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The generational sustainability of welfare regingesf central importance to most long-term
analyses of welfare state reforms (see for exanigdping-Anderseet al, 2002). In an ideal
society, individual contributions to social welfasee supposed to be counterbalanced by
expected benefits, but in reality there are stmattdisequilibria, notably between generations.
Contemporary social reforms are designed to coswch imbalances, but the rewriting of the
contract between generations could cause more Ham good. Here, the analysis of the
generational disequilibria in France could be uséftench society faces severe generational
non-linearities and inequalities, the consequenoéswhich could be the long-term

destabilization of the contemporary welfare regime.

The aim of this chapter is to examine the conoéfsocial generation” as it relates to
the analysis of the distribution of well-being, almdcompare American and French welfare
regime dynamics. Incidentally, the French caseotsumique in its generational imbalances,
since the American one faces major generationaalamzes too. In previous publications on

the impact of economic fluctuations from th&rénte glorieusés (1945-1975) to the
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“Croissance ralentie (1975-today) and their social consequertcds,have shown the
existence in France of a generational riftdtture générationnell® between the generations
born before 1955 (the early baby boom generatiadgi@e previous ones, who benefited most
from the economic acceleration of the postwar pBremd those born after 1955 (who are
facing an economic slowdown, high youth unemploytnand the resulting social problems).
Thus we find an ihsiderizatiori of previous generations and anoutsiderizatiofi of new
ones. That fracture générationnelleis often denied by policymakers and in the public
debate; however, the long-term implications of ¢hgenerational dynamics could have major
consequences for the stability of our welfare stabat fracture may be less visible than class,
ethnic or gender inequalities, but it alters theglterm sustainability of the system. After
defining “social generations”, and briefly discuggsome theories of generational dynamics, |
will analyze the consequences of macroeconomic ggsain the context of strong social
regulation on the opportunities of successive gdiwars. | will first consider the different
dimensions of the “generational fracture” in Frarsse then discuss national specificities

within a French-American comparison.

1- Definitions

The use of “generations” in European social scieacaore permissive than in the American
academic context: for American sociologists, “gatien” refers to the sociology of kinship
and to family issues, while “cohort” (or “birth coft”) refers to people born in the same year
(Ryder, 1965). Therefore, in American academicrnals, the expression “social generation”
IS quite uncommon (except in the discussions ofl Kdannheim’s theories). If some
economists in the American tradition (Easterlin6@9Auerbach et al. 1994) write about
“generations” and “generational accounting”, thehbcohorts they consider are also engaged
in kinship relations of generational transmissi¢gifis, education, legacy, etcllhe European

tradition is different: we define (Mentré, 1922; Mudneim, 1929) “social generation” as

2 France and the United States both experiencediadpef post-war affluence: the American “GoldeneAgf
capitalism” (Maddison, 1982) and the French “Tre@ierieuses” (Fourastié, 1979), which contrast vitib
subsequent period of economic slowdown and “dirhizis expectations” (Krugman, 1992). See, notably:
Chauvel, 1998 [% ed. 2002].
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specific groups of cohorts exposed to a commonrepatof social change and/or sharing

collective identity features such as ethnicity, dgm or class.

Historically, four definitions of “generation” esti (Mentré, 1922). The first one is less
important to our argumengenealogical generationgertain to the sociology of family and
kinship. The three others relate respectivelgemographicsocial and historic generations.
A demographic generatiois identical to a “birth cohort”: the group of intluals born in the
same year. This is the most neutral clusteringeoih that assumes no common trait.
Conversely, théistorical generatioris a set of cohorts defined by a common cultunarex
interests, consciousness of the generation’s spieci&nd its historical role, and occasionally
conflict with other generations. A historical gest@®n may define itself by the time of its
coming of age in history: a decisive example isgbecalled fenération 1968 which refers
to the first cohorts of the baby-boom (born betw&845 and 1950). Theg€nération 191%
the generation of young adults of the First Worldr\Ms another dramatic examp&ocial
generationis then defined as a link between these two pdé&mitions. In the empirical
social sciences, we first look at demographic geims, and then we define historical
generations from the results of sociological angJyassessment and interpretation of the
diversity or homogeneity of cohorts, as well adgrtlobjective and subjective identities and

consciousness.

2- Process of generation replacement and social cige

First we must look at “socialization” in general,ithwut delving into a systematic
theorization. During youth, between the end of stlamd the stabilization of adulthood, there
is a specific period of “transitional socializatipmhich is a pivotal point in the formation of
individuals’ choices for the future: in a short ipel; usually some months, the potentialities
offered by family and education turn into concnetsitions from which people will construct
their life courses. That individual process hademtive consequences when a cultural or
historical polarization has a “socialization effeon most individual members of the new

generation (Mannheim, 1929).

For people at age 20, collective historical exgeees such as May 1968 or July 1914
could form durable opportunities or scars, sinagytface a major transition in their lives

within a dramatic social or historical context. [dhen cannot completely participate yet, and
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older people could be less affected, since theyaleady influenced by other experiences
accumulated in other historical contexts (Ryde65)9This “transitional socialization” is not
necessarily sufficient to create or promote duragaleerational traits: they need a continuous
process of collective recall to reinforce the sbogeneration’s identity that would

progressively vanish otherwise (Becker, 2000).

1-Lexis diagram
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Note: the Lexis diagram offers a synthetic vieviha interactions of social times: when we crossoper horizontally, and age, vertically,

the time of cohorts appears on the diagonal (a==h In year p = 2005, people at age 58 are bottD48; they were 20 in 1968. At each
period, young and old age groups are also diffdbetit cohorts for whom socialization occurred iffefent contexts: the 75-year-old age
group of 2005 (born in 1930) is also the “welfaemgration” that has had abundant access to pudisipns and health systems, while the

same age group in period 1968 was the remainedttcrificed generation” born in 1893 (21 yearsial 1914).

A major problem in generational social change ysiglis the intersection of three
social times: age, period and cohort. The most comtime is “period” and pertains to the
succession of historical epochs; the second tiftaeto “age” and the aging process; the

third one is théime of generationswhich consists of the continuous process of grteent
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of elder cohorts by new ones. These three timesrgamnized in a two-dimensional plane (see
figure 1) that implies a profound indeterminacy.dny given period, different age groups
coexist (defined by age thresholds, age statuseésaes), but they also represent different
generations who have been socialized in differastohcal contexts. When we compare
different age groups at a given date (period), wwenot knowa priori whether their
differences result from age or from generationyear 2006, on the Lexis diagram, if the age
group at age 58 (born in 1948) is at the top obime scale, we do not know whether it is an
age effect (any cohort will enjoy better incomeagé 58) or a cohort effect (the 1948 cohort
has faced the best career opportunities of tifec@@tury since its entry into the labor market).
Age-period-cohort models have been developed teategeneration effects, which can be
discerned when specific traits appear in the “lif@” of specific cohorts (Mason aral.
1973). These methods have been developed and iegpiavmany different fields of social
science: voting, values, literacy, labor force ijogyation, mortality, suicide, etc. (see Hastings
and Berry, 1979). The usual problem with cohortymisiis that we must wait for the death of
a complete cohort before a complete diagnosis eamdde. The major difficulty is the “right
censored data problem”: since the future is notkntoday, the coming trajectory of cohorts

is highly hypothetical.

To reduce the uncertainty, we could put forward types of social hypotheses based
on arguments of cohort progress and cohort soat@diz. The first one is the “long-term
generational progress” (LTGP) hypothesis: later ottsh will benefit more than their
predecessors from longer education, better incaomeroved health system, higher life
expectancy, and from all the benefits resultingrfriechnical, economic or social progress.
Immanuel Kant was the first to underline that gatienal inequality: former cohorts are
relatively deprived and later ones will receive maand that asymmetric distribution cannot
be balanced. This “long-term generational sociagpgss” hypothesis supposes a permanent
trend of improvement in economic, social and caltuerms. The génération 1914 is

certainly an exception to LTGP, but we will provich®re contemporary examples.

The second hypothesis is the “short term amplifynole” of newer generations
(STAR). The LTGP conjecture suggests a long-temadr trend of progress, but the empirical
dynamics are generally less stable, with cycles aod-linearities, decelerations and

accelerations, breaks and ruptures. The newer ggoer which has just experienced its
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transitional socialization, is generally reactingpsgly to new trends, a fact that Mannheim
and Mead observed. In periods of sudden social gehathe newer cohorts are the most
influenced by the discontinuities of history becaatisey are the first to experience the new
contexts of socialization that previous cohortsldaot anticipate and in which they do not
participate (Mead, 1970). More precisely, during @ronomic acceleration, the young
generation of adults generally do better than otsers because they can move easily to better
positions; conversely, during an economic slowdow® newcomers are generally more
fragile because they have less room in the sotiattsire, and no past accumulation of human
or social capital, nor do they possess social sightsmooth the downward shock they face.
We can expect such fluctuations in the distributbwell-being by cohorts, with a succession
of “sacrificed” and “elect” generations emergingeotime; and if the effect of socialization is
strong and durable, each generation retains theeguences of its difficult or favorable entry.
These fluctuations in the distribution of well-bgibefore any redistribution could correspond
to even stronger inequalities after redistributisimce the generations marked by prosperity
tend to accumulate larger contributive social sghihan the generations marked by

deprivation.

3- The multidimensional “fracture générationnell& in France

In France, the economic slowdown has provoked analtia multidimensional ffacture
générationnellesince the late 1970s (Chauvel, 2002: “prefac®03. This portrait is grim,
but it is founded on strong empirical bases, robunsiyses of standards and alternative sets of
microdata offering convergent results. Three ppatitopics will be highlighted here: first,
the economic marginalization of new entrants i@ kabor market and its direct effects on
social structure; second, the long-term consequerafe this deprivation in terms of
socialization and life chances; and finally, thesequences for the political participation of

these cohorts, and their support for the contermpovalfare regime.

The economic decline of youth

The first aspect of the dynamics of social genematn France is the change in the cohort
distribution of economic means. A large redistibatof earnings and incomes occurred

between the seventies and today. In 1977, theregpgap between age groups 30-35 and 50-
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55 was 15%; the gap is now about 40%. During fheerite glorieus€s the young wage
earners generally began in the labor market wighsime level of income as their own parents
at the end of a complete career. For the last ywwadrs, we have observed the stagnation of
the wages of the young while wages for older pebple grown by 20% or more. Here is a
new compromise between age groups, whose consezpiares not completely understood by
contemporary social sciences. But it is not simplghange on the relative position of age
groups: members of the elder generation (now, thbdsge 55, more or less) were relatively
advantaged in their youth when compared to theirosg, and now, too, when these seniors
are compared their young successors. The geneabty@ps result from double gains and

double pains.

How could we explain this increasing gap? In féut is a consequence of a changing
collective compromise, which occurred happenedndutine mid-1970s and early 1980s. This
transition in the social value of generations bfdufjom a relative valorization of newer
generations, as a positive future we had to inmggb a relative valorization of the protection
of the adults’ and seniors’ stability, even at éxpense of the young. The main factor in the
redistribution of well-being concerned unemploymehkligh unemployment rates were
socially acceptable for young workers, provided #dult employees with dependent children
could avoid these difficulties. In 1974, the uneayphent rate of those who left school 24
months before or less was about 4%; by 1985, tivase left school recently had an
unemployment rate of 35%, which remained the dasrigh 1996; in 2002, at the end of the
recent wave of economic recovery, it was close88&4l The unemployment rates of recent
school leavers are strongly reactive to the ecoamttuation whereas the middle-aged and
senior rates remain more stable: an economic slewd@s serious consequences for younger
adults, and recovery first benefits new entrantshan labor market. Evidently, the perverse
consequence of that collective compromise for theegtion of adults at the expense of
newcomers is the lack of socialization of the neardiced generations: even if they are now
adults, with dependent children of their own, th@employment rates remain much higher,
and their earnings abnormally low when comparedth@r age groups, because of a kind of
“scarring effect”. At the end of the eighties, timeemployment rate of the group at age 40 to
44 was still about 4% and is now over 8%. The agapromise for the protection of adults

with dependent children is unclear now. This “dogreffect” is even clearer concerning

~



earnings: the cohorts of new entrants in the labarket in a time of downturn have to accept
lower wages; conversely, for young workers, a gfreconomy allows them to negotiate better
earnings. After this entry point, the earning gegmains because of the lack of catch up effect
on earnings (Chauvel, 2003, chap. 3): some gepnasfare about 10 points above or below

the long-term trend, because of the point at wiingty entered the workforce, and after age

30, the relative benefit or handicap remains stdble

A complementary factor relates to the dynamicoaofupational structure and the
stratification system. In France as in the US (Masd 1988; Bell, 1973), the standard
hypothesis of stratification change suggests thatldng-term educational expansion of the
twentieth century, and the emergence of a knowkxged society, have stimulated the
enlargement of the middle and upper middle clastess, the newer generation could have
mechanically benefited from the expansion of theupational groups of experts, managers or
professionals Eadres et professions intellectuelles supérieyris FrencH), to whom we
often add middle management and lower professianalse private and public sectors (such
as school teachers and nurses), who exemplifyrtee technical middle class”, whose social
hegemony was predicted in the seventigggfessions intermédiairésn the official French

nomenclature of occupations).

At the aggregated level, the expansion of thesklimiand higher occupational groups
in France seems to be a demonstration of that fdedéhe aggregated age group between 30

and 54, the rise is from 14% in 1970 to 26% oftttal population (figure 2). However, when

3 If in a wage panel we connect individual earniaggear t and t+4, and are about to identify a gefomal
parameter of relative cohort benefit/handicap {ieddy to the linear trend of progress) at yedahé, wage growth
rate A{LogW(t) — LogW(t+4)} of individuals is about the same forettmembers of privileged or deprived
generations. It means that the members of relgtieprived generations at year t cannot make uthtorelative
handicap they began with. In fact, more strikinghg catch-up effect parameter is significantlyatag, even if
the corresponding effect is slight: the relativevgth of the members of handicapped cohorts is lpaed this
relative handicap increases. An interpretationadod that if the labour market is segmented by tigerelative
handicap is cumulative, since in any new bargainiiifp an employer the market value of the membédrs o
handicapped cohorts is not assessed in a compawitiorany other individual, but with the membershig or
her own cohort. Then, the relative position in egavaegotiation of a member of a relatively deprieetiort
could be relatively worse.

4 The French representation of the social stratiicasystem in terms of occupation is differentnfrahe
American one; the French tradition is very strond aontributes to a declining but still centraldssist” vision

of French society, shared by most social scientisés media and social actors. In this respectctimrast with
the US is dramatic. See also Szreter (1993) wheeldps a comparative view of the difference in the
representations of middle class occupational groups
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we make a distinction between age groups, the dysaane much more complicated: at age
30, the percentage of those in middle and highatewtollar occupational groups jumped
from 14% to 23% from 1965 to 1975, and reached%4irb 1980. In the earlier period, the
trend strongly accelerated for these “juniors”, suatled after 1980: a 1.5-point increase in the

two decades between 1980 and 2000, compared f@aBincrease in the 1970s.

2- “Cadres et professions intellectuelles supérietirphis “ Professions intermédiairésin

two age group
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Source: Enquétesmploi1969-2000 eFormation-qualification-professionnelt964 et 1977, INSEE; archives LASMAS-Quételet

Note: In 2000, 26% of “juniors” (=age group 30 t) &re in the middle or higher occupational groups;figure for seniors (=50 to 54) is
27%. The proportions were respectively 24.5% ard i1 1980. The percentages are calculated usintptakeage group population.

In the middle of the “Trente glorieuses”, Frane@eazienced a dramatic expansion of
the public sector and high-tech large companiesb(&i, France Télécom, civil nuclear
electricity planning, health system, universitiesd aesearch centers, etc.), creating strong
demand for highly qualified employees with highdueation. The first cohorts of the baby-
boom (the 1945 cohort, which was 30 years old i75)9were surely not a sacrificed
generation since they enjoyed longer educatioméncbntext of a dynamic labor market, and
did not face the diminishing returns to educatioat tsubsequent cohorts have faced. In 2000,
25 years later, the portion of 30-year-old in nmegldl and higher white-collar occupational
groups is quite similar and stable (26%), compaoe?3% in 1975 and 24.5 in 1980. In this
respect, the cohort born in 1970 knows no cleagness. However, during the 1990s, the
expansion for “seniors” (that is, the “juniors” thie seventies) is obvious. Thus, the expansion

of mid-level and higher occupational groups’ acrgeserations is not linear. The apparent
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linear growth results from the inappropriate aggte of a strong expansion — for the early

baby-boomers — and of a strong slowdown for theseding generations.

Scarring effect and generation dyssocialization

These evolutions would have had no significant adoicnpact if, for the new generations,
these early difficulties had no permanent effecthé new entrants in the labor force in a
period of scarcity could catch up from their eatifficulties later in their lives, the problem
would be anecdotal or residual. The assessmenhefldng-term impact of these early
difficulties is central to the interpretation; ibyng, deprived generations do not catch up, a
kind of long-termhysteresiseffect appears that we can call a “scar” or “sogreffect”, since
the handicap seems definitive. The age-period-¢ohoalysis shows that cohorts who
experienced a difficult (favorable) entry becaudeaocontext of recession (expansion),
continue to suffer (benefit) from a relative de{agvancement) in upward mobility when they
are compared to the average situation. The relatgition of a collective cohort at age 30 is
rapidly crystallized, and there does not appeabdoa substantial catch-up effect later on

(figure 3).

3- Proportion of service class positionsc@dres et professions intermédiaijelsy age and

cohort: cohort diagram
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Source: compilation Enquétes FQP - Enquétes Enfip®&i4-2000).

Note: The cohort diagram is a strong instrumentlieranalysis of cohort effects. It compares tHgeaement at the same age of different
cohorts. If the curves are linear, we have a stphbgress by cohort. If we see cohort accelerataons decelerations affecting the same
cohorts, we can analyze long-term cohort effedi® T948 cohort benefits from an acceleration ofdtsition at age 32 (23% compared to
17% for the 1938 cohort, and less than 12% forl®®&3 cohort — as we can suppose). The 1958 cahlibith at age 32 stalls relative to
the 1948 one, does not catch up by age 42. At agth8 rate for the cohort 1968 was 2 points highan that of the 1948 one, whereas the
rate for the 1948 cohort was about 13 points higloenpared to that of the 1928 cohort. Since theodppity for growth is neither similar

nor linear from one cohort to another, some beffiefih better careers than others. Generationabilyiss not linear.

How can we explain the lack of a generational lcafc dynamics? Those who had
benefited from a period of entry marked by a stralegnand for skilled jobs experienced
faster career and earlier labor experience at hilglvels of responsibility, with better wages;
these individuals (and the cohort they constitutaraaggregated level) retain the long term
benefits of the early opportunities they enjoyetijolr will positively influence their future
trajectory at any later age. For those who entémedabor market under difficult economic
conditions, the periods of unemployment they fatieel hecessity to accept less qualified jobs
with lower wages, and the consecutive delays irargorogression, imply negatigsémuli for
their own trajectories (decline in ambition, ladkvalued work experiences) and could appear
as a negative signal for future potential emplay&he hypothesis we present here for France
is that cohort-specific socialization contexts ignpdng-term opportunities and life chances
for individuals and for their cohorts; when thefidiflties disappear, the cohorts who faced

these problems continue to suffer from long-termseguences of past handicaps.

In more concrete terms, the cohorts born durirgyftties, who benefited from the
economic acceleration of the late sixties, weratnetly privileged compared to the previous
cohorts when young, and are relatively advantageghveompared to the newer ones, because
of the lack of progress for the young from 1975the present. We can generalize this
observation: the cohorts who entered the laboefafter 1975 and experienced an economic
slump and mass unemployment, have been the eartymsi of the new generational

dynamics, and they retain the long-term scarsaif thitial difficulties in the labor market.

An important point we cannot develop at lengthehés the consequences of
educational expansion. If the level of education imereased in the cohorts born in 1950 to
1975, that positive trend was accompanied by angtreocial devalorization of grades

(Chauvel, 2000). More specifically, the first cotsoof the baby boom have benefited from an
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expansion of education at a time when the rewar@sitication remained stable: even if there
were twice as manpaccalauréatrecipients in the 1948 cohort than in the 1935 aheir
likelihood of access to higher social or econonusifions did not shrink. On the other hand,
the generations that followed had to deal withrang trend of devaluation in terms of the
economic and social returns to education. The ¢iostsequence is a rush to the most valued
and selective grades (in th&randes écoléwf the elite such akcole PolytechniqueEcole
Nationale d’AdministationSciences-Po Parjsetc.) whose value remains stable, but whose
population becomes more and more specific and neayliscriminate in terms of social
origins. The second consequence is a strong d&ation of less prestigious universities,
which are less exclusive but have much smallercppita endowments in comparison to the
Grandes écolesln the same way, the best secondary schools leecoane selective, with
major consequences in terms of urban segregatahel French case, the school system was
traditionally the central institution of the Repubhnd at the heart of its idea of Progress,
providing the strongest support for French-styleimodemocracy and meritocracy. The
collapse of the value of grades implies a destadiibn of this myth and a pessimistic outlook

on progress, developments that we can expect ® falitical consequences.

Now that we are nearing the end of this long-tstawdown, which began 25 years
ago, we can compare two social and genealogicarggans. For the first time in a period of
peace, the youth of the new generation are notibett than their parents at the same age. In
fact, the “1968 generation”, born in 1948, are thddren of those born in 1918 who were
young adults in World War Il, and who worked infatifilt conditions at the beginning of the
“Trente glorieuses”. The condition of the baby b@osnwas incomparably better than their
parents’. But the following genealogical generatioorn around 1978 — that is now between
25 and 30 years old —, faces diminished opporemidf growth, not only because of an
economic slump, but also because of their relatigebr outcomes in comparision to those of

their own parents, who did very wéllWe now observe rising rates of downward social

5 During the twentieth century, an average age dapout 30 years separated parents and their ehildr

6 These parents are about to help their childremlifferent ways with the intensification ofsélidarités
familiales’ (transfers and transmissions between generatlooth, financial, in kind, cultural and materialath
Attias-Donfut (2000) describes, but at the colleztievel, the first and the most efficiesdlidarité would consist
of a redistribution of social positions.
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mobility connected to the proliferation of middléags children who can not find social

positions comparable to their parents’.

These diminishing resources and opportunities ymfadr the newer generation, an
exceptional risk of dyssocialization. The distinati between dissocialization and
dyssocialization is essential (in Latin, the prafigs- means “lack of’, whereas in Greek, dys-
means “bad”, “difficult” or “not appropriate”). Irekd, since Durkheim and Merton, we have
known the dangers of a gap between aspirationscbwiesult from early socialization, notably
in the family) and achievements. Today’'s generafidransmission problem comes from a
lack of correspondence between the values and itesisthe new generation receives
(individual freedom, self achievement, valorizatafrieisure, etc.) and the realities it will face
(centrality of market, heteronomy, scarcity, ladkvaluable jobs, boredom, etc.). All the
generations of the #0century experienced that lack of correspondentedss aspirations
and achievement: the early baby-boom generations wecialized in the context of their
parents’ values (scarcity, abnegation, submissioa society where work remain the central
issue, lack of leisure) linked to the social higtof the hard times of the thirties and after, but
they finally experienced theltente glorieuséand the period of fast growth that offered them
comfort, affluence and opportunities for emancipatiand leisure. But in this sense,
dyssocialisation is not so problematic. The gapdctwe more difficult for the current young
generations experiencing shrinking opportunitieppdrently, the new generation benefits
from longer educational careers and higher acadgomadifications than its own parents did,
but the intense devaluation in social and econderits of their improved educational assets
could provoke a cruel confrontation with realitye(i “lost illusions”). The psychosocial
difficulties of the new generation (notably, violdrehavior, incivilities of any kind, suicide,
etc.) could be immediately linked to the gap betwetat young people suppose they deserve
(comparing their parents’ and their own educatind social position) and what they are able
to achieve (Chauvel, 1997).

Problems of political representation

The destabilization in the generational distribatad well-being is accompanied by profound
changes in access to political power. Profound gésrhave occurred in the access that

various age groups have to political representatimh power, not to mention the interest they
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have in political issues. Here we can apply Putsaf®000) theory of social capital decline,
regarding the replacement of the American “civiogration”, born between 1920 and 1940,
by the following one. In the French context, thguanent is more appropriate if we switch the
term “civic” with “mobilized,” and the 1920-19401th cohorts with the 1940-1950 ones —
in other words, the first “baby-boom generationi.terms of participation in politics, this

point is very clear when we consider the last 3frye

Even if, for the most part, people lack interestpplitics and political matters, the
variations in participation in political discussgowith friends are strong, particularly when we
collapse the results by age groups (figure 4)hénlate seventies, 25% of those aged 30 to 34
frequently engaged in political discussions witlerids; that proportion had fallen to 12% in
the late nineties. The decline is severe when wapeoe this generation with older age
groups, notably those between 50 and 55 yearsegfvelgo were significantly more likely to
engage in political discussions when surveyed énldke nineties. Evidently, for people at age
30 in 1977 and age 50 in 1997 (i.e. the cohorts bwar 1947), political socialization

occurred during the late sixties in the contexthef events of May 1968 and its consequences.

4- Frequency of political discussions with friends

25%
Age
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20% - —e—50
15% |
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Source: Mannheim Eurobarometer Trend File 1970-1BBES-ZUMA-ZEUS; Data provided by Grenoble BDSH)SP Data Archive.

Note: the diagram tracks the percentage answefieguently” to the question: “When you get togethéth friends, would you say you
discuss political matters frequently, occasionadlynever?”. We present periods of 5 year compitegtiof probabilistic samples of about

3000 individuals per year; the statistical uncettabn each dot is therefore about +/- 2.0%.

An important characteristic of the “mobilized” gaation of 1968 (the first cohorts of

the baby boom, born in 1945-1950) is its strongaigpation in collective action in its




youth, which continued in the decades that followddwever, by contrast, the specificity of
the cohorts born after 1955 and particularly inldte 1960s is their political demobilization:
occasional political discussions and declining t@l participation, notably in traditional
political institutions (vote, trade-union membeghparties, and even elective bodies). Since
the phenomenon is not so new now — after two decad@nd since this generation’s lack of
participation is so clearly visible in these ingiibns, French political leaders have become
conscious of the long-term problem implied by tiif§allty in attracting young members and
militants. However, the effort required to change trend is so massive, that despite the

regrets expressed for the situation, nothing isdorchange it.

What is the evidence? For trade-union membersjyhamic is very strong, since the
socialization effect seems to be significant (fgg&): for a given cohort, the percentage of
trade-union members at age 30, or even beforegmod predictor of this percentage at later
ages; since it is now about 2% (and not 14% akenetrly 1980s), we can expect a strong
decline in union membership in the coming yearseWWwe consider the base of trade-unions
and parties, the newer generation’s participatsodeclining. What about elected officials? In
1982, the average age of trade unionists and @alis holding an elected position was 45; in
2000, it was 59. At thdssemblée National@ghe French Congress), in 1981, 38.1% of the
Deputéswere 44 years old or less, and 15.1% in the nemg@@ss of 2002. In fact, between
1997 and 2002, the most significant change is the th the age group between age 45 and
49, which fell from 18.5% to 12.3%: the politica@presentation of those born after 1953 is
clearly declining. If the French electorate is gmugvolder (the age of the average voter
jumped from 45.5 to 47.5 years old between 1982 20@P), its representatives, and those
who at the highest levels of decision-making inarelg to the future of French society, are

aging at a much faster rate.
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5- Members of Trade unions by age group from 1981t1999 in France
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Source: European values survey cumulative file (19899).

Note: the point “age 22" refer to the age groupd.87; people at age 22 in 1981 are 31 in 19904&nih 1999; the trade-union members

remain at 5% of that cohort. The dynamic herekig\d of generational extinction of trade-unions.

The interpretation of that dynamic may be moretlsuthan a simple trend of aging:
the political generation that had been socializeth whe events of 1968, could enter very
early into the highest spheres of political indittns at the end of the 1970s and 1980s; now,
many of the members of this generation are stilivacin politics and, since there is no
apparent problem, no need for dynamics for a nelitiggd generation appears to have
emerged. The homogeneity in terms of the age ofRfemch €lasse politiqué is now
substantial, and the question of the transmissfopobtical know-how and ideological and
organizational legacy remains quite problematictfer coming decades. A consequence of
this trend is the growing age gap between the faahch society and its political
representatives. Here, in terms of generationstigadlpower is more accessible to those who
are already dominant in terms of social and ecoonguoiwer, and the younger generations,
who lack comparable material resources, also strfben a loss of democratic influence, and
even interest, since they are not engaged in gallidiscussions. The lack of clear collective
consciousness is a remarkable trait of the demoatabate at the present time. In fact, most

young employees in many economic sectors are gleariscious, at the individual level, of
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the asymmetric generational play in which they acéing. The political behavior of the
young, characterized by distance from institutiamsl by stronger instability, is somehow
rational: why would they support a system wherertpeesent and future position is quite

unclear?

In terms of political prospects, we should assessconsequences, notably for the
sustainability of democracy, of the decline of pcél socialization. The first problem is the
generational transmission of democracy, which ssep@ strong civil society whose absence
makes the socialization of newer cohorts probleznd®articipation in democracy assumes
shared social knowledge, political know-how and tdality to insert oneself into the
collective networks of political bargaining. Sineeany institutions are led today by a
homogeneous group of baby boomers who will retir¢he end of the decade, and since
almost nothing is done to socialize a new generatiosuccessors, the sustainability of the

political system is quite uncertain and the rislgeherational micro-struggles is very high.

The second problem is a question of long-term si@ei making. Many weighty
decisions at the national level (retirement, healibt issues, etc.) are made by a political
class whose remaining life span is generally shahan that of the average population; the
new generations that will have to face (and pay fioe long-term consequences of today’s
choices do not participate in the decisions madmuatheir own future, because they are
supposed to be too young (even if they are 40 aerpl That generational asymmetry or bias
implies that many reforms are designed to have littmediate negative impact on elders, but
to delay payment of the costs of reform to the pthat it threatens the future well-being of
newer generations. Therefore, the social contrativden generations seems to be both

unclear and extremely unstable.

Problems of welfare regime sustainability

It may seem that social and structural reformscafiee entire population whatever the age or

generation; but in fact, social welfare, welfaratstdynamics and welfare regifehange

7 By welfare regime, | mean the complex system afigien, production, and distribution of social resmes,
where the hierarchy and the other dimensions d&kdiferentiation are major issues; this regimelides work
regulations, solidarities of family and “Third sect The shape of the class system is a consequehtiee
welfare regime (Esping-Andersen, 1990).
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with the succession of cohorts. We have to analyzepoint and its consequences for social
reforms andn fine the sustainability of our contemporary welfare negji This crucial factor
could show that the expensive but efficient pubkalth and pension schemes of the present
day could collapse with the future cohort replaceiad older “welfare generations” (born
between 1925 and 1950) with the generations thiaixfo

When France’s public pay-as-you-go retirementesystvas created in 1946, the
principle was that wage earners had to particifgatel work) for at least 30 years before
gaining access to a full pension. Thus, in 1946s¢hwho were 35 or older — that is, born
before 1910 — were generally excluded from the sgstem. Indeed, in large industries, in
the public sector and in protected segments oétiomomy, arrangements had been developed
to fulfill the contract, but most workers in smallérms, those who had experience in
agriculture or as self-employed business peoplen ehough they were alive during the
creation of this large system of welfare, were alsetoo old to benefit from most of its
outcomes: they were destined to fill the rankshef impoverished eldefyduring a golden
age for youth. Conversely, today, the new genarddaves school at age 21, loses three years
in episodes of unemployment, freelance or non-stahcon-protected activities and begins
its participation in the retirement system at amrage age of 24. If we add 40 years of
contributions (the current requirement which mostn€h seniors can meet because they
could start working much earlier than the youttiaafay) or 46.5 years (the time requirement
proposed by the French employers union), we digctivat our present system of early
retirement (at an average age of 58, with an aeelagel of income close to the employed
population) is simply inaccessible for the newcanen the most probable scenario, the
generations to come of pensioners will not berfgdiin the generosity of the current system,
even if they contribute heavily to the high levélpsotection that benefits today’s seniors.
This point is even clearer when we analyze howldter half or third (in educational terms)
of the young generation, which has to wait for gebefore obtaining a stable position, is

socialized within the working world, and the palél and welfare system: we now socialize
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the young within a much more unequal system thathénearly seventies, and the greater
inequalities within today’s younger generation cb(Will) have consequences for their future

trajectory.

Some optimistic observers of these trends argaewith a long-term annual rate of
growth of about 2%, the retirement system will duafly balance itself out. Moreover, when
the baby-boom generation begins to retire, in 20@W jobs will be available for the younger
generation. However, the risk is double here: andhe hand, perhaps we overestimate the
number of new positions created, since productiyéyns might be obtained at the expense of
new entrants; on the other hand, even if new postare available, members of even newer
generations could seize these new opportunities,aanintermediate sacrificed generation,
yesterday too young and tomorrow too old, couldhgedouble victim of social change. King
Lear could suggest another troubling prospect: laags of succession among competing

generations.

If the existence of such dynamics can be estaigbr the pension system, the same
kind of argument can be developed for many othpeets of the French welfare system (the
health care system, social expenditures for famileducation, etc.). In fact, our French
equalitarian system of large homogeneous middieseka of wage earners, which reached its
apogee with the generations born during the 193k 140s, seems to be disappearing
progressively in a cohort dynamic of dismantlemand disentittement that the newer

generations are experiencing.

5- The American way of cohort inequality and prospety

These trends may merely demonstrate that Frarae éxotic country where the civil society,
the political culture and the socioeconomic orgat@n are quite problematic. In a more
flexible country, where seniority is less systewlty valued, different cohorts are competing

in an open market, and the conditions of politlzatgaining can provoke a faster circulation

8 In 1959, when a minimum income for old people wasated (one third of the minimum wage of that aie)
covered more than 50% of those 65 years and alevadays, this minimum income is about two-thirfishe
present minimum wage, but covers 8% of the sameyeme, since the currently generous public payeasgo
scheme covers almost anyone. Before, the old agggmwere poor and unequal, but now they are cabjgato
the active population in terms of average incontafrstandard deviation.
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of political generations and elites, we may be ablavoid these difficulties. At the first
glance, the United States seems to be such asoeigtre mobility reduces the generational
rents that we observe in France. The American dimaartially fits that hypothesis, but is
however much more complex, since we also obsereagtgenerational inequalities in the
United States’.

A theoretical explanation of American-French divamnge

We could attempt here to systematize the link betw¢he welfare state and cohort
dynamicsl® but we have too little space here. For an Amerleamch comparison, it will
suffice to underline the pertinent contrasts in Iblasic societal structures, and their possible
impact on cohort dynamics. Compared with FrancegeAean society is marked by a liberal-
residual welfare system, characterized by the wes&knof social redistributions, the
submission of social policies to the efficiencyflekible markets, and the idea that the welfare
system can operate only in cases of typical mddikire. More generally, whereas French
society is organized according to stable statussssupposedly ensure collective security, the
American one is marked by an ideal of mobility,iindual progress and the idealization of

cursus(etymologically opposed tstatug: by achievement and not by ascription.

A central example is the valorization of intemfirmobility: at age 40, male wage
earners in France have been at the same firm éotadt 11 years (on average), when in the
United States they have been at the same comparthddast 7.5 years (Neumark, 2000;
Chauvel, 2003). In France, seniority offers manyemarotections, social rights and implicit
rents, whereas mobility implies more uncertaintieen opportunities; this is a residue of the
patriarchal regulation of the French labor systelmene the fidelity of the employee is strongly
valued, as are interpersonal contacts and clientéhecontrast, the American labor market
values the accumulation of diverse experienceshtme between firms and their employees
iIs weaker and the rewards of moving (higher wagesgcipally) surpasses the rewards of

staying in place (Barbier and Gautie, 1998). In Fnench system, if the security of a stable

9 Most of the results presented here are systerdaitizeyy Mémoire d’Habilitation(Chauvel, 2003), that can be
downloaded alittp://louis.chauvel.free.frFTHDR151003defacrobat.pd

10 That attempt, which is presented in Chauvel (2068hnects Esping-Andersen (1990) types of wekitae
and cohort dynamics of the welfare regimes.
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labor force is greatly valued by most social acttings objective is secondary in the United
States. In the case of an economic slowdown, Fr&nmals stop hiring; in the case of greater
difficulties, they negotiate early retirement sclesnior seniors — at the expense of public
funds; if problems deepen, the last in are the éius; the dismissal of middle-aged employees
is the last and most expensive course of actiomvaoenpanies are faced with disaster, since
heavy compensations must be paid. This system taty@employees with some seniority at
the expense of occasional or more casual employeéshly when high unemployment rates

deepen the polarization between insiders and arssid

The question here is to understand the consequeinteis French regime on the
trajectories of different birth cohorts. Theoreligain the case of an economic recession, the
generalization of the logics of the French corpstatonservative compromise implies an
insider-outsider polarization of generations, whigt@ new generation has to remain outside
for a long time — since they do not work, they ad contribute to social welfare system and
do not participate in collective political decissonThe promise of stability for the older
cohorts comes at the expense of the socializafioewer ones — who will not catch up later
to the position of the older ones. Conversely, ssithe liberal system is less protective of the
status of insiders, an economic recession will pronegotiations on earnings and on explicit
and implicit rights, with cuts affecting all worlgerwhatever their age. Is this theory in

conformity with reality®
Common patterns: a large proportion of Americanthdiace difficulties, too

The empirical analysis is much more ambiguous,esthe American case shows some aspects
of similar cohort depression we observe in Frare.analysis of United States cohort
dynamics reveals the marginalization of large sedmef the young. In fact, when we apply
the same methodology to the United-States, evidehs&rong cohort fluctuations appears in

the American case, too, even if the fluctuatiomssamoother and somewhat blurred.

11 The analysis of the response of the social-derhotiare state in terms of cohorts could be irgting, but
we do not address that issue here.
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One example is the cohort evolution of Americdatree poverty rates? which reveal
that the same types of difficulties clearly confrolew generations in both countries (figure
6). At the national level, for the adult populatiogtween age 25 and 65, a dramatic change in
the distribution of relative poverty rates by ageups has occurred since the sixties: in 1960,
the older the population, the higher the povertggain 2000, on the contrary, the youngest
experience the highest poverty rates. Even if ggvates are very different by region (lower
in the Northeast, higher in the South and West)géyder (women are at higher risk), by
ethnic group (the poverty rate is lower for Whitasd Asians, higher for Blacks and
Hispanics), and evidently by level of educatiore game right-slipping U-shape structure of
poverty rates is observed; whereas yesterday tloeepowere the oldest, now it is the
youngest who are poorest. A more fine-grained doduwalysis of poverty rates shows that the
cohorts born before 1920 have known higher povattiys (above 15 %); those born between
1920 and 1955 have experienced poverty rates ¢osE2% or lower (the same relative
poverty rates as in Continental European counir&syl cohorts born after 1955 now face
poverty rates that exceed 20% at their entry ineolabor market. It appears that high poverty
rates jumped a whole generation. Large proportajrthe newer generations face difficulties
that their own parents could avoid. The most imgdrtpoint is that newer cohorts are
socialized in a context of high poverty rates, trat fact stays with them: even years after the
period of socialization, poverty remains higherhivitcohorts that experienced higher rates at
the time of their entry into the labor mark&®\n auto alimented generational trend prepares a

future of mass poverty.

12 \we consider here the relative poverty rates ag dne calculated in Europe, where poverty is iemaice to
the half-median of national standardized equivalemtome adjusted for family size (using the OECD
equivalence scale which is the square root of Hmldesize). The Census Bureau has complied fordi=ca
statistics on poverty in which poverty is definedabsolute terms (the same poverty threshold irdlereprice is
followed from one survey to the next). In Europe& @onsider that if outcomes for the poor do ndbfelthe
same trend of affluence that benefits the globadutation, their situation is even worse; in cortiras the
American tradition of absolute poverty rates, eifethe growth of the median income is much highweart the
growth of incomes among the poor, if the incomehef poor still grow even modestly, poverty is idiéed as
declining. Relative poverty is implicitly determihen relation to the common population, which defirthe
standard of living of a given time period.

13 This point could be analysed in terms of a scgreffect: the earnings increasgnificantly lessfor the
members of relatively deprived cohorts (ChauveQ2091-194).
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6- Poverty rates by adult age groups (Census yeat960-2000) in the US
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Source: US Census microdata accesseohal.ipums.org

Note: the definition of poverty threshold used hisrbased on the European relative definition: pewefth standardized equivalent income
adjusted for family size below 50% of the natiomaddian are poor. Since 1980, each new generatiomrared the labor market with a

higher poverty rate, which remains higher as thedoages.

Even if we exclude non-natives and members ofietbingender minorities (or other
combinatory variants of subpopulations) and fo¢esdnalysis on the white male population
born in the United States, the same pattern emevwgash is not due to higher immigration
rates or to higher fertility rates within certainbgroups of the population, but is clearly a
general trend occurring within American societyekwuring the last observed decade, 1990-
2000, which was characterized by an economic babensame intensification of the relative

poverty rates of newer cohorts is evident.

Education provides another key example of thesdskdf cohort dynamics. The age-
period-cohort analysis of educational expansionaaaltear the existence of substantial gaps
between cohorts. Education is not simply a questbnskill accumulation or human
development; it is also a central institution objpciinvestment in youth and of socialization.
The link between education and the structure ofvilefare system is therefore of critical
concern in the analysis of social protection ingitn and functioning (Estevez-Als al.,

2001). Educational expansion could play a majag nelimproving the economic prospects of
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the new cohort (if the social value of educatioterms of access to the most valuable social
and economic positions remains stable). As it tuuns when we consider the proportion of
bachelor's degree holdéts(figure 8), the trend of educational expansionpstor even
reverses after the first cohorts of the baby booe those born between 1945 and 1950).
These curves show a long linear trend of risinglewf education that begins with the cohorts
born in 1920 and that continues with cohorts barn945-1950. The following cohorts,
however, follow a shakier trajectory, beginninghwat drop in the access to bachelor’'s degrees
and followed by a more a recent catch up: we seledine of about one quarter in the
probability of access from the 1950 cohort to tbkart. Finally, the cohort that is born 1970

catches up the level of those born twenty yearsrbef

7- With bachelor's degree or more education in theUS male population (cohort

diagram)
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This brings us to an important point for which #aglanation is complex. Different

complementary factors could explain the expansibreatorts born from 1920 to 1950:

14 The results are even stronger for master’'s delgodters, who experienced a decline of about 30%vexst
cohorts born in 1950 and 1965.




mainly the 1944 G.I. Bill of Rights; and later the context of the Vietnam War — which
encouraged students to remain in college (Card ladieux, 2000). However, this is a
problem with the GI Billversuswar explanation: why did women of the 1945-1950a10
enjoy longer educational carriers too? From 19451930 or 1975, other economic or
historical traits could complement that explanatiointhe linear growth in the level of
education from the cohort born in 1920 to the 1@®%bort: the acceleration of public
investment in education, subsidies and loan suppfatleral and local contracts for research,
the rising inflation rates — which particularly favioans for students —, and so on. All these

factors offer partial explanations.

The cohorts that followed the cohort born in 198@perienced a reverse trend,
resulting from the fiscal crisis of the seventiasd from many other factors that depressed
educational attainment (Weir, 2002). In fact, foese cohorts, the new context of educational
investment made going to school much less attrctdecause of financial and political
pressures. The emergence of a phenomenon of oueatoh — of declining returns to
education (Freeman, 1976) — prompted a downwaiftlishpublic support for education and
could explain the general atmospheZei{geisj that characterized a period of at least fifteen
years during which higher education was seen as #Bactive. Granted skyrocketing
university tuitions and fees could also explain dleelining proportion of graduates by cohort
(Heller, 2002). In any case, the long-term consegeeof the decline in the proportion of
bachelor's and master’s degrees for the cohorts between 1950 and 1965, was a reduction
in the supply of graduates and, ultimately, a r@snce in returns to education for the newer
cohorts but also for the elder ones too, evendfigiter cohorts had benefited previously from

inexpensive access to education.

Education is an investment in newer generatioons.tfie cohorts born between 1920
and 1950, who went to school at a time of stroraywgjn in this investment, the generational
progress was clear: almost no one could be lessaggtl than his or her own parents. The

decline between the 1950 cohort and the 1965 cahmdlnis investment, is one of the reasons

15 To foster the integration of young veterans batk Bociety, free access to education was maidadaiin
1944 to those who served; the grants and loansedffeecame a major source of income for univessitie
(Bennett, 2000). The economic acceleration absorthési new graduated population and this successful
experiment was later extended to Korean and Vietvgterans.
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for “Generation X's” current difficulties. Even tag, in spite of the recovery of educational
attainment in the 1970 cohort, parents an childrew have almost the same distribution of

education: to be less educated than one’s parentsa quite common.

Today, seniors have never been in better edu@dtmsitions, relative to the young.
This differential has clear consequences on theigateonal, wage and income distribution
between cohorts: because seniors have become nhazaeted and education has continued to
have a stable social and economic value, theiakpositions have remained higher and their
earnings better, both relatively and absolutelyn@osely, poverty rates have grown faster in
the young generations. Middle- and higher- skil@xtupational groups have seen slower
expansion for the young than for older cohorts.réfoee, we would have to conclude that no
clear difference exists between the American arehéhr trends. There seem to be no path
dependency in the cohort dynamics, because otherhes American “free market” system
and the rigid and statutory French systemdwbits acqui$ (acquired social rights) would not
have produced the same kind of generational fractimr fact, the main difference lies

somewhere else.

The American specificity: among youth, an elitedfefirom exceptional growth

Despite these pessimistic trends, we can demoastrat a small fraction of the new
generation is better off at its entry into the laloarket than any former one. We have
difficulties to assess the size of that “privileggabpulation, since income polarization
benefits the highest strata much more. Youngemgageps provide the most vivid example of
this American trend: between 1990 and 2000, forpfgeaged 30 to 34, the median
standardized income adjusted for family size grgwl 7% in real terms; for thé"@ecile, it
increased by 4.4%; for thd"@ecile, by 9.2%; for the $9centile, by 23.9%. The higher the
level of income, the stronger the growth. So, waldargue that 60% of the population
enjoyed positive growth, and 8% two-digit growth.fact, only a small minority enjoyed a
very substantial increase in their income. In timitédl States, a young, rich and educated elite
benefited from the growth of the 1990s and begsurtdreer at higher levels than previous

cohorts, and it appears that this group will camirio climb the income scale in the years

N
()]



ahead. Those who were successful in college armiroht bachelor's or a master’'s degree

from a well-recognized university benefit now frohe scarcity of their degree.

As a result, although the dynamics of the bottowh the top of the social pyramid are
somewhat similar in France (relative to the Amaricase), in the United States, the rich, the
poor and the median classes face divergent trajest@specially when they are analyzed in
terms of cohorts. At the bottom, the downturn edgered by newer generations (from the
1950 cohort to the most recent), who permanenty fagher poverty rates at the time of their
entry into the labor market and later, clearly asedeclining opportunities. The median
categories experience a kind of stagnation or goewth if their opportunities (an annual
trend of about +0.5% in their real earnings durihg two last decades, far lower than the
+3.0% per year of the fifties-sixties) with no nraghange. On the other hand, the young
elites continue to benefit from the “long-term gextonal progress” (LTGP) hypothesis.
Among the young elites — notably those with a b&mtfwe degree or more education, and
more generally for the top decile group — the @Ffences of the generations born after 1955
have not been reduced. In, their case, progress feneration to generation seems to be
unequivocal. This segment of the American socidfgre a very optimistic view on the
continuation and transmission of the American Drehat its trajectory has diverged from
that of other social groups for the last two desadderefore, the career trajectories of recent
college graduates’, which are quite optimistic,vinle a biased point of view on American

trends, since most Americans are not benefitingnfsoch improving life chancés.

Synthesis: the growth of inequality by cohort ie tnited States

Since the early 1980s, American society has knawareequivocal polarization between two
opposite social groups who face a dynamic of dieecg in the newer generation. The bottom
of the American social structure is subject to aonemic decline and to social difficulties
that are somewhat similar or even worse when coedpéw the French situation; at the

opposite end, individuals at the top of the edocati and income scale continue to improve
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their socioeconomic position and seem to enjoyratiess trend of prosperity. The dynamics
for the median and the average classes are ndeapand greatly depend on the economic

cycle.

Thus, impressive cohort inequalities characteArgerican society, too, inequalities
that are mechanically increasing for newer cohdrtee American cohort dynamics are not
exactly similar to those in France, since theymoege complex and sometimes equivocal. The
French context of statutory protection of elderartdhimplies a general downturn of the status
of younger generations, from the top to the botwinthe social scale; the American one,
marked by stronger competition and inequalitiedifen chances, is characterized by greater
inequalities, notably for the most recent generstiwho are socialized in a social structure
where the gap between the top and the bottom isncmusly enlarging. If Thernstrom (1973)
depicted an American society where the ancientrgéine of young adults in 1929 (then born
by 1909) never caught up the difficulties of thgwuth — regardless of social class — even
during the period of prosperity that emerged ati@45, the economic slowdown of 1970-
1992 has had a much more complex effect since thumgy social elite has never been
subjected to clear decline. In a context of ecomoracession or stagnation, to the point of
view of the social groups at the top of the soaimeenic pyramid, the growth of inequality
provides a way for increasing their income, evethd consequence is deepening difficulties

for other groups.

6- France and the US: two divergent welfare systerfis

The central point of my conclusion pertains to lthreg-term sustainability of welfare regimes.
To be stable in the long term, a social system rausinge its own reproduction from one
generation to the next. In France, the today’sa@erbenefit from a large welfare state, but the
vast social rights they were able to accumulate tn@s consequence of their relatively
advantaged careers; we assert that the new gamesatvhen they become seniors themselves,

will not be able to benefit from the same rightsg &he large size of the present welfare state

16 | have not analyzed here the changes in poliiagicipation and representation that | have inéidaccurred
in France. However, we may find a strong cohorfidedn trade unions, political participation, acdmparable
changes in the age distribution of the U.S. Corggr€hauvel (2003: 152-158) develops these points.

N
(0]



will mechanically erode with cohort replacementcsi the reproduction of the welfare regime

iS not ascertained.

In France, where the generational dynamics ofitfierent social strata are parallel if
not similar, the major problem is not generatiomequalities, but the fact that newer
generations heavily support a welfare system tbatdccollapse before they benefit from it.
The problem is not stagnation, but lack of prepanain the long-term, at the expense of the
most fragile population: the young and the recestigialized generations. Here lies the
problem of sustainability for the current welfasgime: it appears large, strong and durable,
but its decline is almost certain; the securityffers to seniors is often at the expense of

young cohorts facing radical uncertainty.

In the United States, the case is more complicefed the young generations, the
highest classes enjoy exceptionally better postiwhile the median classes see their fortunes
stagnate and the poor are subjected to relativegtibbsolute, deprivation. The problem there
Is that newer generations prefigure a future ofr eb®nger inequalities: at the bottom, low
wages go with a lack of social protection and,hat top, economic affluence is cumulative
with unprecedented access to social and educatresalirces. The shortcomings of such a
social structure are not so visible when the waglkoor are young, but when they grow older
and need resources first for their children’s heahd education, and later for their own
autonomy, health, access to facilities, serviceassistance in their elder years, problems will
clearly emerge. For the last two decades, we hasrlized a fragile generation (in France)
and an extremely unequal one (in the United StaifEs¢y were based on specific social
structures and stratification systems which arenfadiway now, and as a result these two

welfare regimes severe destabilization in the cgnyears.

The key questions are: will younger generatiofnance continue to sustain a system
where their social condition is ever devaluated parad to the older generations, with no
clear prospects of improvement? Will the Americaom(and also middle or “median” class)
accept an even lower quality of life compared te ttop? For the moment, these
intergenerational inequalities are accepted, sthey are generally unknown, their social
visibility is low and their political recognitionufi. A kind of silent consensus maintains the
system in spite of the strong contrast betweentiesaland representations. In France, this

situation induces a complex trend of pessimism grdduces political instability
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characterized by stronger and shakier politicalukid. In the United States, the apparent
stability comes from lower rates of participationalections, but uncertainty is there a central
concern too. In both cases, for the analysis absstructure and of welfare regime dynamics,
future can not be seen as a linear continuatiopast, since newer generations are not
socialized in the continuity of previous ones. Bate is my main conclusion: because today’s
reform do not consider seriously the cohort dynamileeir understanding of the life chances
of the generations now in play are myopic. The makare often very late and designed to
balance previous disequilibria: thus they missrthamiget, give more resources to privileged
generations and spoil the sacrificed ones, anchattly deteriorate the sustainability of the
welfare regime. Uncertainty and instability willagv apace, and given that violence is often
the consequence of the tensions that inequalitjmptes, conflicts between generations could

easily emerge in the twenty-first century.
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