred and used whenever feasible. The use of wholly
unpaid labour is greater in deprived populations, therefore, only because they more heavily rely on kin, lack
the purchasing power to use money or gifts, and/or the physical well-being to reciprocate with in-kind
labour, so engage by default in unpaid one-to-one exchange out of necessity in the absence of
alternatives. Moreover, while affluent populations engage in this practice more to expand their social
networks and consolidate relationships and in two-thirds of cases choose to use this practice, deprived
populations rely more on narrower social networks of kin and use this practice as a coping tactic to meet
material needs and are twice as likely to do so out of necessity and in the absence of alternatives.

Reimbursed favours

4.11 Reimbursed favours involve the provision of one-to-one help to either kin living outside the household,
friends, neighbours or acquaintances where monetary payment is exchanged. Profit, nevertheless, is not
always the primary or sole intention of the customer or the supplier. Reimbursed favours exist on a
continuum ranging from those conducted for distant social relations or anonymous customers more for
profit-oriented reasons to those undertaken for closer social relations where the profit-motive is largely
absent and the rationales involve redistribution and consolidating social relationships, with many
combinations in between. In relatively affluent populations, this survey finds that reimbursed favours were
more orientated towards the profit-motivated end of the spectrum and therefore closer to informal
employment in terms of the work relations, values and motives involved, whilst in the deprived populations
such favours were usually closer to the redistributive end of the continuum and therefore unpaid mutual aid
in terms of the social relations, values and motives within which such endeavour was embedded.

4.12 Customers, for example, often pay closer social relations for tasks in order to redistribute money to
them in a benevolent way but in a manner that avoids any connotation of 'charity', or so as to avoid favours
owed accumulating in situations where it might not be feasible or possible to return them. Paying for
favours thus oils the wheels for reciprocity in situations where it might not otherwise feasibly occur, such
as when one is physically unable to return favours, or too time pressured to be able to offer in-kind labour
in return. As Zelizer (2005) asserts, the introduction of money does not depersonalize social interactions
and turn them into market transactions. People create distinctions between different types of
reimbursement and the social relations to which they give rise. Not all reimbursed favours, however,
involve monetary payments. Sometimes gifts are involved. Indeed, examining the proportion of favours
that involve reimbursement in the form of money or gifts, the finding is that half involved payment,
although this reached three-quarters of one-to-one favours in relatively affluent populations. In
consequence, payment appears to be common whenever favours are exchanged.

Informal employment

4.13 Informal employment refers to paid activities not registered by, or hidden from, the state for tax, social
security and/or labour law purposes (Williams, 2009). A continuum of types exist ranging from at one end
informal paid labour akin to formal paid labour in terms of the work relations and motives involved to at the
other end, those engaged in paid informal practices more akin to unpaid mutual aid, as discussed above.
Examining here the varieties along the spectrum towards formal paid labour, there is firstly different
varieties of wholly undeclared labour and secondly types of under-declared formal employment. Wholly
undeclared labour can be either waged work or informal self-employment. In Moscow, this wholly
undeclared labour varies socio-spatially, with relatively affluent populations engaging in comparatively well-
paid informal self-employment or waged work, while relatively deprived populations conduct either low-paid
'sweatshop-like' waged labour or low-paid informal self-employment under precarious conditions. Contrary
to the arguments of De Soto (1989) and Maloney (2004) who argue that informal employment is a chosen
alternative, this is here found to be the case only amongst the relatively affluent. Most engage in such
labour due to a lack of choice rather than as a matter of choice. From street-traders selling flowers or
vegetables grown on their dacha, through cigarette sellers in railway stations to skilled craftspeople
providing their self-employed services to households and businesses, such informal employment was
widely recited to be a necessity due to either the absence of alternatives or the pay that they received from
their formal labour being insufficient. Under-declared work, meanwhile, and as will now be revealed, is
similarly not largely conducted by employees out of choice even though it is extensive.



Formal paid labour

4.14 In Moscow, only 37 per cent of the surveyed population had participated in the year prior to the survey
in paid formal labour registered by the state for tax, social security and/or labour law purposes and 22 per
cent in formal labour in the private sector, although participation rates are higher in affluent than deprived
populations (see Table 4). A popular belief has been that a job is either formal or informal, but cannot be
both. However, this survey reveals that a large proportion of formal employees in formal jobs in Moscow
are paid an undeclared (‘envelope') wage in addition to their official declared wage, as is also commonly the
case elsewhere in Central and Eastern Europe (Williams, 2009). In Moscow, this additional undeclared
wage is usually not for over-time. It is a component of their core wage. Some 76 per cent of full-time formal
employees and 61 per cent of part-time employees receive such a wage which amounts on average to 40
per cent of their total wage packet. Few receiving this envelope wage, however, see this as beneficial
because it reduces their pension and unemployment entitiements as well as their ability to access credit
with many unable to secure a mortgage or loans due to having no official record of their 'real' wage. Nor is it
a chosen practice. Nearly all employees receiving it asserted that it was imposed on them by their formal
employer. This labour practice therefore reveals that informal employment is not separate from the formal
economy but part and parcel of the Moscow economy and inseparable from it. Indeed, the vast majority of
formal employees in Moscow are in jobs that are very much located at the formal/informal borderline.

Formal unpaid labour

4.15 In Moscow, people often work unpaid for a trial period when offered a formal job in the private (or
public) sector. Indeed, 30 per cent of those surveyed who had started a new formal job over the past 12
months had been asked to do so by their potential future employer. This was especially the case amongst
younger age groups who were seeking a job. A significant minority at the end of their trial period had not
been employed. Respondents often asserted this to be a deliberate employer strategy to get ‘free labour'.
Further detailed research is required of whether this is indeed a common employer practice, or simply a
result of potential employees being inappropriate. No similar tendencies were identified in the public sector.
Some 20 per cent of formal employees, moreover, asserted that their weekly or monthly wage had not
been paid to them at some point over the past year. On the whole, it was the undeclared component of
their wage that had not been paid, although 8 per cent of formal employees asserted that the declared
wage had not. Indeed, it is for this reason that benefits and pensions are valued highly as income streams.
Unlike the income from formal labour, they are seen as reliable sources of income.

4.16 The largest realm of unpaid formal labour is in community-based groups, conducted by a quarter of
respondents, with participation rates being greater in affluent than deprived communities (see Table 3).
Such activity, however, is not used to deliver material aid. As Table 4 displays, less than 1 per cent of the
common domestic services were provided through community-based groups. If such unpaid engagement in
formal community-based organizations is not providing material support to households, then what is it
doing? In 90 per cent of cases, the primary purpose of engagement for respondents was to receive social
or emotional support. Just 10 per cent asserted that the primary purpose was to provide material aid to
others. This raises a crucial issue. If the intention is to develop civil society in order to meet material
needs not met by other fields of provision, such as the private or public sectors, then developing
participation in community-based groups is wholly inappropriate in Moscow. Instead, the nurturing of other
labour practices will need to be considered.

Off-the radar unpaid labour in groups

4.17 Sometimes those engaged in unpaid labour in community-based groups might do so illegitimately or
informally, such as when caring for children in a community-based group but without the required licenses
to act as child carer, or when operating a sporting group, community fund-raising or music event without
the necessary licenses. On the whole, few instances of such a labour practice were identified. However,
further research could be usefully undertaken focused on this issue, especially around the paid/unpaid
interface, where respondents expressed some confusion about whether the various current legal
responsibilities only apply, such as when caring for others children, if paid and that if unpaid, they were not
applicable.

Conclusions

5.1 To move beyond the conventional erroneous depiction of formal and informal labour as discrete forms
of labour and hostile forms composed of different economic relations, values and motives, this paper has
adopted a total social organization of labour (TSOL) approach in order to resolve the problem of
representing the multifarious labour practices in societies. To do this, labour practices have been situated
along a spectrum from relatively formal to more informal labour practices cross-cut with a further spectrum
from non-monetized, through gift exchange and in-kind reciprocal labour, to monetized labour.

5.2 This conceptual lens has been then applied to evaluating the organization of labour in Moscow. One
finding is the relatively shallow penetration of the formal economy although the depth to which it has
permeated everyday life varies socio-spatially. Another finding is that work cultures also vary. Those living
in affluent populations adopt more formal and monetized work cultures whilst those in lower-income
populations are more reliant on community exchanges between closer social relations, both of the
monetized and non-monetized variety, as well as self-provisioning. The character of each labour practice
also varies socio-spatially. On the whole, affluent populations engage in a greater range of labour practices,
and do so out of choice whilst deprived populations employ a narrower range of practices which they
engage in more out of necessity in the absence of alternatives. The outcome is that uneven development
in Moscow is not characterized by affluent populations being more formalized and monetized. Rather,
uneven development in Moscow is characterized by affluent populations that are ‘work busy' across the
spectrum engaging in a wide array of labour practices and doing so more commonly out of choice, whilst
deprived populations are more ‘work deprived' engaging in a narrower range of labour practices which they
do more commonly out of necessity.

5.3 Now required are further studies using the TSOL approach so as to understand whether the findings are
similar in other societal contexts both within the transition economies as well as western nations and the

global south. If this paper encourages such research to be conducted in order to facilitate a re-reading of
the organization of labour in contemporary societies, then it will have achieved its objective.
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