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The IL gacy of Classical Political Ecomonty

Most debates on t wt,haw state have been guided by two questions.
First, will the salience of class diminish with the extension of social

A . citizenship? In ot hea W d can the welfare siate fundamentally trans-
: form capitalist society? Second, what are the causal forces behind
_welfare-state development?

‘These questions are not recent. Inde d, they were formulated by the
nineteenth-century political economists 100 years before any welfare
be

state can rightly said to have come into existence, The classical
political economists — whether of liberal, consewative, or DMarxist
persuasion — were pmor-m‘pia' wi‘d me relationship between capital- i
'iﬂﬁ and welfare. Tl u::"y w;tamhr ferent (and usually n.a_a:.mauve) b

1 - ' ged around the velationship between
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10 THE TarEE WELEA RE-STATE REGIMES
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aponeats of 3 modicuin_gi _political L regulation,

liberals’, in turp, WEre pr

Yet they all were agreed that the road to equality and m&¢ :

}‘}‘)\‘4 /

be paved with a maximum of fres markets and 3 ngiﬁg;u@_gwgafms‘«ggg
interference,
. Their enfl usiastic embrace of market capitalism May now appear
unjustified. But we must not forget that the reality they spoke of wag a
state upholding absolutist privileges, mercantilist Protectionism, and
pervasive corruption, What they attacked was g System of government
that repressed their ideals of both freedom and enterprise. Hence,
theirs was revolutionary theory, and from this vantage point, we can
understand why Adam Smith sometimes reads like Karl Mary 2
Democracy became an Achilles’ heel to many liberals. Ag long as
capitalism remained a world of smaj] property owners, property itself
would have little to fear from democracy. Byt with industﬁaiizatimz,
the proletarian asses emerged, for whom dem@cracy Was a means to
curtail the privileges of Property. The liberals rightly feared universal
suffrage, for it wonld be likely to politicize the digt ibutional siruggle,
pexvert the market, and fuel inefficiencjes. Many liberals discovered
that democracy would UsuIp or destroy the market,
Both conservative and Marxist political economistg

) P — ‘ . N
‘contradiction bug Droposed, of COIISE, Oopposite nsgiuhggg. The most
coherer bitique of laissez-fajre came from the German

. . . o P el E y R e
historic k atticular from g , Adol

They refused o bs

of _the market was the
efficiency. Their ideal wa
ism a3 (he DOssible
thout class struggle, '
One prominent conservative school promoted the 'w%@
L&%EfC, which would guarantee s0cial welfare, harmony,
_;’pva!t& and p .roduc’zzvni‘y. In this mode) oduction 8ystem
comes zwt,ﬁm&_gom_p@g_igion, but ;
state would be far gy ’QE’!Oi} to the  chaos of
500d of the state_ LUty and indiv
Conservative

-
3

}thorétariam&_'

nonizing the

stig

- Was avowedly national;

anti-revolutionary, anc st the democratic impulse. It

'y that retained both hierar-

feared social levelj; g,

2-policy advocacy. Nassau Senjor and later Manchester liberals
emphasized the laissez Taire = 0 Smith, Tejecting any form of
social profection Suiside T cction oufside the cash ; nexus. J. ST Mill and the ‘reformed

understood ihis

/

»
{
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chy and class. Status, rank, and class were natural and given; class
* conflicts, however, were not. If we permit @;Ma@ ass participa-
tion, and allow authgrit and status boundaries to dissolv_e_,__;t@i resulf is
acollapse of the socia] arder /
Marxist political €conomy not only abhorred the > market’s atomizing
effects, but also attacked th liberal claim _that mark

equality. Since, as Dobb (194'6) puts i,

beople of property, the end result will be ever-deeper class divisions,
And as these generate sharpened conflicts, the libera] state will be

o -

PLMML@J&QW - poand neutrality, and come 1o the
defence of the propertied | 1asses. For Marxism this ig is the foundation
of class dominance,
The central question, net only for Marxism but for the entire
contemporary debate on the welfare state, is whether, and under what
- conditions, the class division'suand social ineggai{@g_ broduced by
%@.@L@@gmwmﬂ@memw democ
Fearing that democracy might produce socialism, the liberalg were
hardly eager 1o extend it. The socialists, in contrast, suspecied that
parliamentarism would be little more than an empty shelf or, ag Lenin
suggested, a mere ‘talking shop’ (Tessop, 1982). This line of analysis,
echoed in much of contemporary Marxism, produced the beljef that
social reforms were little more than 4 dike in a steadily leaking
capitalist order, By d ion, they could not pe a 1esponse to the
desire of the working classes for emancipation,*
- - It took major extensions of political 1ights before the socialists conid
Who.lehc:artediy embrace a more Optimistic analysis of parliamentarismy.
The theoretically most sophisticated coniributions came from the An-
stro-German Marxigt such as Adler, Bauer, and Edpard Heimann,
According to Heimann (1929), it may have been the case that con.
SeTvative reforms were motivated by little else than a desire to repress
labor mobilization, But once z'zzi'l‘oduced? they become contradictory;
" 18 Tundamentall altered wh_gn_n}mrlcegg_,

the balance of class orke;
‘enjoy social rights, for the social
Oﬂ/thf;-lualkﬁt\a&d_&ﬁlﬁl_o oIS
Tesource, T *imann, social policy introduces an alien ¢
t.%itaiist political economy. It is o Troj

the frontier between capitalism and socialis
88 enjoyed quite a repaise
and Gintis, 19g6),
- The social democratic mode

andon the Orthodoy that,
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12 tue THREE WELFARE-STATE REGIMES

economic socialization. Yet historical experience soon demonstrated
that socialization was a goal that could not be pursued realistically
through parliamentarism.”

Social democracy’s embrace of parliamentary reformism as its domi-

nant strategy for equality and socialism was premised on two argu-

ments. The first was that workers require social resource%w :

education to participate effectively as socialist citizens /'The second

argument was that social policy is nof only emancipatory, butis alspa .

precondition for economic etficiency(Myrdal and Myrdal, 1936). Fol-
lowing Marx, in this argument the strategic value of welfare policies is
that they help promote the onward march of the productive forces in
capitalism. But the beauty of the social democratic strategy was that
social policy would also result in power mobilization. By eradicating
poverty, unemployment, and complete wage dependency, the welfare

state increases political capacities an@ﬁimiﬁigﬁ;ye‘gjwl‘ggﬂgggi_ai divisions

—
that are barriers to political unity among  workers,
The social democratic model, then, is fathe
hypotheses of confemporary welfare-state debate: pal iament
mobilization is a means for the realization of the sociali

equality, justice, freedomn, ar

Cur forebears in political ceonomy defined the analytic basi
recent scholarship. They isolated the key variables of ck:
mocracy, and they formulated the basic n

and class, efficiency and equality, c
. aporary social science distingnishes iself &

al political economy on two scientifically vital fronts. First, it
self as a positive science and shies away from normative pres
lobbins, 1976). Second, classical political economists had i
rest in historical variability: they saw their efforts as leading towards
stem of universal laws. Although contemporary political economy
i ngs o the belief in absolute truths, the camparative
method that today underpins almost all good political
hat reveals variation and permeability,
1 w08t recent sc i
onship defi

positicas

Lt

Systems or structuralist theory seeks to gpﬁglggjﬂ&igglﬁgfﬁi‘l@ﬁ
ment holistically, It is the system that ‘wills’, and what happens is

- the laws of motion of systers, thi
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We shall review below the contributions of comparative research on
the development of welfare states in advanced capitalist countries. It
will be argued that most scholarship has been misdirected, mainly
because it became detached from its theoretical foundations. We must
therefore recast both the methodology and the concepts of political
economy in order to adequately study the welfare state. This will
constitute the focus of the ﬁnalI section of this chapter.

Two types of approach have dominated in expianations of welfare
states; one stresses structures and whole systems, the other, institu-
tions and actors,

THE SYSTEMS/. STRUCTURALIST APPROACH

therefore easily interpreted as a functional requisite for the reprodue-
tion of society and cconomy. Because its attention is concentrated on

§ approach is inclined to emphagize
han & es; ze:

cross-naiional similarities rather tha; ifferences; being industrialized -

or {:@;&@Ms&d&ﬁwg cultural v ons or differences in power
relations, T '
er_avwzgins  with a theory of industrial soclety, and argues
that industsializatior inakes social policy both necessar y and possible —
wse pre-industrial modes of social re ) as_
g 2 0blige, and guild solidarity are des-
modernization, such as social mobility,
1, individualism, and market dependence. The crux of the
that the market is no adequate substituie because it caters

nction’ is approp riated by the nation-st
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11t social poli
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iy to those who are able to perform in it. Hence, the “welfare
_ oz edae
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level of economic development, and thus surplus, is needed in order to - isolate the econom from social and political institutions will destroy
permit the diversion of scarce resources from productive uge (invest- human society_. The economy must be embeq dded in social communities

. . . . \*\—— . . s "
ment) to welfare (Wilensky and Lebeaux, 1958). In this sense, this . ;g_-gjde:,‘faut‘m_guﬂgye. Thus, Polanyi sees social _policy as

O1e.

perspective follows in the footsteps of the old Iiberals, Social redis- - zzemgggmgn@m@@ﬂggfg {on of the social £conomy.
tribution eﬂdangem PFﬁP?PAcy,—Mley at a certain CCOnoImIc l@,vglwwﬂl_“ . w:f‘u] Hitue}:_@ﬂmg_fgﬁ_@luanalﬂigilﬁsjjg a!1ggmﬁ§§1%§h59}yﬁ%§lb§m5
a negative-sum imde»@%@ﬁ), : argument that welfare stafes émerge more readily in g mall, open
" The new structuralist Marxism i strikingly parallel. Abana‘gp@g its - economies that are pggtiﬁcql_a‘;dyﬂ_yglg@gﬁb to in tional markets, As
classical forebsarg strongly action-centared theory, its analytical stare. v Kam and Cameron (197 there is a greater
ing-point is thai - iﬂ@@f@"ﬁ:@j@:@ﬁiméﬁéi“éﬁc—liz_c?éf the - inclination to regulate class-distributional confiicts through government
capitalist mode of production. Ca ital accumulation graat contradic- . gnq interest concertation when both business and labor are captive to
@o%compeis_gcial refornl (C’Connor, 1973). In this tradition of - 7 forces beyond domestic control.

Marxism, as in ifg Togic of industrialism’ counterpart, welfare States - - The impact of democracy on welfars states has been argued ever since
Aardly need to be promoted by pol ical actors, whether th - 35U Mill and Alesis de Tocqueyi ent is tynicall

unions, socialist yj.?L@@ﬂéﬁiﬁmﬂlﬁr}i@ : reformers, . without reference 1o any pari or class. It is in this
point is that the state, as such, is positioned in Such a way that the _sense that it is ingt tutional. Tn rmulation, the thesis was

collective needs of capital are served, vegardless. The theory is thug Siiply that majorities -will favor social dist

OULion 1o compensate. for

premised on two crucial assumptions: first, ﬂlaii..E.Qﬁ{@z;_is.,.siﬁ:mtmzi,~ ‘market weakness or market isks. If wage-earpers are likely to demagnd
o e da Sealasi. e e I 2 gominl e e B HEKS, P

and second, that the state 111«,:1@;1&&3{1@;;@1Qmaus-ﬁcmsgia.ss_ﬂ_m C-_ as0cia S, 80 are capitalists (or f2

tives (T tzas, 1973; Block, 1977 ; for a recent critical assessment of e § Of Su

this literature, see T herbora, 1986a; and Skocpol and Amenta, 1986). Canngst resist majority demands,

The ‘logic of capitalism’ Perspective invites difficuls questions, If, g5 -~ . knts modern for
Przeworski (1980) has argued, working-class consent is assured gn the Une identific
bazis of material begemony, that is, self-willed subordination to the ' {
system, it is difficult to gee why up to 40 percent of the national
product must be allocated o the leg

. 1. &Y
§hts (Marshajl,

Aneh
/P*;_S.@_———*
hoice beory, argu.

; Himation activities of g welfare
State. A second problem is to derive state activities from a ‘mode of

analyzis, Eg_sjem_Eumpe ay perhaps not gualify ag
o z e “‘"ﬁ -

ther s jt capitali here we find “welf t

4 I public interven around elections as a meang of
voier mobilization,
This approach also faces considerabl lems (Skoepol
A 00N L 3
and Amenta, 1986). When it hold

5
X - to develop the more democratic
THE NSTITUTIONAL APPROACH PSSR s e \
T A wonts the historica) oddity that the
lassical political economists made it clear why de; eccurred prior to democracy and
shounld influence weolfare-state development, i st its realization, T
tfull demoe; ' i,

i1 11

3. il
practice, this is what the laisse
it it wag this divoree of politics and o

fuellzd
{1944),
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16 THE treg WELFARE-STATE REGINMES

to reduce, not raise, taxes (Dich, 1973).
authoritarian olities Were be
s2onanian polit:

anunwilling populace,

economy. It djffe

institutional analyses in its enlplla§i§ on the social classes as the majn

agents of change, and in its argiment that the balance of class power
dstermines distributional outcomes. To__emphasize aci

ive clags-
mobxlizaiionﬁmmiJlec,ﬁmrﬂx,gi_f;nyﬂih&impﬁﬁamam;stmgtured or

hsg@zzl_fmif;pm&@;t@{orpi, 1983). B&E_ﬁjlﬂitﬁmmmmmkm

principle, effective institutions  for Lh«m“s_xeﬂg_n\of _mobilized _power
intodesited policies and reforms. Accordingly, parliame ‘arg_pgjijjgg
£ capable of overriding hegemony, and can be made to serve interests
that are antagonistic to ¢

s push back the frontiers of ca
The question of why the welfare fate

pitalist power.
ftself is a power

resouree is

vital for the theory’s applicability. The answer is that wage-earners in
e inherently atomized and sir ided

ure, and dependent on decisions

s limits their capacity for coliectiv
ights, income

4 universalis

101 of povert _
brecondiiions foy - and unit
ion demands (Esping-Andelsen, 19835a).
i problem for this thesis is

to specily the

conditions for power mobilization. Power depends on ihe resources’

and from collective b
1ds

1 electo

ral numbers

X

But the
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decision«making and owég_ may shift from . parliaments t0 _npeo-
CoTporatist institutions of interest intermediation 7(Shonfield, 1965;
“Schmitter and Lembruch, 1979Y. A second criticism is that the capacity
of labor parties to influence A,lwelfag;;g_idaﬁtg Q@:{glop@:nt is Eﬁjcg_‘rﬂtgg_gﬂ;gd )
by the Siticiure of right-wing part ower%g‘tlé&‘“fi§7‘é}”1982) has
argued that the degree of urlity among the tonservative parties is more
impdrtant than js the activated power of the left, Other authors have
emphasized the fact that Benominaﬁos}al (usually social Catholic)

—~

parties in countries such as Holland, TIialy, and Jermany mobilizg
large sections of the working classes and pursue welfare-state programs
‘not 'drastical.!y at variance with their socialist competitors (Schmidt,
198'2;.Wﬂensky, 1981). The class-mobilization thesis has, rightly, been
criticized for itg Swedocentrism, i.e. its inclination to define the process
of power mobilization too much on the basis of the rather extraordin-
ary Swedish experience (Shalev, 1984).
" These objections hint at a basic fallacy in the theory’s assumptions
‘aboit the clagg formation: 'we cannot assume that socialism s the
-natural basis for wa raweaz‘ﬂe?mmcBﬂié’éﬁb?}f?ﬁgﬁf the conditions

under which workers become socialists till not adequately _
P eepas . — 0 " \‘“*-»-“*—‘——k‘————w\._ _______ e
documented, ¥ Storically, the

natural organizationa]

=]

mobilization were bre-capitalist communities, eg, ecially the
“also the Church, ethoicity, or language, A ready-made ;

‘false COnsciousness
American workers
ples. The dominance of socialism among the Swedish working
I &

1g class i
puzzie as is the dorninance of confessionalism among the

will not do o explain why Duich, {ialian,

continue to mobilize around non-socialist princi-

a
The third and perhaps most fuizéiamen’cai objection has to do with
tha model’s linear view of powed/ It ig problematic o hold thai a
~— " TIEW OL power/ .
2hal Hcrease

otes, uni

£

threshold for parliament
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1982). Thus, the origins of the Keynesian full-employment commit-
ment and the social democratic welfare-state edifice have been traced
to the capacity of (variably) strong working-class movements to forge 5
political alliance with farmer Organizations; additionally, it js arguable

that sustained social democracy has come to depend on the formation -

of a new-*,vorking~cl_ass—white—co]lar coalition.

The class-coalitional approach has additiona] virtues. Two nations,
such as Austria and Sweden, may score similarly on working-clags
mebilization variables, and yet produce highly unequal policy results.
This can be explained by differenceg in the history of coalition forma-
tion in two countries: the breakthrough of Swedish socia] democratic

hegemony stemg from its Capacity to forge the famous ‘red~gr@en’i

iy

alliaice with the farmers; the comparative dz’sadvantage of the Ay
strian socialists regig in the ‘gheito’ status assigned 1o them by virtne of

P

v
the rural classeg being captured by a conservative coalition (Hsping-
Andersen and Korpi, 1984).

In summary, we have to think in terms of soeia] relations, not just
social categories. Whereas structugal lunctionalist explanations i fy
convergent welfare-state outcomes, and class-mobilization paradigms
e, but linearty d.istﬁ"ibutead, diff@rerzces, an interactive y 1odel such

=N
D
for]
“
=
o
)

¢ coalition approach directs attention to distinet welfare-state

e know v ) 1are state responds {unctionaj
ds of indus vialism, or to capitaii t reproduction and legiti
W 40 e identify a welfy e state that corresponds to the dem
working s i have? We cannot ¢

unless we have g commonly s
to be explained.

<able atiribute of the entire literature is its
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for securing some basic modicum of welfare for itg citizens. Such a
definition skirts the issue of whether social policies are emancipatory or
not; whether they: help system legitimation or not; whether they
contradict or aid the market process; ang what, indeed, ig meant by
‘basic’? Would it not be more appropriate to require of a welfare state
that it satisfies more than our basic or minimal welfare needs?

The first generation of comparative studies started with this type of
tonceptualization, They assumed, without much reflection, that the
level of social expenditure adequately reflects 4 state’s commitment to

T J
welfare. The theoretical intent Was not really to arrive ot an understand-

. D

<

3
«
L

P

j ate, but rather to test the validity of contending
it political economy. By 8coring nations with respect
{Eeki i

of economic growth, and the broportion of aged in
tructure, it was believed that the essential features of
ion were properly considered. Aiternaﬁv\eiy, pow-

er-oriented th Compared nations gon left-party strength or work.
fng-class p lization.
The fin

first-generation Comparativists are difficu]

910 convinecing case for Any particulay theory, The

atistically restrictg the number of

ested sii uiltansously, Thus, when Cuiright (1 9653
d that economic

ensky

ic level, with itg demographic ang
bureaucrati » explaing most wej fare-state variationg in ‘rich
ures of working-clags mobilization oy economic

7
- Their conclugiong in favor of 4 ‘logic of
tore in doubg. And, when Hewir (1977),
Iyles (1984a), and Esping-Anderse;
favor of 3 working-class mobilization
183) finds SUpport for a neo-corporatist
concinic opennegs ay ument, it iskviéhmii'
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analysts would agree that a reformed poor-relief tradition qualifies as a .
welfare-state commitment. Some nations spend enormous sums on fiscal
welfare in the form of tax privileges to private insurance plans that
mainly benefit the middle classes. But these tax expenditures do not
show up on expenditure accounts. In Britain, total social expenditure
has grown during the Thatcher period, yet this is almost exclusively a
function of very high unemployment. Low expenditure on some prog- |
rams may signifiy a welfare state more seriously committed to full
employment. ‘
‘Therborn (1983} is right when he holds that we must begin with a
conception of state structure. What are the criteria with which we
should judge whether, and when, a state {5 a welfare state? There are

three approaches o this question. Therborn’s proposal is to begin with

historical iransformation of state activities Pviinimally, in a senuine

— o . L . L
welfare state the maiority of its daily routine activities

to_servicing the welfare needs of ‘households. This cri

erion has far-

reaching consequences. If we simply meast
spending and personnel, _the result is that no 3

real welfare state until the 1970s, and some that
el Ui |

K

tates will not qualify because t
: concemn defence, law and order, admin
(Therborn, 1983). Social scientists have been (oo quick
nations’ self-proclaimed welfare-state status, They have also been too:
k to conclude that if the standard social programs have been

auic
L
introduced, the welfare state has been born.

The second conceptual approach derives

(1958)%03555&&1 distinction between residual and instituios

e former, the state ¢ sibility only when
ma i 5 to m

An th

eq
5

states.

73 e e on

.
zraalistic,
1 o

!

stribution v
"The Titmuss approach has fertilized a va

986; I

roach thai forces resecarch

st be devoted

‘grants, We must also take into account how sta
3 { 3
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welfare-state rankings difﬁ(;plgtqg‘gstain. Conceptually, we are compar-
ing categorically different types of states, — ——————

. The third approach is to theoretically select the criteria on which to
judge types of welfare state\s;?’[‘;his can be done by measuring actual
\M@Eﬁ&mrm@mlnanaiﬁgmiﬂﬂpﬂﬁéﬁ}iw
or entire welfare states, accordingly (Day 1978; Myles, 1984a). But this
is ahistorical, and does not necesgarily capture the ideals of designs that
historical actors sought io realize/in the struggles over the welfare state.
If our aim is to test causal theories that involve actors, we should begin

- with-the demands that were actually promoted by those actors that we
. deem critical in the history of welfare-state development. It is difficult to

imagine that anyone struggled for spending per se,

A Re-Specification of the We

fa

1

-Few can disagree with T. 1. Marshall’s (19_5;9}»_.pronosition that social

citizenship constitutes the core idea of a welfare state. But iha concept

must be Heshed out, Above all, it must involve the granting of socia)

rights. If social rights are given the legal and practical siatug of property

rights, if they are inviolable, and if they are granted on the basis of
i

citizenship rather than periormance, they wij entail a de-

- commodification of the status of individuals vis-g-vis the market. But
the concept of social citizenship also involves social stratification: one’s

status as a citizen will compete with, or even replace, one’s class
position.

N

LA

he welfare state cannot be understood just in terms of the rights it
o H
s

3
ie activities are interlock-

ed with the market’
the three main prine
theovetical specificatio;

In pre-capitalist societies, few workers were properly commeodities in
the seunse that ¢} the s

eir survival was contingent up«
markets become universal
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when a service is rendered as a matter of right, and when a person can. = It ‘offers a basic, equal benefit to all, irrespective of prior earnings,
maintain a livelihood without reliance on the market. L contributions, or performance. it may indeed be a more solidaristic
The mere presence of social assistance or Insurance may not neces- - system, but not necessarily de-commodifying, since only rarely have
sarily bring about significant de-commodification if they do not substan- - such schemes been able to offer benefits of such a standard that they
tially emancipate individuals from market dependence_z. Means-tested provide'recjpjents with a genuiﬂe option to working_
poor relief will possibly offer a safety net of last resort. But if benefits . De-commodifyin g welfare states are, in practice, of very recent date.
are low and associated with social stigma, the relief system wiil compel . A minimal definition must entail that citizens can freely, and without
all but the most desperate to participate in the market. This was = .- .potential Joss of job, income, ér general welfare, opt out of work when
precisely the intent of the nineteenth-century poor laws in most - . they themselves consider it necessary. With this definition in mind, we
countries. Similarly, most of the early social-insurance programs were - would, for example, require of a sickness Insurance that individuals be
deliberately designed to maximize labor-market performance (Ogus, - guaranteed benefits equal to normal earnings, and the right to absence
1979). : - with minimal proof of medical impairment and for the duration that the
There is no doubt that de-commodification has been a hugely - individual deems necessary. These conditions, it is worth noting, are
contested issue in welfare state d&;V&}Opﬂleﬂ‘i. For labor, it has ahﬂza},rse . those usualily enjoyed by academics, civil servants, and higher-echelon
been a priority. When workers are completely market-dependent, they white-collar employees. Similar requirernents would be made of pen-
arz difficult to mobilize for solidaristic action. Since their resources sions, maternity leave, parental leave, educational leave, and unem-
mirror market inequalities, divisions emerge between the ‘ins’ and the - ployment insurance.
‘outs’,  making  labor-movement  formation difficult.  De- . 7 dome nations have moved towards this level of de-commodification,

1a1

commodification strengthens the worker and weakens the absolute g mﬁv,‘recemﬂy, and, in many cases, with significant exemptions. In
authority of the employer. Tt is for exactly this reason that employer most all nations, benefits wers upgraded to nearly equal normal wages
; equal norm 1ges

always opposed de-commodification, in-the late 1960s and early 1970s. But in some countzies, for example

@ O

D

Be-commodified rights are differentially developed in contemporary i ¢ medical certification in case of iflness is still required: in others,
welfare states. In social-assistance dominated welfare states entitlements depend on long waiting 5 0t up to two weeks; and in
Dot 50 much attached to work performance as to demonstr still others, the duration of entitlerments is very short, Ag we shall see in

V—
v}

HJeeds-tests and typically meager benefits, however, service t
the de-commodifying effect. Thus, in nations where this
dominant (mainly in the Anglo-Saxon countries), the result is actually ro
strengthen the market since all but those who fail in the market will be
encouraged to contract private-sector welfare,
 Acsecond dominant model espouses compulsory state social ing
with fairly strong entitlements..But again, this may not automatically
S@E‘u“‘.‘réﬁwgf"@a:@mmodiﬁsati@n, since this hinges very much o -
the fabric of eligibility and benefit rules. Germany was the pioneer of
ocial insurance, but over most of the tentury can hardly be said to have
brought about much in the way of de-commodification through its social’
ums. Benefits have depended almost entirely on contributions, and
on work and employment. In other words, it is not
1 social right, but the corresponding rules and
te the extent to which welfare programs offe
et dependence,
minant model of welfare, namely

r 2, the Scand

vian welfare states tend to be the most de-
1
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Comparatively and historically, we can easily identify alternative
systems of stratification embedded in welfare states. The poor-relief -
tradition, and its contemporary means-tested social-assistance offshoot,
\MWWAML
and stigmatizing recipients, it promotes social dualisras and has there-
fore been a chie abor- g attack

The social-insurance model promoted by conservaﬁi&w. _

as Bismarck and von Taffe, was also explicitly / @ form of class polit ics. It
sought, in fact, to achieve tx*MmgL@gmgng%  terms of stratifica-
tion. The first was to consolidate divisions among wage-carniers by
iegiSlaﬂﬂg%gt_g_@g@}Qj,fgi,ﬁiﬁ@lﬁﬂﬁ.&fﬁiﬁQ_ 1S groups, cach
with its own conspicuously unique set of rights and privileges which was
designed to_accentuate the individual’s opriate rt@f@ﬁhfb‘?@
second objective was to tie the loyalties of the individual d cily to the
monarchy or the central state authority'7This was Bismarck’s motive
when he promoted a direct state suppiement to the pension benefit, This
state-corporatist model was pursued mainly in nations such ag Germany,
Austria, Italy, and France, and often resulted in a labyrinth of status.
specific insurance funds. : '

Of special importance in this corporatist tradiiion was the establi
ment of lar Ak visi

articularly deged welfate provision:
(Bearmten). In past, this was a means of rewarding loyalty to the siate,
é?ﬁTﬁart it was a way of demarcating this group’s uniquely exalted
social status. The corporatist status-differentiated model springs mainly
from the old guild tradition. The neo-abgolutist autocrats, such asg
Bismarck, saw in this tradition a means 1o combat the yisi
movements,

Jhe labor mevementswere-as-hostile to the corporati
were to poor relief — in béth cases for obvious 85008, Vet the
alternatives first espoused by labor were o less problematic from the '
point of view of uniting the workers as one solid ristic class. Almost
ir;.va:riabiy, the model that labor first pursued wag ¢
friendly societies or equivalent union- or
welfare plans. This is not surprisi
of reforms sponsored by a hosti

th

eless,

Insurdnc
—_—— T

Y

~could technically be upgraded quite easily to distribute more adequa
2
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most likely excludgg;lg‘bmiﬁmﬁ,fmi_@mﬂmmimggﬁggrated the
goal of working-class mobilization. T B
The socialist ‘ghetio approach’ was an additional obstacle when
socialist parties founMng governments and having to
pass the social reforms they had s0 long demanded. For political reasons i

of coaiition—building and broader solidarity, their welfare model had to

be recast as welfare for ‘tHe people’. Heiice, the socialists came to

espouse the principle of univégﬂs;_dml;sm; b_o_growingﬁom the liberals, their )

B e B TR P
program was, typically, designed along the lines of the democratic
ﬁat—x‘ate, general revenue-financed Beveridge model.

As an alternative ta mewamr‘migd_g&sia@nce and
é : v al

the universalistic systern promotes e

citizens are endowed with similar rights, irrespective of class or marker )

tis sense, the system is meant fo cultivate cross-class
e

. solidarity, a solidarity of TS Hafion But the solidarity of Hafrafe

- maversalism presumes a historically peculiar class structure, one in
. which the vast majority of the population are the ‘little people’ for

L

whom a modest, albeit egalitarian, benefit may be considered adequate.

Viere this no longer obtains, as occurs with growing working-class

2

d {HE Tise of the new middle classes, ¢

-raie universalism

ivate
Isurance and to fringe-benefit bargaining to supplement modest e

inadvertently promotes dualism because the better-off turn to
! . P _Detter 1] 5

L snelit bargaining to supplement modest equal-
ity with what they have decided are a ndards of welfare.
Where this process unfolds (as in Canada or Great Britain), the resuli is
that the wonderfully egalitarian spirit of universalism turns into a

dualism similar to that of the social-assistance state: the poor rely on the

ot

- state, and the remainder on the market,

It is not only the universalist but, in fact, all historical welfare-state
models which have faced the dilemma of changes in class structure, But
il response to prosperity and middle-class growth has been varied, and
§0, therefore, has been the’ outcome in terms of strafification. The

orporatist insurance tradition was, in a sense, best equipped to manage
new and loftier welfare-state expectations since the cxisting system

{

¢

o=
¢

nefits. Adenauer’s 1957 pension-reform in Germany was a pioneer ir
this respect. Its avowed purpose was lo restore status differences that
had been eroded because of the old insurance system’s incapacity to
provide benefits tailored to this it did simply by moving
1-contribution- fo eg ted benefits without altering the
1ework of sta

=t

Reveridos.
Beveridge
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type system, the option was whether to allow the market or the state to
furnish adequacy and satisfy middle-class aspirations. Two.alternative__
models emerged from this political choice. Th_qgg;g_typxgl\o_f__grggt
Britain_and most of _of the Anglo-Saxon world was to preserve an
essenuaﬂy modest umvcrsaliaﬂ in the state, and allow the market o~

w
reign for the rowing social st st rata demanding superior welfare. U,gg_gg\
the political power of such groups, the dualism that emerges is not

The consequence is thal | this. type of regime minimizes de-
commodification-effects, e lectavciy contains the realm of social rights,
and erects an order of stratification that is a blend of a relative equality
of poverty among state-welfare recipients, market-differentiated wel-

“fare among the majorities, aq’ a class-political dualism between the
merely one between st state and market, but also Eptween fﬂ“l’ng m two. Tns__ggch typical exa mpi_s_giﬂledel are the United States,
welfare-state_transfers: in ihese nafions, ons of The Canada and Australia [
components of public e}:mﬂdnuml  tax subvzdies for so- 8 A second regime- type miahons such as Austria, France,

- welfare plans. And the typical political effect is the erosion SF middle. &  Germmae oo Toare oo L8UONS SUCH as

Germany, and Traly Here, the historical corporatist-statist legacy was
class support for what is upgraded to cater to the new ‘post-industrial’ class structure. In these
transfer system. conservative and strongly ‘corporatist’ welfare states, the liberal obses-

" Vet another alternative has been to seek a synthesis of umve;sahsm sion with market flcyen cy and commodification was never preeminent
and ad eauauy outggi@_gg.ﬂ__markm ‘“Im maa ‘gad, as such, the granting of social rights was hardly e er a fmoqu

znatr"dwwa' ﬂlew“% ervation of arLo

contested issue. What pred
izﬁefefm wﬁm, ll’@T‘GIOI@
corporaiism was subsumed undex a
chs;;ﬂacs fh@ *’mr}’ﬂ‘ as a meder of v
refits play a m_lj m

heme on Lap of m, ant"’:.',,tf'i _g,gautarian )
® Q\,chen and Norway By_guaranteeing

ition reintroduces. ‘“"Pﬂjvu
the market. It thus succeeds in .
'"aha‘.. _.an herefore, the degree of political
3 T'?qmzed to-preserv | and solidaristic > support for the -
es il?t such a welfare-state model demands,

and

Rm: ‘th LOL"SOI‘J‘ regimes are aiso typica ﬂyhsh
and hv:ﬂCv 8t m*m‘tv comrnitted to the {) eser

] 4
(?’ 'h@ ﬂmd nf’i de rly sinallgst, regime-cluster is “omﬁosed _of those
“Countries in which the brmciples of _umiversalism and
¢ > 8 We | commcdification of social rights were nded also to the new middle
5E | gg__t iﬁly diumbﬂtﬂ"‘but E?tw ered by rﬁpmua -t jp “““““ I clagses. We 133 7 call it the ‘social democmuc regime- fype since, in these
In one clusier we Rad fhe ‘liberal’ welfare state,.in Wmm means- “nations, social de acy was-elearly the dominant feree-behind soeial-

e, modﬁsi z:_nvcx sal transfers, or modest social-insurance
its cater mainly to a clientele of los v~imome i
e denendenis. In q:ma inadel the,

ely civcumscribed by ¢ qai‘

w e a cmal.a"n uew'ec 5 d market,

SO S
¢ norms: it is

byg Harar
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This formula translates into a mix of highly de-commodifying and

um‘/ersahs tic programs that, nonetiheless, are __E?__ILQ]:QQ _'tg__ucj;frelentlgtgg_m_

€ Mwns Thus, manual workers come to enjoy rights identical to
those of salaried white-collar emplovees or civil servants; all strata are
_incorporated under one universal insurance system, yet benefts are
" graduated according to accustomed earnings. %xww '
market, and consequently constructs an essentially universal solidarity
‘n_fa.yoLgf_thm:,'P. Ifare state. All benefit; all are dependent; and all will
~ncaibeadll
_presumably feel obliged to pay. .
The social democratic regime’s policy of emancipation addresses both
the market and the traditional family. Tn conirast to the co poratist-
subsidiarity model, the principle is not to wait until the Lam.ly s cagacziy
to aid is e:ihggi@gd but to presmptively socialize the costs of family-~ -
‘hood. The ideal is not to maximize dependence on the he family, bui
cgbzgmeo for individual independence. In this sense, the "nodel !s a
peculiar fusion of liberalism and S\f‘;ahqn The result is a welfare st state
that grants transfers directly to children, and takes direct responsibilit
of caring for children, the aged, and the helpless. It is, acc_cvi@g;_giy,
commitied to a heavy somal service burden, 1iof only to service family
needs but also to allow wo omen to choose work

108t salient characteri “ic of the
3 fare a 1d wo*k It is at once genuinely committed ¢
, and entirely LEPC ide nt on n:o attazﬂuwm,

Jnthe one Ule m;, xwht owan f1as eauai tatus
protection. Oun_the other side, the enormous co
solidaristic, universalistic, and de-commodif in ;
that it must minimize social problems and max
“This is obviously best done with most people woil
C of social transfers.

e off ¢
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And European conservative regimes have i incorporated both liberal and
- social democratic impulses. Over the decades, they have become less
- corporativist and less authorithrian.

Notwithstanding the lack of] ‘puuty, if our essential criteria for defining
welfare states have to do with the quality of social rights, social
stratification, and the relauonsmp between state, market, and family,
the world is obviously compoded of distinct regime- cluctels Comparing

: welfare states on scales of nc‘ie or less or, indeed, of better or WOISE,

will yield highly misleading results.

If ‘welfare states cluster into three distinct regime«iy‘pes we face a

-substantially more comple*’ task of identifying the causes of welfar

state differences. What is the ex tplanatory power of induomahzatwn
economic growih, cﬂpnah“m, or W J&ng-clasg political power in
arc‘euntmc for regime-types? A first f}erﬁcial answer would be: very
‘little. The nations we study are all more or less similar with regard to all
but the variable of working-class m 'aiuauun And we find very
powm»ui labor movemenis ’mri parties in each of the three clusters.

A theory of welfare-state develo -p.r ats must clearly reconsider its
clusters. The hope of finding

causal assumptions if it wishes to explain
sal force must be abandoned; the task is to
a-effects, B aSF‘d on the preceding arguments,
Llar should be of importance: the nature of class
I / ng ria%); class-political coalition

fh_ ree fflC!01S in parii

ik .
structures; and the histor icai 160&(2"

Aswe have noted, the
that workers will aut

regime institutionalization.

v 1O wr}pc’ ling reason to believe
ﬁ na tuuqﬂy forge a socialist class
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expect certain welfare-state outcomes from specific party configura-
tions? There are many factors that conspire to make it virtually
impossible to assume that any labor, or left-wing, party will ever be
capable, single-handedly, of structuring a welfare state. Denomination-
al or other divisions aside, it will be only under extraordinary historical
circumstances that a labor party alone will command a parliamentary
majority long enough to impose its will. We have noted that the
-traditional working class has hardly ever constituted anm electoral
majority. It follows that a theory of class mobilization must look beyond
the major leftist parties. It is a historical fact that welfare-state construe-
tion has depended on political coalition-building. The structure of class
coalitions is much more decisive than are the power rescurces of any
single class. v

The emergence of alternative class coalitions is, in part, determined
by class formation. In the earlier phases of industrialization, the rural
classes usually constituted the largest single group in the electorate. If

social democrats wanted political majorities, it was here that they were -

forced to look for allies. One of history’s many paradoxes is that the
rural classes were decisive for the future of socialism. Where the rural
economy was dominated by small, capital-intensive family farmers, the

otential for an alliance was greater than where it rested on large pools
£

cheap labor. And where farmers were politically articulate and

)
8]

well-organized (as in Scandinavia), the capacity to negotiate political

deals was vastly superior.

The role of the fatmers in coalition formation and hence in welfare-
tate development is clear. In the Nordic countries, the necessary
onditions obtained for a broad red-green alliance for a full-
mployment welfare state in return for farm-price subsidies. This was

oW

D

{

<

precaricus and dependent on state aid. In the United States, the New
Deal was premised on a similar coalition (forged by the Democratic
Party), but with the important difference that the labor-intensive South
blocked a truly universalistic social security system and opposed further

welfare-state developments. In contrast, the rural economy of continen-

tal Burope was very inhospitable to red~green coalitions. Often, as in

any and Jtaly, much of agriculture was labor-intensive; hence the
nd left-wing parties were seen as a threat, In addiiion, the

ve forces on the continent had succeeded in incorporating
reactionars

labor.

dominanes

AL

vas, until afte

especially true in Norway and Sweden, where farming was highly’

ping to consolidate the political

r World War II, largely a question
1 in this period -
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was, therefore, dictated by whichever force captured the farmers. The
absence of a red-green alliance does not necessarily imply that no
welfare-state reforms were possible. On the contrary, it implies which
political force came to dominate their design. Great Britain is an
exception to this general rule, because the political significance of the
rural classes eroded before the turn of the century. In this way, Britain’s
coalition-logic showed at an carly date the dilemma that faced most
other nations later; namely, that the rising white-collar strata congtitute
the linchpin for political majorities. The consolidation of welfare states
after World War 1T came to depend fundamentally on the political
aﬂiarxt:es_ of the new middle classes. For social democracy, the challenge

. Was to synthesize working-class and white-collar demands without

sacrificing the commitment to solidarity.

Since the new middle clagses have, historically, enjoyed a relatively
privileged position in the market, they have also been quite successful in
meeting their welfare demands outside the state, or, as civil servants, by
privileged state welfare. Their employment security has traditionaily

- been such that full employment has been a peripheral concern, Finaily,
-any program for drastic income-equalization is likel
i

y to be met with
hostility among a middie-class clientele. On these grounds. it
y O & 7

t
would appear that the rise of the new middle classes would abort the
social democratic project and strengthen a liberal welfare-state formula.

e
H

the political leanings of the new middie classes have, indeed, been

decisive for welfare-state consolidation, Their role in shaping the three
welfare-state regimes described earlier is clear. The Scandinavian model

relied almost entirely on social democracy’s capacity to incorporate
them into a new kind of we state: ome that provided benefits
.
i

5
tailored to the tastes and .expectations of the middle classes but
h . By 2

.nonetheless retained universalism of rights. Indeed, by expanding social

ervices and public employment, the welfare state participated directly
i nanufacturing a middle class instrumentally devoted to social demeo-

In contrast, the Anglo-Saxon nations retained the residual welfare-
ely because the new middle classes were not wooed
0 the state. In class terms, the consequence is dualism,

caters essentially to the working class and the POOT.
1ce and occupational fringe benefits cater to the m
5. Given the electoral importance of the latter, it is quite logica
her fare-siate ties are resisted.
pean, welfare-state regime has alzo been
.‘,ffclaqses, butin a different way. The caus
ative po

o




ATy, R e e CEE paEn TROES L b o T A%
institutionalized a middle-class oy valty to the preservation of both

Occupationally segregated social-i -insurance programs and, ultimately, to
Lhe pohtzcal 1orces that broucht them into being. Adenauer’s great

ignited when social expenditure burden
Jcally, the Opposite is true. gAnu ~welfare-state sentiments over the past

_decade have generally beep weakest where welfare spending has beepn
heaviest, and vice versa. W 0/7

The risks of welfare- staLe backlash depend not on spending, but on
the c]ass character of welraz;e states. Middle-clags welfare states, be they

S¢ mdmavxa) Of corporatist (as in be;ma'l ¥},
1’01‘?6 HHﬂdlE"ClaSa loyclltieoi In contrast, the liberal, residualist welfare
states found in the United 8 States, Cau‘afa and, incre casingly, Britain,
epend on the loyalties of a numerically weak, and often politi ically

, rsszduai, social stratum, In th 1is sense, the cia s coalitions in which ¢ the
fare-state regime-types were found » explain not only their

past evolution but algs their future prog 35{:&'3.

s become too heavy. Paradox-

onalties.

Conclusion

¢ class-mobilization
-state development. It is motivated by the analytical
ting from a linear to an interactive approach with regard
to both weuai states and their causes. If we wish to stLdy welfare
sia?es we must begin with a set of crite ria that deﬁv
ociety. This role is certainly not to spend or tax; nor i
Lhamofcmai 1g equality, We have meumiﬁdaer«mnwo fi
\VMraie states thai takes into consideration the prine ip
historical actors have v 2mugif united and ¢ struggled,
the }rmczfpiﬁ embedded in welfare states, we discover dig
t o)

clus e_s, not merely variations of ‘more’ or ‘less’ around a
aﬂ,
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