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THREE

Core Solidarity, Ethnic Outgroup,
and Social Differentiation

Theorists of Western development have been hard put to account for the
ethnic and raml conflicts that have cremd the recent wave of nationalist

and sep in i I societies. For developing nations,
such conflicts are to be expected; they are part of the “transition” period.

But after industrial society is firmly established, it is believed such divi-
sions will become residual, not systematic or indeed intensifying contra-
dictions. (Marx 1848 [1955]; Tonnies 1887 [1957]; Weber 1904 [1958];
Durkheim 1893 [1947]).

This theoretical difficulty is fundamental; its roots lie in the complex
history of Western development itself. Theories of nation building are
prod of Enligh thinking, d by the twin luti
of political nationalism and industrialism. As the analytic translation of
these social developments, they have been rationalistic in the extreme,
sharing a utilitarian distaste for the nonrational and normative and the
illusion that a truly modern society will soon dispense with such concerns.

One antidote to this th | failing is i d y to secular
myth and cultural patterns, phenomena with which theorists have been
increasingly eonumcd (Geenz 19733 Bellah 1970). But sohdanty is Lh:

more crucial th di for p of
; and nationalist conflicts. The concept of sol:damy refers to the sub]ecnve
* feelings of i i that dividuals exp for bers of their
;social groups. Given its p logical ch solidarity probl

1 acknowledge the advice and helpful critical readings of a number of friends and col-
leagues: Jeffrey Prager, Seamus Thompson, Leo Kuper, Ivan Light, Dean R. Gerstein,
and Ruth Bloch. I have also received invaluable aid from Maria Iosue, who was my research
assistant for this project.
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clearly diverge from those of economics and politics, which concern them-
selves, respectively, with scarcity and the self-conscious organization of
goals. Yet solidarity also differs from problems of culture, which are
oriented toward ingful patterns ively d from specific
time and space. Thus, although i i i are not
by purely instrumental considerations, they are more concrete than “val-
ues.” In contrast to values, social solidarity refers to the structure of actual
social groups. Like religion, politics, and economics, solidarity constitutes
an independent determinant of human societies and a fundamental point
for sociological analysis (Shils 1975a; Parsons 1967a, 1971; Alexander
1978, 1983; cf. Nakane 1970, Light 1972).

“Inclusion” and the Paradigm
of Linear Evolution

Solidarity becomes a fundamental factor because every nation must, after
all, begin historically. Nations do not simply emerge out of thin air, for
example, as universalistic, constitutional entities. They are founded by
groups whose bers share certain qualitatively distinct ch isti
traits around which they structure their solidarity. No matter what kind
of future institutions this “core goup” establishes, no matter what the
eventual liberalism of its social and political order, residues of this core
solidarity remain.

From the perspective of the integrative problem, national development
can be viewed as a process of encountering and producing new solidary
outgroups (cf. Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Rokkan 1975). With religious
and economic rationalization, new sects and social classes are created.
With territorial expansion and immigration, new ethnic groups are en-
countered (cf. E. Weber 1976). In response to these developments, pres-
sures develop to expand the solidarity that binds the core group. In this
way, nation building presents the problem of “inclusion” (Parsons 1g67b,
1971).

I define inclusion as the process by which previously excluded groups
gain solidarity in the “terminal” community of a society. Two points are
crucial in this definition. First, inclusion refers to felt solidarity, not sim-
ply to behavioral participation. Pariah groups that fill crucial social roles—
like Western Jews in the Middle Ages or Indians in post-Colonial
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Uganda—are not “included.™ Second, I am concerned here specifically
with a society’s terminal community (Geerts 1973b). A dominant focus
of the American tradition of race relations and ethnicity studies has fo-
cused almost exclusively on the primary group level, on whether individ-
uals join the same clubs, make the same friends, and intermarry (Gordon
1964). While such questions are certainly significant, morally as well as
intellectually, they cannot provide the only important focus for historical
and comparative analysis. In defining the tenmml commumty a8 the wid-
est solidary group with which individuals feel

am referring to those feelings that, extending beyond family and friends,
create the boundaries of acknowledged “society.” Whether this terminal
community is narrow and limiting or is expansive enough to encompass
a range of particular groupings—this question is as ramifying an issue as
the level of ic or political d or the nature of religious
belief. Inclusion, then, refers to a change in solidary status. To the degree
that individuals are felt to be full members of the terminal community
they have to that degree been “included.”

Inclusion can be measured by the degree to which the terminal com-
munity has become more “civil” and less “primordial.” The latter refer
to the given, seemingly natural ties that structure solidarity—race, terri-
tory, kinship, language, even religion (Geerts 1973b, Shils 1975b). To
the degree that people share any one of these traits, they will feel direct,
emotional bonds. Primordial ties are necessarily few. In aboriginal society,
where the “world” ended at the farthest waterhole, sex, kinship, age, and
territory presented the principal axes for solidary identification.

Civil ties, on the other hand, are more mediated and less emotional,
more abstract and self-consciously constructed. Instead of referring to
biological or geographic givens, they refer to ethical or moral qualities
associated with “social” functions and insti The of civil
ties can be seen as a process of differentiation, one that parallels the
moverents toward economic, political, and religious differentiation that
have been the traditional foci of modernization theory. Membership in
the terminal community must, in the first place, be separated from mem-

*®At its extreme, such purcly behavioral participation by outgroups forms the basis of
“plural societies,” in the terminology developed by Kuper and Smith (1969; Kuper, 1978).
In their terms, 1 am dealing in this essay with the causes and consequences of different
degrees of pluralization in the industrial West, 2 subject to which plural societies theory has
not yet devoted significant attention.
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bership in particular kinship groups and, more generally, from biological
criteria. This community solidarity must also be differentiated from status
in the economic, political, and religious community.

The primordial-civil continuum, then, provides an independent crite-
rion for evaluating the inclusion process. This standard has usually, how-
ever, been applied in an artificial, linear way even by those theorists who
have taken the i mtzgrauve problem seriously. From Hegel and Tocqueville
to Parsons, the from primordial to civil solidarity has been
envisioned as rigidly interlocked wnh political and economic transfor-
mation. The ideal- typu:al point of origin is the narrow moral bam of
Banfield’s “backward society,” a self- ined village where identi
scarcely extends beyond the family to the town, let alone to occupation,
class, or even religious affiliation (Banfield 1959). This primordial com-
munity is then transformed in the course of modernization ‘into Durk-
heim's organic solidarity, Parsons’ societal community, or Tocqueville’s
mass democracy; given the expansive civil ties in the latter societies, in-

dividuals “rightly und: d” their self-interest (Durkheim 1893 [1933];
‘Tocqueville 1835 [1945]; Parsons 1g971).

To a significant degree, such a universalizing transformation in soli-
darity has, indeed, characterized the modernization process. In the West-
ern Middle Ages, the Christian Church provided the only overarching
integration that bound distinct villages and estates. It was, after all, the
Papal bureaucracy that created the territorial jurisdictions of Gallia, Ger-
mania, Italia, and Anglia long before these abstract communities ever
became concrete groupings (Coulton 1935: 23—29) It chd 80, fundamen-
tally, because Christian symboli d a civil that could
transcend the primordial ties of blood (Weber xgo4 [1958]). Similarly,
alongside the officers of the Church, the King's henchmen were the only
medieval figures whose consciousness extended beyond village and clan.
To the degree the King and his staff succeeded in establishing national

ies, they ibuted ly to the creation of a civil ter-
minal community, despite the primordial qualities that remained power-
fully associated with this national core group (Royal Institute of
International Affairs 1939:8-21; cf. Eisenstadt 1963). Economic devel-
opment also has been closely intertwined with the extension of civil ties,
as Marx himself implicitly acknowledged when I\e pmsed capitalism for
making “national ided: and nar . more and
more impossible” (Marx 1848 [1955]: 13; cf. Landes 19694—4::).
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Civil solidarity is, in fact, fi linked to differentiation in
these other structural dimensions. Only if religion is abstracted from the
earthly realm and oriented toward a transcendent, impersonal divine
source can “individualism” emerge, i.c., an accordance of status to the
individual person regardless of social position (Little 1969, Walzer 1965).
Onl with political constitutionalism, which is closely related to such
us developments (Friedrichs 1964), can groups respond to injustice,
not in terms of reasserting primordial unity, but in terms of defending
their rights as b of the wider i (Bendix :964 [1977]).
Only with the functional, [ form of i can
positions be awarded on the basis of efficiency rather than in terms of
kinship, race, or geographical origins. Civil solidarity cannot, however,
simply be considered the reflection of these othu differentiations. Not
only does it itute an independ idual di ion with which
these institutional developmen(s interact. It occurs, in addition, through

icular, concrete isms that, in responding to these develop-

ments, create wndef sohdanty ﬂlmugh more efﬁqent transportation and

graphical and cultural mobility, urbaniza-

non, secular educanon, mass and eln.e occupational mobility and inter-

and i 1 civic ritualization (cf. E. Weber

1976; Goode 1963: :8—80 Lipset and Bendix 1960; Shils and Young 1975
[1956):135~52).*

*Although few of the treatments of these mechanisms sufficiently relate them to the
distinctive problem of solidarity, tbe last mecbanism I have cited, civic ritualization, is
carely given any attention at all. By civic ritual I refer to the affectively charged, shetorically
simplified occasions through which a society affirms the solidary bonds of its terminal com-
munity. Such consensual rituals, microcosma of which are repeated in local milieu, include
everything from the funeral ceremonies of powerful leaders to the televised dramas of na-
tional political crises (see my discussion of Watergate in chapter 5) and the spectacles of
nationsl sport championships. One crucial symbolic element often invoked by these rituals
is disectly relevant to the crucial historical position of any society's core group, namely, the
element of “national ancestors.” Every system of national symbolism involves s myth of
creation, and these narrative stories must be personified in terms of actual historical persons.
These ancestors become an ascriptive “family” for the members of the terminal community,
ns, in America, George Washington is viewed s the “fatber” of the American nation. As

of the of th bolic national
ancmn is crucial, and the solidary history of a nation can be traced in terms of shifts in
their purported ethnicity. In the United States, for example, there has beea a struggle over
‘whether the black leader, Martin Lutber King, will be accorded such symbolic founding
status. The creation of & national holiday hooring his birthday may bave resolved this in
the affirmative, but it is still too early for a definitive answer.
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But although these systemic linkages are certainly correct, there has
been a strong tendency to conflate such abstract complementarity with
empmcal history. Tlleomts of solidarity have themselves been infected
by E i From the beginning of Western society,
in fact, “progressive” thinking has confidently proclaimed purely civic
solidarity to be the “future” of the human race, whether this future lay
in the Athenian polis, Roman law, the universal brotherhood of Chris-
tianity, the social contract, the General Will, or in classless communism.*
But in historical reality dif iation is not a h process. It
occurs in different spheres at different times, and these leads and lags
have ly complex rep ions on socictal devel (Smelser
197: Valhef 1971 Eisenstadt 1973, E Weber 1976) As an autonomous

ity varies indep in other
spheres. As a result, civic integration is always umvenly attained. Indeed,
the newly created, more expansive associations that result from differ-
entiation will often themselves become, at some later point in time, nar-
rowly focused solidarities that oppose any further development. This is
as true for the transcendent religions and nationalist ideologies that have
promoted symbolic and political differentiation as for the economic
classes, like the bourgeoisic and proletariat, which after a triumphant
expansion of cosmopolitanism have often become a source of conservative

" antagonism to the wider whole.

Most fundamentally, however, civil integration is uneven because every
national society exhibits a historical core. While this founding group may
create a highly differentiated, national political framework, it will also
necessarily establish, at the same time, the preeminence of certain pri-
mordial qualities.t While members of noncore groups may be extended
full legal rights and may even achieve high levels of actual institutional
participation, their full bership in the solidarity of the national com-
munity may never be complete (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Rokkan 1975).
This tension between core and civil solidarity must inform any theory of
inclusion in industrial societies.

*Even when anticivil developments are acknowledged, they tend to be treated as deviant
eruptions from the purely civil mode, 25 in Nolte's penetrating analysis of Fascism a8 an
“anti-transcendant” ideology of in Mosse’s analysis of blood 2s the common denominator of
German “Volk” culture (Nolte 1965, Mosse 1964).

{This general statement must be modified in applying this model to developing rather
than to developed nations. Although every socicty does have 2 historical, solidsry core, the
artificality of the creation of many postcolonial societies leaves several founding ethnic blocs
in primordial competition rather than  single founding group.



84 STRUCTURE, ACTION, DIFFERENTIATION

A Multidimensional Model: The Internal and
External Axes of Inclusion

My focus here is on the problem of ethnic, not class, inclusion. I define
ethnicity as the real or perceived primordial qualities that accrue to a
group by virtue of shared race, religion, or national origin, including in
the latter category linguistic and other cultural attributes associated with
a common territorial ancestry (cf. Schermerhorn 1970:12).

Inclusion of an ethnic outgroup depends on two factors: (1) the exter-
nal, or environmental, factor, which refers to the structure of society that
surrounds the core group; (2) the internal, or volitional, factor, which
refers to the relationship between the primordial qualitics of core group
and outgroup. The external factor includes the economic, political, in-
tegrative, and religious systems of society; the more differentiated these
systems are, the more inclusion becomes a legitimate possibility. In con-
trast to this external reference, the internal factor is more volitional: to
the degree that primordial complementarity exists between core goup and
outgroup, members of the core group will tend to regard inclusion as a
desirable possibility. Finally, although both internal and external factors
can be measured behaviorally, their most significant impact is subjective
and phenomenological. To the degree that the environment is differen-
tiated and primordiality is complementary, the felt boundaries of the ter-
minal community will become more expansive and civil.

While remaining systematic, this general model takes into account a
‘wide range of factors. Each factor can be treated as independently vari-
able, and by holding other factors constant, we can establish experimental
control. Of course, such a general model cannot simply be tested; it must
also be specified and elab d. This can be lished by at least two
different strategies.

Taking a purely analytic approach, we may trace the effects of varying
each factor in turn. We can demonstrate, for example, that in terms of
the external environment, differentiation in every social sphere—not sim-
ply changes in solidarity itself—has q for the of
terminal integration. In South Africa, for example, while the divergence
among primordial qualities remained fairly constant, more differentiated
eoommnc development ramified in ways that enlarged core and outgroup

and i d the p on the ngldly ucnbed polmca.l

order (cf. Kuper 1969). Similarly, while pri re-
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mained unch: d and legal ictions were unaltered, European mer-
ilism created imp PP for the exercise of Jewish
financial expertise, whose it ily had wide-ranging reper-

cussions. In nineteenth-century America, on the other hand, the black
outgroup was not drawn first into qualitatively more differentiated eco-
nomic production. While the primordial separation between black and
Caucasian Americans remained constant, the Civil War initiated changes
in the legal system that differentiated some (if not all) individual rights
from racial qualities. As an example of variation in the political environ-
ment, we can refer to the processes often initiated by the construction of
certam great empires. By diffe iati ies and

p ] rules, cong like Alexander and Napoleon opened up
opportunities for excluded groups, like the Jews, in nations where the
primordial distinctions between core group and outgroup, and other struc-
tural characteristics as well, had remained relatively unchanged.

Although the relative di iation of religion i another vari-
able in the inclusion process, as I have indicated in the first section of
this chapter and will illustrate further below, the contrast between Pro-

ism and Catholicism, both relatively dent religions, is in-
structive for the kinds of specifications that must be introduced in
applying this model to the cornplemy of a conctetc lustoncal case.
‘Whereas the greater symbolic ab and i
of Protestantism, especially the Puritan variety, is generally more con-
ducive to inclusion than Catholicism, in the exclusion produced by slavery
the reverse has often been true, as the contrast between Anglo-Saxon and
Iberian slave conditions has demonstrated (Elkins 196g). Indeed, in the
particular conditions of slavery, two of the most traditionalistic aspects of
Iberian Catholicism were particularl ducive to black inclusion: (1) Its
relative paternalism generated a greater concern for the well-being of out-
groups than the more individualistic voluntary of P
societies did; (2) The Catholic fusion of church and state encouraged
religious interference in the political and legal order to an extent unheard
of in Anglo-Saxon societies.

These broad structural changes in “external environment” have affected
solidarity through the kinds of specific integrating mechanisms I outlined
above: through increased interaction as effected through geographic and

mobility, i d ic and political participation, ex-
panded education and communication, and intermarriage. Significant
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numbers of American blacks, for example, later used their upgraded legal
status to emigrate to urban areas, where the racially based qualifications
for ic and political participation could not be so easily enforced.
Small but infl 1 of European Jewry (the S juden, or
“Protected Jews”) used the limited political immunity generated by their
economic prowess to gain access to the secular, homogenizing culture of
nineteenth-century Europe. By the same token, it was participation in
South Africa’s diff iated ic life that produced for the non-
whites increased access to universalistic culture through education, and
economic and geographical mobility through, in part, expanding urban-
ization (Doxey 1961:85-109; Van der Horst 1965; Van den Berghe
1965:86, 279-80). In fact, it was precisely to inhibit and control these
mechanisms—to protect core group domination from the effects of soci-
etal diffe iati hat Apartheid was first introduced by the Akfrik
Nationalist elite (Kuper 1960; Van den Berghe 1965; cf. Blumer 1965).
We may, on the other hand, hold environmental factors constant and
trace the effects of variation in the internal factors. Probably the most
significant illustration of variation in primordial complementarity and its
relation to inclusion is the wid d ph of finely graded color
stratification (cf. Gergen 1968). In Mexico, where light Spanish or criollo
complexion has traditionally defined the racial core, mestizos, or mixed
bloods, are granted significantly more inclusion than the darker skinned
Indians. This continuum from the light to dark color has created a finely
graded series of “internal” opportunities for inclusion. The same kind of
color gradation, from black to “colored” to white affects access to the
internal environment in South Africa. The rule in both cases is based on
the 1 ity criterion: bers of a solidary outgroup have ac-
cess to the degree their racial traits are conceived as closer to those of the
core group. Similar kinds of gradations could be established along the
dimensions of religion and national origins, as I illustrate in part 3. Vari-
ation in these internal factors facilitates inclusion by affecting the kinds
of structural mechanisms 1 bave cited above. And the latter, of course,
affect the way the ! criterion ife itself in turn.
‘Thus, while Peru exhibits the same grading of color, darker “mixed
blood” has gained significantly less inclusion there than in Mexico. This
variation can be explained by the interaction of color with the greater
differentiation of Mexican social structure, produced by the contrast be-
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tween Mexican and Peruvian colonial development and by the impact of
the Mexican Revolution (Harris 1964:36—40).

Having outlined the major analytic (ealum of this inclusion model, in
the following I seek to d its app ility via a specific case
study.’

The Model Applied: The Uneven Inclusion of Europeans,
Asians, and Africans in the United States

In discussing the U.S. case, I compare inclusion for European and non-
European immigrants and consider, within each category, the variation
in both internal and external factors.

The social system that after
1820 presented, by the standards of its time, an nnusually “civil” struc-
ture. In large part, this depended on America’s historial past, or perhaps
the lack of one (Hartz 1955; Lipset 1965:1-233). Wllhoul an Amencan
feudalism, there existed no ari that could P
political, and intellectual prerogatives on a primordial basis. Similarly,
without the legacy of Catholicism and an established Church, spiritual
domination and monopolization were less viable possibilities (Bellah
1970:168-89).

As a result of this legacy, and other historically specific factors as well,
institutional life in America was either unusually differentiated or, at least,
open to becoming more so. Schumpeter’s notion of an open class system
applies more to the early American nation than to Europe, for while
geographical and economic mobility did not eliminate the American class
structure, they guaranteed that actual class membership fluctuated to a
significant degree (Thernstrom 1974). Although America had an unusu-
ally weak national bureaucracy, the political system was chﬁ:tentlnted in
other impx ‘ways. The combi of strong 1 principl
and dearth of traditional elites generated early party conflict and :ncour-
aged the allocation of administrative offices by political “spoils” rather
than according to the kind of implicit kinship criteria inherent in a more
traditional status-based civil service. Wide distribution of property, plus
populist opposition to stringent electoral qualifications, meant significant
disperson of the franchise. Finally, the diversity and decentralized char-
acter of Py hurches in America ged the proliferation of




88 STRUCTURE, ACTION, DIFFERENTIATION

pietistic religious sects and voluntary denominationalism rather than re-
ligious establishment (Miller 1956:16—98, 141-52; 1967:90-120, 150-62;
Mead 1963:12-37 and chapter 2, above), The transcendent, abstract qual-
|ty oi A ,,' A P ism also made it cond to the sec-

of intell 1 and ific di
of public, nonreligious education.

This external situation must be balanced, however, against the internal
one. Despite its relatively civil structure, this American nation had been
founded by a strong, self-conscious pnmordml core. White in race, Anglo-
Saxon and English-speaking in ethnicity, ly P in religious
identity, this “WASP" core group sought to maintain a paradox that,
though hypocritical, was rooted in the hnstonal experience of the Amer-
ican nation. They asserted that Ameri ions, while diffe iated
and civil, were, at the same time, permeated by certain primordial qual-
ities (Jordan 1968). And, indeed, although this was a basic factor in
American race relations from the outset, until the 1820s and 1830s this
anomaly was not severely tuted within the white society. During the

century, Europ i were almost entirely English,
and though the sources of immigration varied more in the cighteenth
century, the nation’s English and Protestant primordial core could still
conceivably be identified with the institutional structure of the nation
(Hansen 1940; Handlin 1957:23-39).

Between 1820 and 1920, America massive i
from a wide variety of European nations. As the core group tried to defend
its privileged position, this process produced waves of xenophobic senti-
ment and exclusionary movements (Higham 1969). Yet by the middle of
the present century, these outgroups had achieved i ful
inclusion {Glazer 1975:3-32), at least within the limits esubhahed by the
necessarily historical roots of national identity (Gordon 1964; Glazer and
Moynihan 1963).

In terms of the internal, volitional factor in inclusion, the points of

and to the

N .

conflict and dation in the immigration process must be assessed
in terms of the cong; between dial solidarities (Hansen 1940;
cf. Schooler 1976). While the Caucasian homogenelty oi outgroup and
core group prevented racial conflict, signi still

between the WASP .ove and non-English nlmmgranu The division was
most intense, howev r, between core and Northern European immigrants,
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on one side, and Southern European groups on the other (Handlin
1957:75, 85; Higham 1969), Southern Europeans, after all, differed more
strikingly from the core in national culture and language. Although this
national conflict was partly offset by the Christianity that most immigrants
shared, antipathy between Catholic and Protestant made the religious
variable another significant point of ethnic cleavage.

In the actual empirical process of inclusion, these points of internal
cleavage and convergence were combined in a variety of ways (Parsons
1967b; Blauner 1972:56, 68). The Irish, for example, played an important
bridging role, for while sharing certain vital cultural and linguistic traits
with the English core, their Catholicism allowed them to interpenetrate
on the religious dimension with the later, more intensely excluded Cath-
olic group, the Italians (cf. Handlin 195t [1973):116-24). Similarly, al-
though the Jews were disliked for specifically religious reasons, this
tension was partially offset by racial and national convergence, particularly
in the cases of Northern European Jews like the Germans. Between the
Christian core group and Eastern European Jewish immigrants, in fact,
German Jews often played a mediating role like that of the Irish Catholics
to the Southern Europeans (Howe 1976).

After they had become naturalized citizens, and within !he llmltanona
established by their primordial divergy these Europ
took ad ige of the openings p d by diffe iation in the external
environment to contest the privileged position of America’s WASP core
(Handlin 1951 [1973]). According to their respective origins and special
skills, groups took different institutional paths toward inclusion. Catholics
used American disestablishment to gain religious inclusion and legitimacy,
and Catholici dually became fi d into one Christian denom-
ination among many (Ahlstrom 1972:546-54, 825~41). In the big cities,
Catholics used America’s party structure and spoils system to build po-
litical power. Jews, on the other hand, parlayed their urban-economic
background into skills that were needed in the industrializing economic
system (Blauner 1972:62-63). Later, the Jewish emphasis on literacy—
which in its similar Old Testament emphasis on the “word” partly neu-
tralized the Protestant religious cleavage—helped Jews gain access to the
intell 1 and ific products of America's secular culture.

The internal and external situation that confronted America’s non-Eu-
ropean immigrants—those from Africa and Asia—was strikingly differ-
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ent.* In terms of primordial qualities, the divergence was much more
intense. Racial differences created an initial, highly flammable cleavage,
one to which Protestant societies are particularly sensitized (Elkins 1969;
‘Tannenbaum 1969; Bellah 1975:86-112). Asians and Africans were also
distinguished more sharply in the religious dimension, for few shared the
majority’s commitment to Christianity. ]n fact, as “non-Christians,”
blacks were in the h and eigh ies as often the butt
of religions slurs as they were of racial epithets. Superimposed on these
religious and racial dimensions was the sharp divergence between non-
Europeans and the American core in terms of national origins, viz., long-
standing American fantasies about “darkest Africa” and the “exotic Ori-
ent” (Light 1972; Blauner 1972:65).

Not only were national traditions and territory more disjunctive, but
also there existed no common linguistic reference or (for Africans at least)
urban tradition to bridge the gap (Blauner 1972:61; Handlin 1957:80—
81). The WASP core group, and indeed, the new European immigrants
themselves, reacted strongly against such primordial disparity: the history
of mob violence against Chinese and blacks has no precedent in reactions
against European immigrants.

Equally important in the fate of these immigrants, however, was the
nature of the external evironment they entered (cf. Blauner 1972). En-
tering as slaves in the seventeenth and eighteenth centunes, bhclu were
without legal righte Because their participation in A
life was at every »oint legally fused with the biological criteria of race,
they faced a closed, not an open and differentiated, social system. Al-
though the circumstances were much less severe for the Chinese immi-
grants who entered in mass in the 18g50s, their common status as
indentured labor sharply limited their mobility and competitiveness in the
labor market (Bean 1968 163—65. Lyman 1970:64-77). This external in-
hibition b and the California state leg-
islature passed a series oi restrictive pieces of legislation that further closed
various aspects of institutional life (Lyman 1970:95-97). Similarly,
whereas the Japanese did not face any initial external barriers, the pri-
mordial reaction against the agricultural success of immigrant Japanese

A complete picture of the U.S. situation would bave to include also the core group
conquest of the native North American Indian civilization and the incorporation of the
Mexican population of the Southwestern United States. Although I believe that these more
explicitly colonial situations can be snalyzed within the framework presented here, specific
variations must be introduced. See the section that follows in the text.
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farmers produced California’s Alien Land Law, which fused farm own-
ership with naturalized citizenship, a status denied to all non-Caucasian,
first-generation immigrants (Bean 1968:332—35; Modell 1970:106-10).
This law partly undermined their agriculture production, forcing masses
of Japanese into the cities (Light 1972:73-74). At one time or another,
then, each non-European group faced a social environment that was
“fused” to one degree or another Sunp)y in terms of external factors
alone, theref could not as easily transform
their numbers into political power, their economic talents into skills and
rewards, and their intellectual abilities into cultural accomplishments.

Uneven institutional differentiation and internal primordial divergence
together génerated massive barriers to African and Asian inclusion that
protected not only the WASP core group but also the partially included
Evuropean immigrants. To the degree that American blacks and Asians
have moved toward inclusion, it is the result of accommodation on both
these fronts. In terms of internal factors, widespread conversion not only
to Christianity but also to “Americanism,” the adoption of the English
language, and the assumption of an urban life style have had significant
impact, as have the changmg rehgmns sensitivities of the Christian ma-
jority and the i of A culture.

On the external side, institutional differentiation has opened up in dif-
ferent dimensions at different times. With the legal shift after the Civil
War, economic and cultural facilities (Lieberson 1980:159-69) began to
be available for some blacks, particularly for those who immigrated to
Northern cities after the First World War. Only after further legal trans-
formation in the 19508 and 1960s, however, has political power become
fully accessible, a political leverage that in turn has provided greater cul-
tural and economic participation. In the Asian case, discriminatory leg-
islative enactments were gradually overturned in the courts and formally
free access to societal resources was restored by the end of World War 1I.
‘Two facts explain the remarkably greater rate of Asian inclusion as com-
pared to black. First, their great “external” advantages allowed Chinese
and Japanese immigrants to preserve, at least for several generations, the
resilient ded-kinship network of traditional societies (Light 1972;
cf. Eisenstadt 1954). Second, the core group’s primordial antipathy was,
in the end, less intense toward Asians (Lieberson 1980:366-67), whose
racial contrast was less dramatic, traditional rehgmn more literate, and

national origins more d and g Ly
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A Note on the Model’s Application
to the Colonial Situation
Although 1 have developed this model specifically with ref to rel-

atively modernized Western societies, I would like to comment briefly on
its relevance to the colonial situation, both because the notion of “internal
colonialism” has been recently applied to these Western societies (Blauner
1972; Hechter 1975; sce note 1, below) and because colonial and post-
colonial societies have themselves been so vitally affected by the modern-
ization process.

As a form of ethnic domination that usually bines a highly fused
external environment with vast primordial disparity, the prototypical co-
lonial situation must be viewed as the polar opposite of solidary inclusion.
For this reason, and because colonization has involved the initial and often
contmunl application of force, there has been a st.rong tendency to perceive

ialization in a th ically undiffe iated way, as initiating a sys-
tem of total domination that can end only in secession and revolution.
From the perspective developed here, this perception is in error: the

colonial situation is subject to the same kind of analytic differentiation
and internal variation as any other relationship between core group and
subordinate outgroup. Indeed, every core group, whether in the West or
in the third world, rests initially upon some form of colonialization. Euly
Parisians colonized the territorial ities that later
France, much as later Frenchmen tried to incorporate, much less suc-
cessfully, the North African Algerian community. Similarly, the differ-
ence is only one of degree between the aggressive nation building initially
undertaken with the island, now called England, by the English core
group; the subsequent domination by the English nation over its neigh-
boring communities in the British Isles; and the later English colonization
of the non-British empire.

Resolution of the colonial situation, then, varies according to the same

analytic factors as the inclusion or ion of outgroups in Western
societies does. Although the ngudlty of later colonial situations has often
duced radicali: for ethnic ion (see the

secuon following), there have been alternative developments. The case of
Great Britain is instructive in this regard (for background, see Beckett
1966, Bulpitt 1976, Hanham 1969, Hechter 1975, Mitchison 1970, Nor-
man 1968, Philip 1975, Rose 1970, 1971).
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Although Wales, Scotland, and Ireland were all incorporated involun-
tarily, the nature of the external political factor by which this colonization
was accomplished was crucial for later events. The early military domi-
nation of Ireland by the still highly traditional English state was far
harsher than the later incorporation of Wales and Scotland by an English
state much more committed to bureaucratic and, in the case of Scotland,
constitutional organization. This initial political variation created a crucial
context for the critical primordial relation of religion, helping to determine
the relative success of England’s attempts to incorporate these colonies
into Reforlmtion Protestantism. Scotland and Wales were successfully

“reformed”; Ireland was not. In combination with the territorial discon-
tmlnty of lrelal\d this internal factor created the basis for the much more
dial antipathy that developed between Ireland and En-
gland. It alsa prevented t.he kind of elite mterrnmgl.mg that helped to
further mitigate primordial antagonism between England and the other
colonies. On the basis of this primordial religious antagonism, the rela-
tively undiff iated condition of English church relations became
crucial to Irish d p ducing the fusion of ic, political,
and religious position that was unknown to Wales and Scotland. This, in
turn, set the stage for the harsh settlement communities that finally trans-
formed the Irish-English relation into the kind of rigid and exploitative
situation that is so close to the traditional “colonial” one. Finally, only in
this multidimensional historical context can the divergent responses to
str be properly und d. Whereas the vast dif-
n of the English y that d in the ni th century
produced significant leverage for the Welsh and Scots, the Irish were
unable to take ge of this opp y for inclusion to any com-
parable degree. Indeed, in Ireland, this mdusmalmtnon actually helped
to create the internal resources for national emancipation.

In such rigid colonial situati if ic and cultural
do not lead to ful i (see below), they may
trigger, instead, extraordinary efforts at core group protection. In South
Africa, Apartheid was instituted only in 1948, after intensifying economic,
political, and cultural modernization threatened to open up various
spheres to African participation (Doxey 1961; Van der Horst 1965). In
terms of the model proposed here, Apnnhe)d represems an atlempt to
isolate the “mech " of inch hical and

ic mobility, educati icati inter i fi the
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underlying p of diffe iation that produced them. Using for-
mally legitimate coercion, Apartheid tries to link each of these mecha-
nisms to the primordial dimension of race. It establishes racial “tracks”
for job training, izati ducati sexual inter-
course, spiritual action, public association, and communication (Kuper
1960). In this strategy of coping wnth mcreascd differentiation through
government-induced and gover d racialism, the Aparth-
eid strategy resembles the Nazi one. Just as Nazism went beyond the
merely conservative antidemocratic regimes of an earlier Germany be-
cause the latter could no longer manage the strains of a rapidly and un-
evenly diffe iating society, so heid is the kind of radical, violent

p toa to core solidarity that occurs only in an industrial
society undergoing rapid modernization. In both German Nazism and
South African Apartheid, this more radical opposition to change was car-
ried out by the more insecure older social groups, in Germany by seg-
ments of the lower middle class, in South Africa by the Afrikaner (not
the British) Nationalist party.

If traditional colonization could create such different outcomes de-
pending on the particular content of external and internal relationships,
the fate of so-called “internal colonies” in contemporary industrial soci-
eties must surely be con:ldered in an equally differentiated way. Only
such a itivity to analytical i for example, can explain the
kind of diverg peri of the d d: of Mexi Africans,
Indians, Japanese, and Chinese—all of whom have been considered col-
onized groups—in the United States today.

The Process of Inclusion and
Ideological Strategies

Structural dislocations, of course, do not directly imply social mobiliza-
tion. However, with the single exception of dnnpora communities, soli-

dary excl will, y, provoke mobili designed to equalize
outgroup position vis-3-vis lhe core. The nature of these struggles and
the kind of ideological the ps assume will be related

closely to the structural bases of their excluswn Three ideal-typical strat-
egies may be distinguished.
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Assimilative M and “Equal Opportunity.” Assimilation may be
defined as the effort to achieve full institutional participation through
identification with the primordial qualities of the core group. Significant
in this antiethnic direction will be a viable strategy only under
certain conditi If inclusi bly to be viewed simply as a
matter of closing the “| dial gap " fairly 1 external oppor-
tunities must exist. Assnmnhnon is not, of course, a rationally calcuhted
strategy. It emerges rather from the exp of relative
and from certain levels of actual sociation in institutional life. In the
American case, both Christian and Jewish European immigrants have
followed this path, as, more recently, have Asian Americans. In Britain,
though there have been strong assimilative tendencies within the Scots
and Welsh, these have been intertwined, as we will see, with more pri-
mordially sensitive strategies.

The conflicts within assimilative groups are between “traditionalists,”
who wish to maintain strong ethnic identity and are usually regarded as
politically conservative, and “modernists” who seek to adopt the dominant
ethnic style and most often are viewed as politically progressive. As for
conflicts between assimilationists and the host society, assimilating soli-
dary outgroups produce sij dependent social and political move-
ments only in the first generation. After this initial wave, however, they
often constitute important cultural forces and widely influential ethnic

pok The self: i ificational principle that such assim-
ilative spokesmen adopt is “equal opportumty rather than “equality of
results.” The assimilationists’ drive for equality is expressed in the desire
for “social rights” like public education. Yet they simult ly embrace
the ideal of individual liberty for every member of the society, justifying
their demand for limited egalmrumsm on the groundl that it is necessary

to sustain the principle of individ: ‘This com-
mltmemtohbeny only reﬂecu their 1 for assimilati
groups, dividualizi d have been an effective

lever in the inclusion process (Raab 197:, Glazer 1975).

Even in the limiting case of maximal external opportunity and internal
complementarity, however, it is unlikely that the primordial gap will ever
be completely closed. The failure to do so cannot, moreover, be traced
only to the core group’s historical ad ge. Highly assimilated out-
groups themselves often seek to maintain vestiges of primordial defini-
tion—what Weber cynically labeled ersatz ethnicity and what contem-
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porary Amencans admmngly call “roots.” Ethnic solidarity, after all, need
not have a p ion; it can ibute to the

of social |dent|ﬁmuon as such. For this reason, the ooncept of civil soclety
is a limiting case. Although an ilati p

identifies with a core group, the definition of core pnrnordmhty may itself
be subtly changed by the very process of assimilation (cf. Glazer 1975).

Nationalist Me and tcally Conscious Inclz In groups
that i stronger primordial diverg and face more difficult
1 barriers, assimilati will not predomi To be

sure, assimilation will be one reaction to solidary exclusion, and as long
as efforts at inclusion continue it will remain, if only unconsciously, a
significant and important strategy in breaking down the barrier of pri-
mordial divergence. Yet where solidary groups face significantly fused
external structures or possess certain primordial qualities—like race or an
autonomous territorial area—that cannot easily be mitigated, they will
remain primordially sensitive m a significant degree. When these groups

become mobilized, the ifi | principle they ad: shifts from
the “bal; d” end of equal ity to more group-oriented
d ds for p ial As equality of results becoma more

ifi the' dividual rights of the domi core receive i ingl
less attention (Hentoff 1964, Prager 1978; Glazer 1975, |gnora tl\cse
basic distinctions in his conflation of the European and

aspects of U.S. inclusion). This shift reflects, of course, the relattw
failure of duiferentuted constitutional prmcnplﬁ and civil rights in effect-
ing outgroup inclusion. Such an ideologi ition is reflected in the
“affirmative action” demands of America’s racial minorities and in the
demands by groups like the Welsh and Catalanians for linguistic equality
in their public education.
Contrary to the assimilationi dency, these groups do
form independent social movements. In terms of struggles for actual po-
litical power, however, they usually exprss themselvee through institu-
ionalized and i and only
sporadically create vehicles that compete for power with these dominant
institutions. Whlle pnmordnally sensitive, these movcrnem.s still seek
equal institutional access. though self: i itted
to maintaining ethnic distincti they inue to undergo a gradual
process of primordial homogenization. For example, while there is sig-
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ial-psychological

nificant support in Wales for ling

studies indicate much higher rates of approval for Welsh over Enghsh
accents (Bourhis et al. 1973)—the actual number of Welsh speakers has
greatly declined in recent years. This would seem to have been the inev-
itable result of meeting the other major Welsh nationalist demands, which
have urged inclusion in the English core institutions of culture and eco-
nomic life (Thompson 1978). Such an unintended consequence will con-
tinue to be a source of tension in nationalist movements as long as the
primordially sensitive group remains committed to inclusion rather than
to secession. Whether these movements continue, mdced to seek inclu-
sion depends on the relative flexibility of the insti 1l

In the cases of American blacks, the British Scots and Welsh, and the
Spanish Catalans, these i cither have inued to be suffi-
ciently flexible or have recently become so. Insofar as they are not, seces-
sionist movements develop (Shils 1975a). In the case of French-Canadian

Quebecois, the issue remains lved; their si indi the in-
dependent impact that social ilization has upon basic 1 dis-
location.
Nationalist M and Ethnic Se ion. Whereas efforts at ethni-
cally lusion are only rarely itted to independent party
i i create political organizations that
bordi not only traditional political disag within the out-

group but also economic divisions.

Although the line should not be drawn too sharply, two general factors
are crucial in facilitating this movement toward secession. The most basic
is lu\usual rigidity, in mrmz either of internal primordiality or external

Among p dial qualities, ind dent territory seems
to be the most significant factor, hence, the radical nationalism so often
associated with the ideal-typical colonial case. Shared territory is an “in-
trinsic,” quasi-permanent factor around which shifts in ethnic conscious-
ness can ebb and flow. In points of high primordial consciousness,
furthermore, it allows ethnicity to be connected to the political and eco-
nomic interests of every sector of the excluded group. Territory has clearly
been central, for example, in the most recent movement for Scottish
secession from England, where the shifting economic opportunities of
center and periphery have quickly become the focus of a new, more eth-
nically conscious political strategy (Thompson 1978). Such factors must
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interact, in turn, with external circumstances. In Ireland, for example,
the secessionist drive developed much earlier and more intensively be-
cause autonomous territory was combined with the kinds of highly rigid
external factors described above.

The second crucul factor in moving ethnically conscious groups from
inclusive to ies is a more idi ic one: the inter-
national climate. If secessionist nationalism appears to be “the order of
the day” in the mid-twentieth century, and, more recently, in industrial
countries, it establishes a normative ref that will inevitably affect

ptions of the actual situation. This “d ion effect” (Bendlx
1976) or cultural diffusion (Smith 1978) is as significant for twentieth-
century nationalism as for nineteenth (Kohn 1962:61-126); the anti-
colonial nationalism of the postwar world is as important for explaining
the timing of the European secessionist movements of the 196os and 19708
as the upsurge in Italian nationalism was for explaining the Irish “Home
Rule” movement in the 1860s. The international context can also have
highly important material effects, not just moral ones, when an outside
power supplies arms or financial support to national insurgents.

As the analysis in this section begins to indicate, the relation between

“structural” posmon—m an mtemnl nnd external sense—and ideological
outcome is mediated in any h 1] ion by a series of more specific
intervening variables (see Smelser 1962). Thus, although the general re-
lation obtains, any single outgroup in the course of its development will
actually experience all three of these movements. American Judaism, for
mmnple, l:ommues to have factions that advocate Zionist secession and

h as well as assimil: Furth the
movement toward a “structurally appmpnate strategy ns never chrono-
logically linear. American black about primordiality, for

example, actually began to increase during the civil rights drives of the
1960s, when the assimilative standard of “equal opportunity” was domi-
nant and when the Iega] A.nd polmcnl orders were finally becoming dif-
{ iated from biol dards. The particular time
order of ideological stntegles depends upon a series of such historically
specific factors, and on this more specific level conflict itself becomes an
independent variable. One also wants to consider the effects of the dis-
tinction between leadership and mass. Since strong and independent po-
litical leadership so often emerges only from middle, highly educated
strata, certain initial advances toward inclusion—no matter how ulti-
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mately ephemeral—will usually occur before secessionist movements can
forcefully emerge.

A similar issue the actual ivation of solidary outgroup
themselves. Certainly, there are periods when excluded groups do not
actively desire inclusion, and a few groups never want it. The degree to
which an outgroup experiences the desire for inclusion relates, in part, to
the same internal volitional factors that affect core group receptivity to
the excluded party; it also depends upon the length of time of mutual
exposure and on the degree to which the enerml environment of the

jon is diff iated. Where the pri l gap is extreme, the
external environment rigid, and the period of mutual exposure relatively
short, exclusion is less likely to produce demands for solidarity inclusion.
Even in this case, however, instrumental self-interest will usually produce
demands for equal treatment, if not solidarity, as a strategy to alleviate
unsatisfactory external conditions.

Conclusion
Given their rationalist bias, theories of nation building generally ignore
the role of solidarity in societal Among those theonsts who
have di d the i ion problem, , an evol y bias

leads most to underestimate significantly the permanent importance of
primordial definitions of the national community. In contrast to these
prevailing perspectives, 1 have argued that because most nations are
founded by solidary core groups, and because societal development after
this founding is highly uneven, strains toward narrow and exclusive na-
tional solidarity remain at the center of even the most “civil” nation-state.

Differences in national p of ethnic inclusi in the indus-
trial world—are enormous. To encompass the variation while retaining
, I have proposed a multidi ional model. On the internal

axis, inclusion varies according to the degree of primordial complemen-
tarity between core group and solidary outgroup. On the external axis,
inclusion varies according to the degree of institutional differentiation in
the host society. It is in response to variations in these structural condi-
tions that ethnic outgroups develop different incorporative strategies—
o hnically ious inclusion, and national 3
well as different stratificational principles to justify their demands.
Applying this general model primarily to special aspects of the inclusion
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process in the United States, I have elaborated it in important ways. Yet
this effort still rep only a first approximation; much further work
remains before the model could truly become a theory of the middle range.
For example, it would eventually have to be specified for different classes
of empirical events. Thus, within the general external and internal con-
straints I have established, incl seems to vary ily accord-
ing to the different modes of outgroup contact: ind itud
versus slavery, economic colonization versus military, colonization over
groups within contiguous territories versus more territorially distinct oc-
cupation, and so forth.* This variation in turn affects the kind of external
variable that is most significant in any given situation, whether the state,
the economy, religion, or law.1 This factor weighting i is undoubtedly also
affected by the kinds of historically specific “diff i "
encountered in particular national societies, i.e., which institutional sec-
tors lead and which lag. Finally, different kinds of internal combinations
might also be specified; for example, a white-Anglo Saxon Catholic core
group will differ in predictable ways from the WASP and a white Catholic
Southern European core from a Northern European one.

I hope it is clear, however, how such further conceptualization can
fruitfully draw upon the hypotheses already set forth. Ata lmmrnum, the
model proposed here d not only that fund 1
in developed societies can be nonutilitarian in scope and proceed along
nonlinear paths, but also that within a mnludnmensuonal [ramework such
complex strains can be ptualized in a p and
historical manner.

NOTES

1. In terms of eonumpoﬂry sociological theory, then, the animus of this chapter ia
directed in several du’ea

While in on f ionalist approach to di iation theory,
T am arguing for 3 much more serious recognition of group interest, differential power,
uneven development, and social conflict than has usually characterized this tradition. My
“neofunctionatist” argument begins, for example, from the intersection between neo-Marxist
and Shilsian center-periphery theory and ooe aspect of Parsons’ system theory, modifying

*For a dn:lmivn of independent political effects in the South African case, see Kuper
1965143~

1Tbse are the kinds of variables that Schermerhorn makies the central focus of bis anal-
vsis. virtually to the exclusion of the factors I bave discussed above.
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the former and energizing the latter. 1 also distance myself from the conflation of ideology,
model, and empirieal explanation that often characterizes Parsons’ work.

On the other hand, by stressing the neccssity for analytic diffetentiation and multidi-
mensional causality, I am arguing against Marxist and structuralist analyses, which even
when they formally recognize the i of cthnic bose inequality
they rightly isist upon—eommually try to root it in “last instance” arguments. Thus, even
in his sophisticated version of Marxist anslysis, John Rex (x97o) never accepts religion or
ethnicity a8 truly i variables, nor, does he view the problem
of solidarity as an independent dimension of social life. Concentrating mainly on the activ-
ities of labor and work, ethnic domination per se becomes for Rex an extrinsic variable.

Very much the same instrumental theorctical bias reduces the value of Lieberson’s (1980)
impressive empirical study. In his effort to explain the relative lack of success of pmuluvety
blacks as compared with white immigrants in the United States after 1880, Lieberson tries
to conceive of the “heritage of alavery” simply s a structural barrier, i.c., one that affects
oaly the conditions of thy between the ps. In this way, despite
bis occasional recognition of their i .mpome (g, p. 366), the subjective perception of
differences experienced by the groups themselves—and by the other ethnic communities
involved—becomes a residual category.

1 am suggesting a general process that oo cial and inb
and centainly competition for jobs, power, position, maintenance of m«m subcultural mmm. nd
the like are such conflicts. Under the circumstances, there is a tendency for the competitors 10 focus on
differences between themselves. mm(mm-mmmn)mymamumw

Z of fact,

inflame them, bux-ennbenmuuye«umm-:mmwmm"mmmmm

. Dilierences between blacks and whites (for example] enter into the rhetoric of race and ethnic
reations, bu they are ltimately secondary to the conflct for society's goodien,
onism coward blacks was based on racial {eatures, b hould not &
Rather the racial emphasis resulted from the use of the mos obvious feature(s) of the group to support
the intergroup conflict generated by a fear of blacks based on their threat 2 economic competitor.
(pp. 382-83).

‘Without a muitidimensional framework that takes cultural patterns as constraining struc-
mm in ﬂmr own n;hi—see my discussion of “structural analysis” in chpm I,  above—
Li forced f subjective i asan
vnnnble Indeed, he links the use of discri ion not only
studies of attitude formation but also to analyses that ﬁml mbmm racial qualities of the
victims themselves to be the cause for their oppreasion.

Finally, by stressing the strong possibilicy for social and cultural differcatiation in Western
societies and the distinetion and relative autonomy of the external and internal axes of ethnic
conflict, I argue sgainst contemporary “internat colonialist” theory. This approach 100 often
refers to dominatioa in an undifferentiated and diffuse way and, mnvenely. underemphas-
izes the variations that characterize the histories of oppreased grou| irtue of their
distinctive primordial relations to the core group and their different mmul environments.

For the relation between the present argument and plural society theory—which still
remains relatively unsystematized—see p. 8on., above.
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We live in the state and in society; we belong to a
social circle which jostles against its members and is
jostled by them; we feel the social pressure from all
sides and we react against it with all our might; we
experience a restraint to our free activities and we
struggle to remove it; we require the services of other
[people] which we cannot do without; we pursue our
own interests and struggle for the interests of other
social groups, which are also our interests. In short, we
move in a world which we do not control, but which
controls us, which is not directed toward us and
adapted to us, but toward which we must direct and
adapt ourselves.

Gumplowicz, 1963, p. 6

This article considers the concept of social inclusion from
the perspective of sociology. In doing so, it aims to comple-
ment the work of historians, economists, psychologists, and
natural scientists to better understand the origins of the social
inclusion concept. It argues that action and efforts to include or
exclude individuals and social groups are fundamental to soci-
ety as forces that govern through the oppressive or liberating
effects such inclusionary or exclusionary actions promote.

As a discipline from which to consider the social inclu-
sion and exclusion concepts, sociology offers an excellent
vantage. Sociology is well oriented to consider facets of
social equality and inequality, social integration and stratifi-
cation, social mobility as it relates to social inclusion and
exclusion, and the functional contributions of the periphery
relative to the social core. Sociology provides a needed van-
tage from which to consider social inclusion as it lends itself
to extension beyond economic or natural fitness.

In the social world, whether one is welcomed, repre-
sented, or provided for by the mainstream, or whether one is

ostracized, ignored, or bemired, the outcome is a collection
of social practices. These social practices result from various
degrees of intimacy and interactions between friends, strang-
ers, families, colleagues, kinship groups, communities, cul-
tures, and even whole societies—all of which lend themselves
to sociological study.

This article begins with a consideration of exclusion and
inclusion societies across time and place, including gated com-
munities, closed institutions, and caste systems. The article
delves into what is described as the natural order of social
inclusion and exclusion. It explores some of the theories and
findings that have come out of such an approach, including the
evolutionary and sociobiological work in the area. To make its
case for a sociology of social inclusion, the article then gazes
back in time to three examples: ostracism in Sth-century
Athens, solidarism in 19th century France, and contemporary
considerations of stigma as influenced by the work of Goffman.
Building on this, the article proposes that societies which
emphasize differences in social integration are structured by
architectures of inclusion that govern and manage how mar-
ginal women and men inhabit social space, while functioning
to maintain many of the attributes of the status quo.

Exclusion Hierarchies

More than 50 years ago, the anthropologist and sociologist
David Pocock (1957) reflected that processes of inclusion
and exclusion were features of all hierarchies. Pocock felt
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that in general terms, the discussion of inclusion and exclu-
sion fed into efforts to define what might be called a social
ontology, or the way that the existence and social positioning
of groups in a hierarchically structured society would be
explained. Such a social ontology has been described by
Sibley (1995) as a landscape of exclusion; a form of social
and philosophical geography that melds ideology with place
in an exercise of social, economic, and political power that
invariably results in forms of oppression, and in many
instances, exploitation (Towers, 2005). Fredericks (2010)
suggested that belongingness as experienced in everyday
relations constructs the kinds of sentiments on which societ-
ies of exclusion (and inclusion) are based. Referencing the
work of De Certeau (1984), Fredericks makes the case for the
importance of the everydayness of belonging and attachment,
and the memory and tradition it reinforces as means of appro-
priation and territorialization.

One example of such a landscape of exclusion is a gated
community (Hook & Vrdoljak, 2002). Grant and Rosen
(2009) proposed these communities exist as exclusion soci-
eties. They cite Flusty’s (2004) argument that the community
gates that enclose act to protect those inside from unforeseen
and largely unwanted encounters with otherness. Examples
given range from urban gated communities where exclusion
is legitimized as spatial inequity (Flusty, 2004) to the present
security fences undulating across Israel, or separating the
United States from Mexico (Kabachnik, 2010).

Herbert (2008) reflected on the ways in which urban
spaces in the United States and elsewhere are turned into
exclusion societies through the criminalization of public
spaces outside the rarefied protected enclaves shielded
within gates and walls. Focusing on the disorderly, Herbert
describes this exclusion as a form of modern day prohibition
that cedes out the homeless, the transient; and those who loi-
ter, panhandle, and display public drunkenness (Douglas,
1966). Herbert found that these practices of creating exclu-
sion societies are not new; that they have and continue to be
used as justifications for forms of social cleansing (Cresswell,
2006; Dubber, 2005; Duncan, 1978; Spradley, 1970).

Essentially the physical embodiment of territorial actions,
exclusion societies seek to separate and compound the
favored from the disfavored, and the hygienic from the dirty
(Douglas, 1966; Sibley, 1995). To do this, they collectively
create spaces of inclusion and exclusion, even if not all par-
ties cede to such collectivism.

Disability, like gated communities, is another example of
the ways societies create cultural spaces structured by exclu-
sion. Kitchin (1998) described the reproductive nature of
disablist practices, as assemblies that seek to ensure disabled
people are kept in certain places from where they come to
understand when they may be out of place. For Kitchin,
social relations between the disabled and the able-bodied
function to keep disabled people in their place and to signal
when they may be stepping beyond this space.

Prisons, like asylums and other places that remove indi-
viduals from broader social life are additional if somewhat
more extreme forms of exclusion societies. These institu-
tions enclose the daily lives of certain social actors from
broader society, replacing wider interaction with complex
subcultures (Baer, 2005).

An altogether different type of exclusion society is a caste
system, which relies less on geographical separation and
more on social distance. A notable example is the caste sys-
tem of India (Nayar, 2007). At the root of India’s exclusion
society are the untouchable castes whose marginal social
position is owed to their relationship to impurities associated
with death and organic pollution (Deliege, 1992).

Berreman (1967, referencing Davis & Moore, 1945;
Lenski, 1966; Mills, 1963; Tumin, 1953), held that caste sys-
tems—unlike gated communities, inner cities, orphanages,
leper colonies, asylums, and prisons—are fundamentally
structures through which power and privilege are allocated via
interdependent social classifications ordered by stratified and
ranked divisions of labor. Mencher (1974) referenced Leach
(1960) in suggesting that India’s caste classifications facilitate
divisions of labor free of the competition and expectations of
mobility inherent in other systems.

As exclusion societies, caste systems perpetuate them-
selves and the positions of privilege provided to those
included within them. Yet they are different from other exclu-
sion societies because across many noncaste landscapes of
exclusion, mobility is conceivable and emulation of status is
possible. However, in caste systems, place within the exclu-
sion or inclusion hierarchy is ascribed at birth (Berreman,
1967, referencing Bailey, 1957; Sinha, 1959, 1962; Srinivas,
1956, 1966). Such exclusion by ascription has an economic
dimension also through the way in which untouchables are
“denied control of the means of production” (Deliege, 1992,
p. 170, referencing Oommen, 1984). This results in forms of
deprivation and poverty that enforce dependence, deference,
and ultimately acceptance.

Exclusion societies are identifiable at different places
in time, space, and geography. Such socicties tend to be
associated with differential access to social and economic
well-being, and differential proximity to illness and dis-
ease. Inclusion societies, however, evolve from within
such contexts. They are characterized by movements
toward greater social justice, equality, and collectivism
in response to the kinds of global oppressions exclusion
societies embody and perpetuate.

A Natural Order

Mechanisms of social inclusion and exclusion and the
effects of these have been thoroughly investigated within
the field of psychology and related disciplines. Work in this
area has sought to better understand possible evolutionary
origins of social inclusion and exclusion, and potential
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sociobiological purposes to these different explanations of
integration (Kurzban & Leary, 2001).

Eisenberger and Lieberman (2005) and MacDonald and
Leary (2005) have approached inclusion and exclusion from
a psychosocial and physiological perspective in which they
consider how the impacts of these social practices share over-
lapping characteristics with our physical pain systems.
Eisenberger and Lieberman reflected that our social intercon-
nectivity is as fundamental as our most basic human needs for
fire, sustenance, and shelter and that the absence of such con-
nectivity is experienced, literally, as pain. They propose that
the pain of social exclusion, separation, or rejection share
many of the experiential attributes of forms of physical pain.
Referencing Baumeister (2000), Eisenberger and Liberman
described how across many centuries and cultures, various
forms of storytelling and artistic expression reflect how the
interruption, loss, or absence of social bonds can manifest as
intense experiences of human pain and suffering. They point
out that the pain and suffering associated with the loss of
social bonds is recognized by many legal systems also.

To help explain the social, psychological, and physical
pain experienced by exclusion, Eisenberger and Lieberman
(2004) developed pain overlap theory. This theory holds that
different kinds of pain utilize elements of shared processing
systems. As reflected by MacDonald and Leary (2005),
among our less developed ancestors, both physical and social
pain were functional in that they steered kin and other social
groups from environmental and other threats, reorienting
them in the direction of helpful others. As such, the social
pain of exclusion was seen to have evolved as a means of
responding to danger.

In detailing their sociometer theory, Leary, Tambor,
Terdal, and Downs, (1995) explained why inclusionary and
integrational practices are so fundamentally important to
social interactions and how we are designed to detect them.
They note that many writers have suggested that the human
need to seek inclusion and to avoid exclusion is essential,
and furthermore, that as a developmental trait, this orienta-
tion likely can be traced to its survival benefit (Ainsworth,
1989; Barash, 1977; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Baumeister
& Tice, 1990; Bowlby, 1969; Hogan, 1982; Hogan, Jones, &
Cheek, 1985).

For Leary et al. (1995), an individual’s sociometer is
managed through self-esteem where social inclusion and
exclusion are used as mechanisms to monitor the well-being
of an individual or group’s social relations. These authors
use the sociometer to underscore pain overlap theory by
suggesting that self-esteem is a kind of inclusion detector
that meters changes in the inclusionary or exclusionary
positioning of individuals. From this perspective, it would
be this need for detection that ultimately drives individuals
to maximize their quest for inclusion while minimizing the
possibility of exclusion.

Along with the overlapping pain thesis and the sociom-
eter/self-esteem thesis, Baumeister and Leary (1995) have

posited a belongingness thesis. This suggests the need to
belong is a fundamental human motivation. Here, along
with base needs like food and shelter (Bernstein, Sacco,
Young, Hugenberg, & Cook, 2010), belongingness is held
to be a foundational human need that results in a general
pattern whereby social inclusion is used to reward, and
social exclusion to punish. The outcome is a gauge that
structures both social values and comportment (Baumeister
& Leary, 1995).

Whereas a sociological perspective might suggest at the
societal level that there exist a series of motivations to design
inclusive frameworks for the betterment of social life, a natu-
ral order perspective would suggest that basic human survival
and reproduction benefit from the evolution of cohesive
group living; that to an extent, inclusion and exclusion as
components of a behavioral repertoire may have helped to
ensure evolutionary and reproductive fitness (Leary et al.,
1995). This thinking suggests that such fitness at the level of
kin networks or community groups may mirror existing phys-
iological traits for responding to physical pain, to also struc-
ture responses to social pain. From this perspective, the
exclusion/inclusion continuum exists alongside a biologically
driven, psychological reaction that leads to the adoption of a
generalized dislike of social exclusion and a favoring of the
maintenance ofadequate inclusion (Eisenberger & Lieberman,
2005; MacDonald & Leary, 2005).

Such arguments present another perspective as to why dif-
ferent societies and social groupings across diverse historical
periods and geographical locations develop intense drives to
create and strengthen social institutions around various
aspects of social integration and exclusion. Yet, as the exam-
ples of ostracism, solidarism, and stigmatism will reflect, any
biological push with regards to social stratification is accom-
panied by a social world pu/l. The examples of ostracism,
solidarism, and stigmatism will demonstrate how at different
intervals in history, it is not necessarily biological forces but
instead social architectures that become employed in the cre-
ation and continuance of inclusion societies.

Ostracism

Acts and practices of including or excluding others as aspects
of systems of stratification may be as old as much of human-
ity itself. Certainly, most societies display some degree of
taboos and customs concerning forms of both social rejection
and social acceptance (Douglas, 1966, Gruter & Masters,
1986; Lévi-Strauss, 1963; Radcliffe-Brown, 1952).

In institutional terms, a very early form of social
exclusion is evident in the scholarship of the role of ostra-
cism in Athens, Greece, during the 5th century B.c., when
the provision of an official mechanism to institutionalize
ostracism was enacted.

Although there is some debate within the works of
Aristotle and Androtion as well as subsequent scholars about
whether the law of ostracism originated with Cleisthenes
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prior to the first official ostracism of Hipparchos, son of
Charmos, in 488 B.c. (Kagan, 1961; Raubitschek, 1951;
Robinson, 1939, 1945, 1946, 1952), there is consensus that
the law appeared sometime in the 20 years surrounding the
battle at Marathon. The law of ostracism was instituted as a
means to protect young democratic institutions from the
resurgence of tyranny (Raubitschek, 1951). It did so
through the enactment of an ostrakophoria (Goligher,
1910, p. 558, referencing Carcopino, 1909; Rehbinder,
1986, p. 323). Thus, ostracism was considered a democratic
process in which those who were qualified to vote would
“scratch onto a clay shard the name of a party leader to be
banned (hence the name ostrakismos = shard judgment)”
(Rehbinder, 1986, p. 323).

As an initial incident in a series of expulsions driven by
the desire for political control (Kagan, 1961), the very first
political ostracism was followed by the successive exclusion
of Magakles in 487-6, Xanthippos in 485-4, and Aristeides in
483-2.

As institutionalized more than 25 centuries ago, ostracism
was used almost exclusively as a political weapon against
male generals (Raubitschek, 1951), as a means to mitigate the
influence of political rivals (Kagan, 1961) and to police and
control the well-being of the state. Rehbinder (1986) sug-
gested the main aim of ostracism was to “exclude the losing
party leader from the state” as “early democracy could not
integrate the continuous action of opposition parties into the
political process” (p. 321). To address this and to solve party
conflicts, a law of ostracism essentially functioned to banish
the leader of the opposition.

Importantly, Athenian ostracism was levied against an
already elite class who for tyrannical activities or suspicions
of tyranny were considered political liabilities or dangers.
These acts did not bring shame on the recipient, but rather
were prestigious, even honorable—a status reflected in the
convention for the ostracized individual to retain his prop-
erty, and, after his return, to regain his elite personal and
social status (Rehbinder, 1986).

As Aristotle wrote in Politics:

Democratic states institute the rule of ostracism
[because] such states are held to aim at equality above
anything else; and with that aim in view they used to
pass a sentence of ostracism on those whom they
regarded as having too much influence owing to their
wealth or the number of their connexions or any other
form of political strength. (Barker, 1952, p. 135, refer-
enced in Masters, 1986, p. 390)

Ostracism as it came to be enacted in Attic democracy
was not an event applied lightly or arbitrarily. It required
careful deliberation, a large quorum, and the immunity of
an ostracized person’s family. In essence, ostracism acted
like a safety valve that ensured a smoother, more peaceful,
and less tumultuous running of the state (Kagan, 1961).

As instituted at the time, the law of ostracism was seen to
be successful. It so weakened the ability of potentially dis-
ruptive subversive groups to wreak havoc on society and its
political systems, that in the more than 90 years between 508
and 417 B.c., no more than 20 official ostracisms took place
(Ostwald, 1955).

Given that modern industrial societies increasingly tend to
frown on the kinds of excluding practices as reflected in the
legal practice of ostracism (Rehbinder, 1986), it can be chal-
lenging to acknowledge that ostracism exists in contempo-
rary societies also, legally through, for example, formal
punishments such as imprisonment, or racial prejudice,
scapegoating, and xenophobia (Gruter & Masters, 1986). For
Kort (1986), ostracism can be considered as coerced or invol-
untary exit of an individual or individuals from the society in
which they live that manifests as a range of exclusions. Thus,
a society demonstrating variation in ostracism practices
reflects a society with solidaristic strategies for the exclusion
of its members from participation and from occupying posi-
tions of respect (Kort, 1986, referencing Masters, 1986).

Solidarism

To turn from the ostracism of Sth-century Athens to the
solidarism of late-19th-century France, allows for the con-
trast of an early institutional approach to social exclusion
with an equally enlightening historical era of inclusion.

The concept of solidarism evolved in the late-19th-century
in France during a period of social, epistemological, and
ontological change. It was an age when understandings of
autonomy were being reconsidered by “scientism, political
ideologies (especially Marxism) and the Roman Catholic
Magister,” entities united in their intent to denounce an
increasing vanity-like individualism (Vincent, 2001, p. 414).

Although, within this period, the idea of solidarity was
not an established ethical reference, French Protestants
united around this new form of solidarity known as solidar-
ism. In doing so, the Protestants defined a path forward in
their transformed identity as a social minority (Vincent,
2001).

For this underclass, being an excluded minority was not
seen as a stance from which to claim social or human rights.
Rather, exclusion was seen as igniting the kind of freedoms
of thought and associations, which lent themselves to the
reconciliation of identity-lending conceptualizations like
justice and liberty (Vincent, 2001).

Although French Protestants were bound by religion,
their move to solidarism is not seen as being directly related
to religious teachings or directives. If anything, French
Protestantism of this period was wary of “religious pietism
and political liberalism and generally suspicious of any insti-
tutional expression of the desire for social justice” (Vincent,
2001, p. 415). As a result, they turned instead to groups not
known as religious in connotation, such as trade associa-
tions, unions, and left-of-centre political parties.
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It has been suggested that the story of solidarism is essen-
tially the story of France’s move to the welfare state. In
opposing collectivism because it potentially threatened indi-
vidual liberty, while promoting the empowerment of the
working class, the new philosophy of solidarism countered
the individualism of laissez-faire liberalism and social
Darwinism. In time, solidarism would come to help to dis-
mantle existing resistance to social reform and to usher in
this new era of Welfarism (Sheradin, 2000).

Léon Bourgeois’s book Solidarite (1998), which first
appeared in 1896, is held to be a form of manifesto for the soli-
darism movement. In the decades prior to the First World War,
the newly empowered French Radical Party were looking for
a philosophy that would help them to maintain central power
against the right-leaning individualists and the left-leaning
collectivists (Hayward, 1961, 1963). In 1895-1896, during the
short-lived Radical government of Bourgeois, he published a
pampbhlet titled Sol/idarité based on a series of his public letters
that had appeared earlier. The main intent of this document
was to advocate for a new approach, between “retreating lais-
sez-faire liberalism and ascendant socialism.” The aim of the
particular piece of writing was to shine a light on “the duties
that citizens owed to each other” (Koskenniemi, 2009, p. 285).

Bourgeois’s Solidarité is seen as representing what has
been described as a belle époque within the Third Republic
(Hayward, 1963). Solidarism became the main social
philosophy of his new radical party (Koskenniemi, 2009),
orienting it and the nation toward what in time would
become a new more inclusive state. As a new political and
collective philosophy, solidarism was seen as reflective of a
modernization of the revolutionary maxim: liberty, equality,
and fraternity.

Notably, solidarism’s narrative features the influences of
democracy and humanism, through its belief in the develop-
ment and contributions of every individual, and through its
assertion of the inherent dignity of all of humanity (Sheradin,
2000).

Solidarism was committed to democracy, to the empower-
ment of the working class, and to 19th-century understandings
of human reliance and interdependence (Sheradin, 2000). In
being so committed, one can find a second meaning in this
movement, one interwoven with concern over balancing self-
interest with the era’s philosophical humanistic ideals.

It is not surprising that among the principles of French
solidarism was the belief that the liberty of human kind was
not freedom absolute, but rather an understanding that free
individuals were also in debt to society, to every other citi-
zen, and to future generations (Koskenniemi, 2009).

In time, with the passing of World War I, the French
Radical Party fell from favor as many of the working class
shifted their allegiance to the Socialists following the
Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 (Hayward, 1963). Ultimately,
the harshness of World War I ended much of the utopian
inclusivity inherent within the solidarist approach, and by

the 1920s, much of the impact and influence of solidarism
had been depleted (Koskenniemi, 2009).

However, for the generation or two of those in France
moved by the solidarist approach to social integration, one of
the most persuasive elements of the philosophy and one that
lent to its fashionableness was what Hayward (1961)
described as an open sesame inclusive approach to mitigating
the social conflicts of the era. The philosophy was meaning-
ful to the time also because as an approach, it was not really
radical at all. Rather, it melded elements of community, inclu-
sivity, and social solidarity—all useful mechanisms to help
the populace attain security against poverty, illness, unem-
ployment, and war (Hayward, 1961).

The broad solidarism movement was oriented to the rec-
onciliation of individual and social ethics with the belief that
all citizens had the free will to interact and develop relation-
ships with others (Vincent, 2001). Solidarism in essence acted
as a shared and uniting philosophy—a precondition of the
era’s new approaches toward social contractuality (Foschi &
Cicciola, 2006)

For Koskenniemi (2009), the influences of these precon-
ditions would be felt at home and abroad, playing a defining
role in solardistic evolutions throughout the Spanish Civil
War, World War I1, the beginning forays across the continent
toward the establishment of the European Union (EU), and
ultimately, as the sociological lens helps reveal, trickling
through Goffman’s 1950s work on stigma and France’s
1970s social inclusion as promoted by René Lenoir.

Stigmatism

Stigma and the act of stigmatizing is a common and recog-
nizable form of social exclusion, yet, efforts to contend with
some of the prejudices and discriminations recognized as
components of stigmatization reflect forms of social inclu-
sion.

Inherent within Goffman’s (1963) work: Stigma: Notes on
the Management of Spoiled Identity, is a belief in the univer-
sality of stigma and social exclusion. Stigma as a process
leads certain individuals to be “systematically excluded from
particular sorts of social interactions because they possess a
particular characteristic or are a member of a particular
group” (Kurzban & Leary, 2001, p. 187). The concept embod-
ies the functionality of “outsiderderness”; and the utility of
why humans, as “an inherently social species with a strong
need for social acceptance should be so inclined to reject
members of its own kind” (Kurzban & Leary, 2001, p. 187).
For Goffman and those influenced by him (Crocker, Major, &
Steele, 1998; Elliott, Ziegler, Altman, & Scott, 1982; Jones
et al., 1984; Kleinman et al, 1995; Schneider, 1988), stigma-
tization occurs when the evaluation of an individual results in
that person being discredited (Kurzban & Leary, 2001).

As a sociologist, Goffman’s approach was both dramatur-
gical and oriented toward a symbolic interactionist

Downloaded from by guest on September 19, 2016



SAGE Open

perspective. His main interest was in the structure of social
interactions and the rules that governed them (Goffman,
1967). For Goffman, social structures provided the context
for interactions, as it was social structure that steadied and
sustained social hierarchies (Scambler, 2009). Yet some have
suggested that Goffman may not have sufficiently attended
to political economy, or to elements considered traditionally
beyond the foci of symbolic interactionists such as class,
power, gender, and ethnicity (Scambler, 2006, 2009).

From a functional perspective, stigma in the natural
world reflects certain biological elements. Kurzban and
Leary (2001) suggested that this world is structured by a
series of interconnected interactions that result in variable
costs and benefits (see Whiten & Byrne, 1988, 1997). As
reflected earlier, there is a universality to stigma in the sense
that it has been observed in most human cultures and even
in the animal kingdom (Behringer, Butler, & Shields, 2006;
Buchman & Reiner, 2009; Dugatkin, FitzGerald, & Lavoie,
1994; Oaten, Stevenson, & Case, 2011). Examples of this
near universality include territoriality in fish, birds, reptiles,
and mammals, and cross-species status hierarchies and
social ostracism.

Some like Kurzban and Leary (2001) sought to frame the
exclusion of stigma from the perspective of biological deter-
minism. That is, as psychological rather than social systems
structured by natural selection to ease some of the chal-
lenges of sociality. The proposition is that these systems or
exclusionary mechanisms often influence individuals to
subconsciously exclude dangerous others from social struc-
tures and interactions (Archer, 1985). Thus, from this bio-
logically deterministic perspective, stigma is not so much
owing to the kind of negative evaluation as theorized by
Goffman and colleagues, but rather to a form of protective
disassociation.

Another deterministic approach to stigmatism has consid-
ered the exclusion of stigma from the perspective of disease,
and specifically as a mechanism of disease avoidance. Here,
the basic claim derives from several observations. First, that
we tend to evaluate those who are infectious in the same way
as we would evaluate other kinds of stigmatized individuals
(Snyder, Kleck, Strenta, & Mentzer, 1979). Second, that the
most severely stigmatized groups (i.e., those who are most
avoided) are individuals who are evidently ill or who demon-
strate characteristics of the ill or diseased (Oaten et al., 2011
referencing Bernstein, 1976; Heider, 1958; Kurzban, &
Leary, 2001; Schaller, & Duncan, 2007). Leprosy and small-
pox are but two examples. For these authors, envisioning
stigma as disease-avoidance does not negate other processes
that contribute to discriminatory or exclusionary behavior.
Rather, it suggests that beneath or antecedent to other
processes is an avoidance system that seeks to limit possible
contact with infectiousness and disease (Oaten et al., 2011).

Parker and Aggleton (2003) reflected that often stigma
goes undefined in academic scholarship or reverts to some-
what of a stereotypical, two-dimensional description of

exclusion. In a series of articles, these authors have argued
for the development of a more nuanced conceptual frame-
work that would go beyond the works of Goffman and of
biological determinists (Parker, 2012, referencing also
Parker & Aggleton, 2003, and Maluwa, Aggleton, & Parker,
2002), to think beyond evolutionary stigma or differentially
valued stigma and more directly about stigma as a “social
process fundamentally linked to power and domination”
(Parker, 2012, pp. 165-166).

Parker (2012, referencing Stuber, Meyer, & Link, 2008)
reflected that theory and research has tended to operationalize
stigma either as discrimination (as in the work of Goffman,
1963) or as prejudice (as in the work of Allport, 1954).
Subsequently, over the second half of the 20th century, the two
foci evolved along parallel but distinctly separate directions,
with the work on prejudice tending much more to tackle race,
ethnicity, and associated social relations.

Yet as Parker (2012), Parker and Aggleton (2003), Link
and Phelan (2001), and others have argued, discrimination
and prejudice, as components or forms of stigma, share key
relations with the production and reproduction of power
relations.

It is arguably owing to this revisioning beyond dramatur-
gical performance and biological determinism that stigma
can be envisioned as a somewhat supplanted component of
the contemporary discourse of social exclusion and
inclusion.

The suggestion that stigma is not (or not only) performed
and not (or not only) determined but rather is culturally pro-
duced as a social, relational, and powerful artifact is a com-
pelling argument (Buchman & Reiner, 2009). Equally
compelling is Scambler’s (2009) reflection that stigma can
be a very convoluted social process, one for which sociology
is well-oriented to imagine as a combination of experience,
anticipation, and perception, of the harms of blame and
devaluation; the fears and pain of rejection and exclusion;
and the hopes and desires for acceptance and inclusion.

Social Inclusion

How cultures and societies stratify and divide; how they
account for customs around inclusion, exclusion, belong-
ing, and togetherness; and how the processes that include
and exclude are talked about, described, understood, and
experienced, all provide some clues as to the role of social
integration and stratification within a given society. Indeed,
how stratification is conceived and discussed can obscure
the very nature of the processes by which such divisions
come to be. This is precisely why the discipline of sociol-
ogy is so useful. Unlike natural order sciences, it does more
than identify and posit explanations for social divisions.
Sociology, in addition to this, can reflect also on the disci-
plinary discourses encircling discussions of these social
partitions. For example, one of the means by which stratifi-
cation is conceptualized and discussed could take as a
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reflective example, the pre—World War II writings of
Sorokin (1998), who in considering stratification differenti-
ated between horizontal and vertical social mobility. Sorokin
suggested that horizontal mobility related to changes in occu-
pational position or role, but not to changes within a social
hierarchy, whereas vertical mobility did describe changes
within the social hierarchy. Sorokin summarized his theory
by reflecting that within systems of vertical and horizontal
mobility, there could be individual social infiltration as well
as collective social movement. Furthermore, that although it
was possible to identify forms of mobile and immobile soci-
eties within different geographical and historical contexts, it
was rare for a society’s strata to be closed absolutely, and rare
for the vertical mobility of even the most mobile society to
be completely free from obstacles.

As proposed by Sorokin, these types of social movements
could often vary across time and space, yet even across time,
trends—particularly as they might apply to vertical mobil-
ity—were unlikely to be writ in stone. Although autocratic
societies might be less mobile than democratic societies, the
rule was not fixed and could have exceptions (Sorokin,
1998).

While often used to describe low or zero labor market
involvement (Foster, 2000), early definitions of social exclu-
sion in time broadened to consider barriers to effective or full
participation in society (Du Toit, 2004). These types of barri-
ers were considered to contribute to progressive processes of
marginalization that could lead to deprivation and disadvan-
tage (Chakravarty & D’Ambrosio, 2006). As the exclusion
concept took on currency, it began to reflect more than a
simple material nature and to begin to encompass the experi-
ence of individuals or communities who were not benefitting
or were unable to benefit relative to others in society (Davies,
2005; Levitas, 1998). In time, the concept would evolve to
reflect lapses in social integration and social cohesion that
plagued advanced capitalist societies (Chakravarty &
D’ Ambrosio, 2006). It would evolve also to refer to processes
that prevent individuals or groups from full or partial partici-
pation in society, as well as the crippling and reifying inabil-
ity to meaningful participation in economic, social, political,
and cultural activities and life (de Haan & Maxwell, 1998;
Dufty, 1995, 2001; Horsell, 2006)—a definitional approach
that imbues exclusion in terms of neighborhood, individual,
spatial, and group dimensions (Burchardt, Le Grand, &
Piachaud, 1999, referenced in Percy-Smith, 2000).

March, Oviedo-Joekes, and Romero (2006) suggested that
one of the elements that unify the divergent definitional
approaches to social exclusion and inclusion is that social
exclusion is a process as opposed to a static end state. Further,
that inclusion, in addition to being a context-based social and
historical product reflective of social and national history,
tends to mirror also what Silver (1995) proposed were the
very limits of the borders of belonging.

Despite attempts at globally applicable definitions of
social exclusion and inclusion, it has been suggested that

there will always be patterns of border shaping that are par-
ticular to specific contexts. This is in part because the weight
of inclusion versus exclusion is dependent on the particulars
of any given society (de Haan & Maxwell, 1998; March
et al., 2006; O’Brien, Wilkes, de Haan, & Maxwell, 1997).
Such society-specific particulars might take the form of tra-
ditional and historic patterns of stratification, or be based on
how individual groups and/or characteristics may be valued
over others. Less clear, however, is which, if any, elements of
a given society or social structure may mitigate the kinds of
exclusion/inclusion dynamics that may be held aloft as rep-
resentative of normative practice. For example, in some
social contexts, patterns of inclusion and exclusion may
reflect different stages of social and economic development.
Alternately, these patterns may vary by type and/or political
orientation of governments, or by the religious, ethnic, or
cultural makeup of a given society.

Ultimately, however, the use of inclusion and exclusion
concepts has evolved to the point where within a number of
contexts, they are used as a descriptor for those who repre-
sent a particular kind of threat to social harmony (Silver &
Miller, 2003). In sum, the terms social inclusion and social
exclusion have been used throughout the social science and
humanities literature in a number of different ways—to
describe acts of social stratification across human and animal
societies, as a principle to reflect the ordering that occurs
within societies to determine social position, and as a narra-
tive to explain and at times justify why one or more groups
merit access to the core or the periphery, to the benefit or
expense of others.

Initial discourses of social inclusion are widely attributed
to having first appeared in France in the 1970s when the eco-
nomically disadvantaged began to be described as the
excluded (Silver, 1995). The preliminary uses of this new
parlance appeared as a means to refer to a variety of disabled
and destitute groups. The government of France was among
the earliest adapters of exclusion terminology, and it is there
that most often the concept is suggested to have found its
contemporary meaning (Silver & Miller, 2003).

As a fully documented policy response, the concept of
social inclusion to counteract social exclusion emerged
toward the end of the 1980s, when the European Community
(EC) first used the term social exclusion (Wilson, 2006). The
appearance of the term social inclusion in the rhetoric of the
EC was in itself a key point of departure, in that exclusion
was suddenly held to be a reflection that “poverty was no
longer the right word to use to describe the plight of those
marginalized from mainstream society” (Williams & White,
2003, p. 91).

Ascertaining the contemporary use of the terms social
inclusion and social exclusion involves a study of diffusion
of, most importantly, the applications of René Lenoir,
France’s Secretary of State for Social Welfare in the Chirac
government of the 1970s (Davies, 2005, citing Lenoir, 1974;
Pierce, 1999; Silver, 1995).
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L’Inclusion Sociale

In 1965, a French social commentator, Jean Klanfer, pub-
lished L Exclusion sociale: Etude de la marginalité dans les
sociétés occidentales [Social exclusion: The study of mar-
ginality in Western societies] (Béland, 2007). Described as
an anthropology of poverty (Cl, 1968), Klanfer’s work
argued that society rewarded personal responsibility with
inclusion and personal irresponsibility with exclusion. If the
work of Bourgeois was a primary influence on the soldarism
movement almost 100 years earlier, the writings of Klanfer
would fuel the imagination of René Lenoir (1974), most
notably in his book Les exclus.

In his political tome, Lenoir contended social exclusion
was a result of France’s postwar transition from a largely
agricultural society to an urban one (Davies, 2005). While
the belief was that these events could lead to poverty, Lenoir
argued that they could lead to a brand of social polarization
also, which challenged the Liberté, Egalité, and Fraternité
ideals of the French Republican project.

Many have suggested that if there were a birth of the
modern rhetoric of social inclusion, it would be here, in
French thought that sought a means to reintegrate the large
numbers of ex-industrial workers and a growing number of
young people excluded from opportunities to join the labor
force in the new economies of the 1970s and beyond.

According to Silver (1995) and Silver and Miller (2003),
one of the reasons the inclusion and exclusion concepts reso-
nated so strongly for the French was that in their society, the
Anglo-Saxon idea of poverty was seen to essentially insult
the equality of citizenry contained within the Liberté mani-
festo—an equality that, as reflected in France’s late-20th-
century welfare state, operationalized charity as basic social
assistance in response to poverty, and as essentially a right of
citizenry. Furthermore, what would come to be seen as an
inclusive welfare state was held to be the most effective and
civilized way to eliminate absolute material deprivation and
the risks to well-being such deprivation could cause.

However, as the 1970s progressed, and as unemployment
became endemic, the passage of time brought even greater
numbers of those considered excluded, and with them ever-
increasing reiterations of the new exclusion discourse (Silver,
1995). The result in France was a movement to protect les
exclus. The movement was so strong that by 1998, the French
posited legal codification to prevent and combat social exclu-
sions (note the plural) as a means to foster universal access
to fundamental human rights.

Within French Republican thought in particular, social
exclusion was seen to reflect ruptures in solidarity and the
social bond (lien social), something essentially tantamount
to heresy within the French social contract. Heresy because
the French social contract of the time was seen to hold (and
some may argue continues to hold) reciprocity, both between
the social obligations French citizens have for the French

state and the obligations that society has in return, to provide
reasonable livelihoods for its members. Here, though, the
accepted exceptions, as in many welfare regimes, were
restricted to those who could not work due to older age, dis-
ability, or ill health, and did not extend to those whose delib-
erate actions and/or deliberate tendencies toward illicit
pleasure, removed them from broader labor force opportuni-
ties or expectations.

In some respects, the mutuality and reciprocity evident in
elements of French Republican thought reflected a social
contract that favored the already-included in its definition of
society. For the positioning of reciprocity within the social
contract, such a context has implications for the creation of
biases against the failings of the excluded. In particular,
against those who vary from society’s includable norms. In
the place of any such consideration leading to action,
appeared a sort of stoic romanticism. Thus, for the French,
the excluded came to represent a martyred or punished sector
of a society against whom the included had failed to live up
to their side of the social contract.

As the concept of exclusion grew to gain broader credence
beyond France, the EC and the subsequent EU, it increasingly
incorporated target groups who were not simply poor or with-
out sufficient resources. It incorporated those segregated also
from the social core through attributes such as ethnicity or
race, age, gender, and disability, and whose characteristics
could contribute to justify the need for deliberate social inclu-
sion programs (Omidvar & Richmond, 2003). That these
attributes tended to be noncriminalized and relatively politi-
cally correct, as opposed to criminalized and/or contested, is
a feature that should not be lost.

Even though the concepts of citizenship and social inte-
gration in the French tradition may present some challenges
for Anglo-Saxon manners of thinking, this did not, according
to Gore, Figueiredo, and Rodgers (1995), prevent the wider
adoption of exclusion frameworks across Western Europe.
These authors suggested that in appropriating the concept as
integral to modern and meaningful social development, the
EC was linking the concept of social exclusion more closely
with evolving thoughts around the implications of unrealized
social rights.

While EC and EU directives sought to carve out greater
social inclusion, other countries, particularly Commonwealth
countries—notably the United Kingdom, Australia, New
Zealand, Canada, and South Africa—were beginning to roll
out their own interpretations of this rhetoric.

In its initial contemporary use, the exclusion terminology
adopted in France and subsequently diffused elsewhere, was
meant to refer to those individuals who were considered to be
on the margins of French society of the 1970s. That is, indi-
viduals considered society’s social problems, who tended to
share a particular social reality, a less than successful material
existence compounded with real barriers in accessing benefits
provided by the French welfare state (Daly, 2006).
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So great were the social problems, that Lenoir, would
suggest that a full 10% of the French population were exclu,
or outcast. According to Davies (2005), “the novel charac-
teristic of les exclus was not that they were poor (although
most were), but that they were disconnected from main-
stream society in ways that went beyond poverty”
(p. 3). This disconnect, it was argued, was facilitated by
their relative social positioning and by factors related to
poor health and social, economic, and geographical isola-
tion from active engagement in politics. From this perspec-
tive, to be socially excluded was paramount to being of the
underclass; to be among those people who did not fit into
the norms of industrial societies, who were not protected by
social insurance and who were essentially considered social
misfits. (Silver, 1995; Stegemen & Costongs, 2003). Beliefs
about social conformity aside, Silver’s (1995) near defini-
tive list of the socially excluded reads in some regards as a
full 50% of the world’s population. In doing, so it lends cre-
dence to Labonte’s (2004) assertion that the socially
excluded are liable to comprise everyone who is not middle-
aged, middle class, and male.

It follows that just naming who is at risk of social exclu-
sion, based on identity, vulnerability, membership, or biology
will not suffice without some reflection as to who is naming
the excluded, where those who label or define the excluded
stand ontologically relative to their own or others’ exclusion,
and what if any the influences of personal, political, stereo-
typical, or xenophobic biases may be. It is an element of the
conceptualization of social inclusion and exclusion particu-
larly well-suited to sociology’s contribution.

A Sociological Lens

In many ways, despite the contribution of the psychological
and life sciences, and even the contributions of social policy,
the concepts of social inclusion and exclusion are profound-
ingly sociological. This is because at the very root of both
classic and contemporary sociological thinking are concerns
with social stratification, social inequality, and social class—
key concepts which the social inclusion literature repeatedly
touches upon.

Witcher (2003, referencing Burchardt et al., 1999)
reflected that social inclusion and exclusion were concepts
that were often poorly defined or theorized. Daly (2006) has
suggested that although there is nothing inherent in the inclu-
sion and exclusion concepts that defy or negate theorization,
in general, sociology’s attempts at their theorization could be
inconsistent or facile.

Horsell (2006) referenced Crowther (2002) in suggesting
that the contemporary interest in social exclusion and inclu-
sion were reflective of similar attempts to conceptualize the
dual influences of poverty and social deprivation. As such,
these concepts signaled that somehow the cumulative
impacts of poverty and social deprivation (or the cumulative

effects of social exclusion in the absence of social inclusion)
could represent a threat to social order.

Horsell’s (2006) suggestion was that, in purely opera-
tional terms, the exclusion/inclusion paradigm acted to
reinforce neoliberal ideas about social actors and agency
as well as to harness principles of mutual obligation and
active participation; that the discourse, broadly speaking,
had both symbolic and physical dimensions. In its consid-
eration of the ways in which contemporary social policy
analysis treats social position as stratification, deprivation,
and inequality, attempts to tease out the causes and conse-
quences of social exclusion relative to inclusion could risk
becoming muddled by mixing together attempts to better
the lives and living conditions of people living below pov-
erty lines, with the illusion that more were being done than
might be. Horsell’s suggestion of illusion hinged on the
reflection that those who may ultimately benefit from the
application of such inclusion-speak when operationalized
as policy could tend to be those who already enjoyed a
number of inclusion’s benefits.

Levitas (1996, 1998) has reflected that the overall flavor
of the social inclusion rhetoric is strongly Durkheimian.
She has stressed that Durkheim and the exclusion/inclusion
discursive continuum demonstrate a tendency to repress
conflict as well as a tendency toward an approach to inclu-
sion that subversively critiques capitalism in a way that
would be lacking from a purely Durkheimian analysis.

Owing in part to this, Levitas (1998) labeled the rhetoric
of social inclusion “a new Durkheimian hegemony” (p. 178),
given that most contemporary views of inclusion correspond
to scholarly interpretations of Durkheim’s sociology, includ-
ing Durkheim’s emphasis on an alternative attempt to navi-
gate an understanding of society between unacceptable free
market capitalism and an unacceptable state socialism.

Such hegemony, according to Bowring (2000), leads us to
think of elements of exclusion like deprivation and inequal-
ity as phenomena that occur at the very margins of society,
and by extension, to ignore social structures that influence
the included as well as the excluded. Bowring’s point was
that the exclusion/inclusion rhetoric risks being somewhat of
ared herring, because exclusion at the societal level could be
indicative of systemic deprivation and not just a deprivation
experienced or reported by those defined as socially
excluded.

For Wilson (2006), it was important to recall that social
integration per se was not a focus of Durkheim. For
Durkheim, inequality and social stratification were natural
results of society, components of a solidary system he divided
into mechanical and organic: the former being a fountain of
social cohesion and the latter a well of social inclusion.
Together, they were envisioned as the kinds of dependencies
that social actors within advanced societies share with one
another. Wilson’s point was that although Durkheim associ-
ated increases in solidarity with social progress, he would not
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necessarily associate the same solidarity with social inclu-
sion, since in theory, advanced societies characterized by
mutual dependence would exhibit the kinds of mutual and
shared bonds that would defy the need for social inclusion in
the first place.

The emphasis of these authors, and arguably of a
Durkheimian perspective as applied to social inclusion also,
is that new or reborn ways are not necessarily different ways.
That despite its focus on the socially disenfranchised and
their position relative to a status quo, there remains a hollow
echo to the rhetoric around social inclusion. A void that is
both redolent of discussion of the hollow state (Barnett, 1999;
Davies, 2000; Della Sala, 1997; Holliday, 2000; London
Edinburgh Weekend Return Group, 1980; Rhodes, 1994;
Roberts & Devine, 2003; Skelcher, 2000), as well as a void
that references one of Levitas’s (2000) and Labonte’s (2004)
salient points: that it is one thing to promote an inclusionary
utopia. However, in the event that such a utopian vision
comes to pass, how likely is it that the result will be the kind
of social world foreseen? In other words, even if a utopian
ideal were within the reach of real-world, applied social pol-
icy, what are the odds, as Kenyon (2003) suggested, that
attaining an inclusive society would result in the banishment
of all inequality.

It was Young’s (1999) argument, and Wilson’s (2006)
reiteration that although much of the West’s social inclusion
rhetoric may address many things, the root cause of social
exclusion is not one of them. In this, the rhetoric fails because
to address these causes would require acknowledgment that
even within real-world inclusion societies, people frequently
continue to experience poverty in a context that envelops
them with messages of the meritocracy that surrounds
them—a meritocracy that suggests that anyone with desire
and ambition can succeed through acceptable behavior and
hard work. For these authors, this represents a relative pro-
cess of deprivation—one that includes an encounter with a
form of culture shock where the culture in which the excluded
experience their day-to-day existence actively reinforces the
notion that they are receiving a much lower standard of liv-
ing than others.

Here then, one could contend, is reflected the relative
deprivation that leads to social exclusion “through a subjec-
tive experience of inequality and unfairness as materially
deprived people seek to obtain the unobtainable” (Young,
1999, p. 401, cited in Wilson, 2006, p. 342). In a twist on the
variations in social inclusion discourses presented earlier,
this view holds that social exclusion morphs into “a cultural
phenomenon arising from dialectic relationships between
identity and social acceptance and the contradiction of a sup-
posed meritocracy in which the poor lack the material means
to meet the aspirations they are encouraged to embrace”
(Wilson, 2006, p. 343). In other words, exclusion becomes
social status contested between a hierarchical valuation of
different kinds of social identities (socially hazardous vs.
socially accepted) within a social world attempting to remedy

the inherent challenges embedded in an inequitable division
of resources within an acquisitive, material world.

Residuus Exclusion

In discussing the problematization of exclusion, the sociolo-
gist Nikolas Rose wrote that the mid-19th century wore the
mantle of “a succession of figures that seem to condense in
their person, their name, their image all that is disorder, dan-
ger, threat to civility, the vagrant, the pauper, the degenerate”
(Rose, 1999, p. 254). As the 19th century gave way to the
20th, there appeared efforts to create universally shared forms
of social citizenship. Yet even within this drive toward univer-
sality, there were those who were cast as unincludable, just as
there are today. Within the new liberal thinking, universal
citizenship did not emulate fully the fact that the notion of
universal was still a somewhat relative concept and that a
boundary between the includable and the excludable would
not only continue to exist but would be reinforced also.

From this arose “notions such as ‘the residuum,’ ‘the
unemployable’ and ‘the social problem group’ (Rose, 1999,
p. 254), that is, states of embodied being, through social roles,
social strata, and entire classes that would, in time, become
integral to these new forms of liberal thinking. From such
vantage, the rhetoric of exclusion/inclusion, and the array of
notions and underlying beliefs about the utility of integration,
would become parts of the organizing, and traceable main-
stays of reform. From older, perhaps simpler conceptualiza-
tions of inequality were born new ways of understanding
what Rose, citing Levitas (1996), described as a “two-thirds,
one-third social order” where a seemingly continually widen-
ing gap between the included two thirds and the excluded one
third would continue to unfurl (Rose, 1999, p. 258).

Rose (1999) differentiated the new excluded from previ-
ous form of unequals. Whereas minorities that arose from
the welfare state had claims to unity and solidarity, the new
excluded have few of these, and it is perhaps from this lack
of unification that the new expertise underlying inclusion’s
emphasis is born. Challenged from forging identity and
right of place based on shared exclusion, this new under-
class is “like Marx’s peasants, individualized like potatoes
in a sack, incapable of forming themselves into a single
class on the basis of a consciousness of their shared expro-
priation” (Rose, 1999, pp. 254-255).

In moving from a welfare to a postwelfare, advanced lib-
eral order, social control is reconfigured into control that
moves beyond repressing or containing individual pathology.
It becomes both about knowledge and access to the produc-
tion of knowledge. This is because—to paraphrase Marx—
access to the production of knowledge provides for the
definition of what is and is not includable (Rose, 1999, refer-
encing Ericson & Haggerty, 1997). Thus, the new labor force
of control is no longer one that is either purely reactive or
purely punitive. Rather, it takes on a form of administrative
function whereby it oversees the marginalia comprising the
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bounds (and bonds) of inclusion and exclusion, of risk and
safety and permissibility (Rose, 1999). It was Rose’s vision
that for the excluded underclass “a politics of conduct is today
more salient than a politics of class” (Rose, 2000, p. 335, cit-
ing Mead, 1991, p. 4, and Procacci, 1999, p. 30).

Although Rose’s discourse is compelling, one should
consider also whether all of the excluded are created equal.
Do they all share the same position within the underclass?
For example, across the Western world, special interest
groups have sprung up since the softening of the welfare
state, groups which include not only those that are socially
excluded—drug users, sexual deviants, the poorly social-
ized—but also the physically excluded such as those who are
bodily or mentally challenged.

In order for the work of Rose and those who have influ-
enced his arguments regarding the inclusion/exclusion divide
to be applicable (these influences include the works of
Foucault, 1979a, 1976/1979b, 1985, 1991; Mead, 1991;
O’Malley, 1992, 1999, 2004; Valverde, 1998), the work will
need, in part, to account for diversity and social stratification
within the underclass—that is, to help shed light on how and
why certain social hierarchies of the status quo become rep-
licated within the margins, leading to some of the marginal
experiencing, in a sense, double marginality. At the same
time, even those who achieve core or nonperipheral social
status risk facing constraining hierarchies and limits to social
mobility that function to either deny or defy full integration.

Extrapolating from the work of Rose, the inclusion soci-
ety would not be a utopian dream, but rather a development
that to varying extents would further institutionalize themes
of inclusion, permissible rights, and the breadth of accept-
able conduct.

Conclusion

This article has reflected on social inclusion from the van-
tage of sociology. It has reflected on exclusion and inclusion
societies, across time and place and has demonstrated the
importance of considering the physical world’s exclusion
and inclusion societies not only from a natural order per-
spective but from a social order perspective also.

Many of the considerations explored here have embodied
measurable, objective approaches to the sociological con-
ception and consideration of exclusion and inclusion. Du
Toit (2004) has suggested current definitions, and their
applications within individual country contexts allow social
scientists and policy makers to present social exclusion as a
single outcome of potentially multiple determinants of depri-
vation. Yet, this article has considered arguments that posi-
tion inclusion and exclusion as much more than the fodder of
contemporary policy. Indeed, it has demonstrated how
human integration and expulsion are both highly historical
and deeply sociological; that forms of social deprivation as
well as social entitlement span many hundreds of years, if
not the full course of human history itself.

For all that is known about social stratification, the ten-
dency, particularly from the perspective of sociology, has
been to consider inclusion and exclusion from an observa-
tional standpoint. This has occurred through policy analysis,
historical analysis, and even consideration of some of the
sociobiological correlates of inclusion and exclusion. What is
less well known and less well developed are approaches for
understanding the subjective experiences of social inclusion
and social exclusion. For example, how exclusion and inclu-
sion are experienced socially? How experiences of inclusion
and exclusion are produced and reproduced socially? How
different social labels impact the experience of inclusion and
exclusion, and what the role of stigma may be?

For the reader, understanding the journey from social
exclusion to social inclusion sociologically is an undertaking
across potentially difficult terrain. Among other things, it
requires a critical eye capable of accounting for individual
and group participation and lack thereof (Daly, 2006).

And what of poverty? For some writers who have sought to
unpack social inclusion and exclusion, these concepts are but
alternate ways of recasting the notion of poverty. Others sug-
gest economic poverty need be seen either as only one of an
interrelated group of dimensions which work in tandem
together to contribute to an individual’s inability to success-
fully access the overall labor market. Such an approach would
envision poverty as one factor in a multifaceted approach to
understanding the experiences of society’s lower strata
(Sirovatka & Mare, 2006; Woodward & Kohli, 2001).

As prescribed approaches to policy and practice, efforts to
contend with contemporary social exclusion often come to be
framed by a rhetoric of reformation, imbued with different
traditions in terms of how poverty is framed around either
relational or distributional issues (Murie & Musterd, 2004,
referencing van Kempen, 2002). It is a vantage that capital-
izes on Marshall’s (1963) model of postwar social rights,
where, rather than focus on forms of postwar poverty, the
focus on social exclusion is on redistribution, access, and par-
ticipation (Murie & Musterd, 2004). Then and now, socio-
logically speaking, when poverty rather than social structure
is held up as the cause and consequence of exclusion, such
deprivation is presented as a failure of capabilities as opposed
to a manner of being within a social structure or society.

Chakravarty and D’Ambrosio (2006) suggested that an
emphasis on the shortfalls of economic thresholds as an expla-
nation for exclusion is not the same as emphasizing structured
inabilities to participate. This is because a focus on structural
inabilities allows for a more complex, multidimensional
understanding of the interplay, overlap, and social distance
between money, work, and belonging. As a reconceptualiza-
tion of social disadvantage, such a perspective provides an
important framework for thinking out alternatives to the wel-
fare state. It links poverty, productivity by means of employ-
ment and social integration that in turn emphasizes integration
and insertion into a labor market, active and personalized par-
ticipation, and a multicultural national citizenry (Gore et al.,

Downloaded from by guest on September 19, 2016



12

SAGE Open

1995). It broadens also the notion of inclusion beyond biologi-
cal or economic fitness alone.

In this regard, the suggestion that social inclusion exists not
necessarily as a mechanism of sociobiological well-being only
but more viscerally as a reflection of outcome of economic
empowerment holds much in common with Richard Parker
and Peter Aggleton’s post-Goffman work on stigma. Although
good arguments exist—and many have been presented here—
about why integration and ostracism can be interpreted
through both natural order and economic lenses, inclusion and
exclusion do not represent free-floating views. Like stigma,
inclusion and exclusion also exist at “the historically deter-
mined nexus between cultural formulations and systems of
power and domination” (Parker, 2012, p. 166).

As systems of social power, these formations constitute
architectures of inclusion; that is, means and ways that inclu-
sion and exclusion are both enacted and talked about. Such
architectures exist as literal and figurative coalitions of
action, reaction, governance, control, and power which
together comprise how a policy aim like social inclusion is
wound, entwined, draped, and displayed for public rendering
and consumption.

In what can be described as a political economy of inclu-
sion, the hierarchies embedded in these architectures of
inclusion not only ascribe value to who is to be considered
includable but also reflect value structures that can lead to
forms of ideologically based interpretations about whether
inclusion is as good or better than exclusion (Rodgers, 1995)
based on variation in social power, the ability to hold rights,
and the representation or embodiment of hazard.

As with more traditional, physical forms of architecture,
inclusion’s architectures function to both limit and facilitate
the movement and interaction of people through hierarchies
of integration. Enclosed within these architectures are worlds
of'inclusion and exclusion that push and pull amid new forms
of allowance, constraint, and conflict (Gumplowicz, 1963).
Parallel yet interconnected worlds in which, are reflected,
the socially excluded, reduced, and idealized as somewhat
two-dimensional occupiers of social space (Spina, 2005).

Gillies (2005) reflected that societies have a tendency to
normalize the sins of the included while penalizing the sins
of the excluded. This suggests that even if discourses about
social inclusion are effectively rendered as policy and trans-
lated into practice, the act of revaluating the biases society’s
hold for marginal underclasses of excluded social actors
may well remain. This is to say that were society able to find
room within its social architectures for its marginal women
and men (Park, 1928), the fact of their powerlessness cou-
pled with their comportment could still relegate them to the
periphery, occupying colonized spaces stratified on one side
by accusations of nonnormative or deviant behavior and on
another by power relations.

For the contemporary open thinker trying to grapple with
social inclusion and exclusion as a set of potentially complex
concepts between those who study and profess a natural, an

economic, or a social order, ideas about power would seem to
be of particular importance—be it the power of the elite or the
empowerment of those with special needs. Power seems to
fuel the wheels of integration. Although power can be shown
to have a decisive role in both the natural and the economic
orders, it is in the arena of the social where it is perhaps best
understood. One only need look at the history of philosophy
and social theory for evidence of how power and proximity to
it can enable or bar integration. Power allows proximity to the
means of inclusion—essentially, to inclusion’s apparati.

Of course, simply thinking openly about social worlds as
variations of inclusionary or exclusionary societies does not
lead to societies that are more inclusive. It does, however,
allow for a more open lens with which to consider the past as
well with which to view the present.
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Discrimination, Equality and Social Inclusion

Hugh Collins*

Although laws against discrimination have conventionally been justified and
articulated according to various conceptions of equality, tensions between different
notions of equality undermine the coherence of these explanations. The aim of
social inclusion is proposed as part of an alternative justification for discrimination
laws. As well as exploring the meaning and implications of the policy of social
inclusion for discrimination laws, the extent to which the law already embodies this
idea is assessed with particular reference to the scope of anti-discrimination laws,
proof of discrimination, justification defences, and positive discrimination. It is
concluded that the goal of social inclusion has the potential to provide a vital
ingredient in a more coherent, though not uncritical, account of the aims of anti-
discrimination legislation.

The aim of equality

What is the general aim of anti-discrimination laws? At first sight, legislation in
the European Union and the United States advances a conception of equality as
its general aim. Indeed, anti-discrimination laws have often been dubbed ‘equality
laws’.! The central case of prohibited conduct is less favourable treatment of
another person on grounds of gor because of) their race, sex, or one of the other
protected group classifications.” This standard insists upon equal treatment to the
extent that people should be assessed without regard to certain characteristics such
as sex and race that have often been a source of disadvantage in the past. Equal
treatment demands impartiality in the sense of forbidding criteria such as sex or
race from providing grounds for differentiation. Yet the aim of anti-discrimina-
tion laws cannot be reduced to equal treatment.

A closer inspection of the legislation reveals three kinds of deviations from a
simple equal treatment principle. In some cases, different rather than the same
treatment is required. In the case of discrimination against pregnant women, for
instance, the law mandates different treatment of women rather than the same
treatment as men.* Similarly, different treatment of disabled persons is required in
many respects, in order to enable them to gain access to work and other
opportunities.” In a second type of deviation, equal treatment is itself not

* Law Department, London School of Economics. Thanks are owed to many who commented on
earlier drafts of this essay, especially Oonagh Reitmann, Richard Nobles, and Nicola Lacey.

1 S. Fredman, ‘Equality: A New Generation?’ (2001) 30 ILJ 145; C. McCrudden, ‘“The Effectiveness
of European Equality Law: National Mechanisms for Enforcing Gender Equality Law in the
Light of European Requirements’ (1993) 13 OJLS 320; B. Hepple, M. Coussey and T. Choudhury,
Equality: A New Framework, Report of the Independent Review of the Enforcement of UK Anti-
Discrimination Legislation (Oxford: Hart, 2000).

2 Eg EC Directive 2000/78, Art 2.2(a) Civil Rights Act 1964, Title VII, 42 USC s 2000e-2(a)(1).

3 {31?4 Yo:img, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990)

apter 4.

4 Eg EC Directive 92/85, OJL 348, 28.11.92; EC Directive 2002/73, OJL269, 5.10.2002.

5 Americans With Disabilities Act 1990, 42 USC s 1201, especially s 12112(b)(5)(A); EC Directive
2000/78, Art 5; Disability Discrimination Act 1996, especially s 6; the requirement for different
treatment is considered below.

16 © The Modern Law Review Limited 2003. Published by Blackwell Publishing Ltd.,
9600 Garsington Road, Oxford OX4 2DQ, UK and 350 Main Street, Malden, MA 02148, USA.
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permitted, if it causes unjustifiable ‘indirect discrimination’ or ‘disparate impact’.®
Here formal equal treatment becomes unlawful where a rule or practice
disproportionately operates to the disadvantage of one of the protected groups,
and the rule or practice cannot be objectively justified. A third kind of deviation
permits preferential treatment for protected groups in certain circumstances, in
order to redress a prior history of disadvantage. The exact scope of permitted
positive discrimination is deeply controversial, no doubt because it is perceived as
conflicting sharply with the equal treatment principle.” These three deviations
reveal that we cannot understand the aim of anti-discrimination laws by reference
to a straightforward equal treatment principle. The question becomes how can we
account for the law in a way that both recognises the force of the equal treatment
principle and acknowledges its deficiencies as a complete explanation of the aims
of the law?

Conventional accounts of the aim of anti-discrimination laws try to answer that
question by using another conception of equality, one that furthers a substantive
or distributive goal. Deviations from equal treatment are justified by reference to
the pursuit of goals such as equality of results, equality of resources, or equality of
opportunity. For example, it is argued that permitting claims for ‘indirect
discrimination’ or ‘disparate impact’ serves the purpose of reducing institutional
barriers to the achievement of a dlstrlbutlve goal such as more equality in results
or fairer equality of opportumty Slmllarly, in European law the permitted scope
for positive discrimination is determined in part by reference to a substantive
conception of equality: ‘With a view to ensuring full equality in practice, the
principle of equal treatment shall not prevent any Member State from maintaining
or adopting specific measures to prevent or compensate for disadvantages linked
to [sex, race, etc.] ...”° Although the precise conception of substantive equality
remains ambiguous in such formulations, it certainly seems possible to justify
deviations from the equal treatment principle by reference to some distributive
conception of equality. The problem for justifying the aims of anti-discrimination
laws becomes rather to restrain or confine the force of a substantive conception of
equality.

This problem arises because there is always a tension between the equal
treatment principle and substantive conceptions of equality. Because equal
treatment determines a procedure rather than an outcome, equal treatment can
always be challenged as obstructing the achievement of a particular outcome. This
tension is most obvious with respect to a strong egalitarian version of equality. If
the aim of the legislation is perceived to be strict equality of outcomes, any rule or
practice including equal treatment that prevents the achievement of an egalitarian

6 Eg EC Directive 2000/78, Art 2.2(6); Civil Rights Act 1964, Title VII, 42 USC s 2000e-2(a)(2) and
(k)

7 M. B. Abram, ‘Affirmative Action: Fair Shakers and Social Engineers’ (1986) 99 Harvard Law
Review 1312. This conflict was the conceptual framework within which US constitutional law
addressed the issue of reverse discrimination: Regents of University of California v Bakke, 438 US
265, 98 S Ct 2733 (1978) (Supreme Ct US).

8 C. McCrudden, ‘Changing Notions of Discrimination’ in S. Guest and A. Milne (eds), Equality
and Discrimination: Essays in Freedom and Justice ARSP Vol 21 (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1985)
86; J. Gardner, ‘Liberals and Unlawful Discrimination’ (1989) 9 OJLS 1. The variety of possible
distributive senses of equality found in the law is explored in S. Fredman, Discrimination Law
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002) Chapter 1; C. Barnard and B. Hepple, ‘Substantive
Equality’ (2000) 59 CLJ 562.

9 Directive 2000/78/EC of 27 November 2000, OJ L 303, 2.12.2000, 16 establishing a general
framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation, article 7(1); see also on sex
discrimination in particular Treaty Establishing the European Community Article 142(4).
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outcome must be questioned. For example, if the egalitarian outcome is defined as
an equal distribution of jobs between men and women, any rule or practice that
obstructs that goal would have to be challenged, including an equal treatment
principle that insists that men and women should be assessed on their merits,
disregarding their sex. But the same problem arises in connection with any
substantive conception of equality, including the apparently less ambitious goals
of equality of opportunity and equality of resources. Whenever the legislation
seeks a particular substantive outcome that concerns a distribution of advantages
among social groups, a procedural rule that forbids consideration of membership
of groups as a relevant criterion for decisions must obstruct the pursuit of that
goal.

Courts have to resolve this tension between the equal treatment principle and
substantive conceptions of equality in particular instances. The predominant
method in Europe is to use a test of ‘proportionality’.’® In the United States,
courts apply the equivalent test of ‘strict scrutiny’.!! The gist of these tests is that
specific measures designed to achieve substantive equality must not be
disproportionate violations of the equal treatment principle. Although this
formulation provides a tool for judicial examination of the issue, it does not
resolve the tension between the equal treatment principle and substantive
conceptions of equality. The more a specific measure is likely to achieve the
desired substantive equality, the greater will be the tension with the equal
treatment principle, and the harder it will be to justify under the test of
proportionality. A court has to produce fine distinctions between measures that
represent only minor and necessary deviations from the equal treatment principle
and measures that go too far in the pursuit of a desired egalitarian outcome.
Wherever the line is drawn, a decision can always be criticised as displaying either
a slavish adherence to the equal treatment principle or a dangerous sacrifice of the
principle. The tension remains between, on the one hand, an aim of ensuring equal
treatment for all citizens regardless of certain characteristics such as sex and race,
and on the other hand, an aim of achieving a more equal distribution of welfare or
resources among all citizens that may require in some instances different treatment
on the grounds of those same characteristics.

Many possible routes have been proposed as providing a better reconciliation of
the tension between the equal treatment principle and substantive conceptions of
equality. Here I do not want to enter into the details of these proposals, except to
draw out of them a sense of the strategic choices that can be made and lessons that
may be learned from following various paths.

One route for resolving the tension is to seek a substantive conception of
equality that is sufficiently limited that it rarely, if ever, clashes with the equal
treatment principle. The idea of ‘equality of opportunity’ provides an example of
this approach. Leaving aside the indeterminacy of this notion, the strategy of

10 Abrahamsson & Anderson v Fogelgvist C- 407/98 [2000] ECR 1-5539, [2002] ICR 932; Application
by Badeck, C-158/97 [2000] ECR I-1875, [2000] IRLR 432; Lommers v Minister Van Landbouw,
Natuurbeheer En Visserij C-476/99 [2002] IRLR 430; S. Fredman, Discrimination Law (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2002) 136-143. These cases discuss the application of the earlier Equal
Treatment Directive 76/207 Art 2(4), which is limited to sex discrimination, and uses the slightly
different wording of the concept of ‘equal opportunity’ rather ‘equality in practice’. However, this
provision has to be read in the context of EC Treaty Art 142(2), as amended by the Treaty of
Amsterdam, that uses the formulation of ‘full equality in practice’, now implemented by EC
Directive 2002/73, creating new Art 2(8).

11 ‘Strict scrutiny’ requires that a discriminatory law or administrative act must further a compelling
state interest by the most narrowly tailored means available: Korematsu v United States (1994) 323
US 214, 65 S Ct 193 (Supreme Ct US).
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defining a goal that less frequently requires deviation from the equal treatment
principle is plainly a step towards a better resolution of the problem. Nevertheless,
this route can never be entirely successful. If the narrow distributive aim has any
substantive content at all, it must at some point come into tension with a
procedural rule that is blind to outcomes.

A second strategy consists in confining the strict application of the equal
treatment principle to certain distributive allocations. For example, it might be
proposed that equal treatment should be rigorously observed in hiring decisions,
but with respect to training and other ‘outreach’ measures, equal treatment should
be sacrificed in the pursuit of a substantive goal such as fair equality of opportunity.
The problem that this strategy encounters is to explain the principle on which the
division of distributive allocations should be drawn. In practice, the law does not
seek to draw such a division, but rather applies the equal treatment principle across
the board. The legal question remains whether the departure from equal treatment
in the allocation of training and other benefits represents a disproportionate
violation of the equal treatment principle. For example, legislation in the United
Kingdom permits employers and training bodies to grant preferential access to
training to a particular racial group, but only if there are either no members of the
racial group doing the work for which training is supphed or their proportion is
comparatively small.!? Similarly, in a case concerning an employer’s child-care
facility reserved exclusively for women employees, the European Court of Justice
concluded that the employer’s measure failed the test of proportlonahty, because it
excluded male employees who take care of children by themselves.'® The strategy of
isolating some distributive decisions from the application of the equal treatment
principle, though possible in theory, appears to be unacceptable in practice owing to
the force of the equal treatment ideal.

A third strategy for resolving the tension tries to dispense with the equal
treatment principle altogether by redefining it as ‘equal worth’, ‘equal respect’, or
‘treatment as an equal’.'* Under these formulations, different treatment in the
pursuit of a distributive goal is unobjectionable provided that it does not involve
disrespect for any group. Indeed, equal respect, partlcularly when formulated as a
claim for recognition and empowerment of an identity,'> may require different
treatment, because respect (or recognition or cultural empowerment) may involve
accepting and accommodating difference.'® Although this strategy avoids the
tension we have been considering, it achieves this result only by discarding the
equal treatment principle. A white male at the receiving end of adverse treatment
arising from an affirmative action quota can perhaps accept that his treatment
may not involve bad motives or disrespect, but it certainly involves unequal
treatment, partial treatment, or different treatment on the basis of gender or race.
His right to be treated with respect and dignity may not have been infringed, but
his other right to equal treatment has been plainly violated. Radical voices in
favour of diversity may not be concerned about the abandonment of an equal
treatment principle, because of its tendency to impose a hegemonic white, male,

12 Race Relations Act 1976 ss 37, 38.

13 Lommers v Minster Van Landbouw, Natuurbeheer en Visserij C-476/99 [2002] IRLR 430.

14 R. Dworkin, A Matter of Principle (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986) 301; R. Kennedy, ‘Persuasion
and Distrust: A Comment on the Affirmative Action Debate’ (1986) 99 Harvard Law Review 1327.

15 N. Fraser, Justice Interruptus: Crtical Reflections on the ‘Postsocialist’” Condition (New York:
Routledge, 1997); D. Cooper, “‘And You Can’t Find Me Nowhere”: Relocating Identity and
Structure with Equality Jurisprudence’ (2000) 27 Journal of Law and Society 249.

16 1. M. Young, above n 3, Chapter 6.
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heterosexual norm. Yet anti-discrimination laws in their definitions of direct
discrimination and the application of the test of proportionality in practice insist
upon a process involving equal treatment, not merely equal respect. If we accept
that an equal treatment principle will remain at the core of anti-discrimination
laws, what we can draw out of this strategy is rather the recognition that as well as
equal treatment, anti-discrimination laws may also seek to uphold a principle of
equal respect. These two principles may produce a new tension when equal respect
requires different treatment. I doubt whether this new tension could be adequately
resolved without reference to a distributive goal that explains when equal respect
should override equal treatment.

A final strategy for resolving the tension between the equal treatment principle
and a substantive aim of equality that I want to highlight is one that diminishes
the principle to an instrumental rule. This interpretation identifies a distributive
goal as the dominant aim of the legislation, and regards equal treatment as a
useful guide to how the aim of the law should be implemented, though whenever
the substantive goal requires different treatment, the principle of equal treatment
should be ignored. Again this strategy provides a route for resolving the tension,
though it encounters considerable difficulty in explaining why the anti-
discrimination laws as currently formulated seem to place equal treatment as a
dominant principle. This strategy must also provide an intelligible and coherent
account of the distributive goal to be attributed to the legislation, and it must have
a plausible explanation of why the pursuit of this goal normally involves the
procedural test of equal treatment.

From this perfunctory review of the strategic choices available to accounts of the
aims of anti-discrimination laws, I draw a number of lessons. First, any plausible
interpretation of the aims of these laws must award the equal treatment principle
an important role. The second point is, however, that an explanation of why
different treatment is sometimes required or permitted seems to necessitate the
inclusion of a distributive aim for the legislation. It is the distributive aim that
explains when and why deviations from equal treatment should be required or
permitted. Thirdly, an additional principle of equal respect or equal worth
probably should also be attributed to the legislation, but not to the exclusion of the
equal treatment principle. Nor does this additional principle remove the need for
attributing a distributive aim to the legislation. Fourthly, any distributive aim
attributed to the legislation will have a trajectory that will eventually bring it into
tension with the equal treatment principle. Although this tension can be reduced by
diminishing the ambitions of the distributive goal, it never disappears entirely. The
final lesson to be drawn is that it may be possible to define a distributive goal that
entails the use of equal treatment as its operational principle, but which also sets
limits to its operation by reference to the distributive goal. The two main difficulties
confronting such an interpretation of the aims of the anti-discrimination legislation
are to define an appropriate distributive goal and to explain why this goal requires
considerable weight to be attached to the equal treatment principle.

All these considerations point towards a solution that attributes a weak
egalitarian distributive goal to the legislation, such as equality of opportunity.
Such a phrase both implies that equal treatment should be the normal practice,
but also admits the possibility that to render opportunities equal in practice it may
be necessary to afford unequal treatment in some instances. On closer inspection,
however, such a solution proves painfully inadequate. We know that equal
treatment will in practice not ensure equality of opportunity. Applying the
standard of equal treatment to people who have been disadvantaged in acquiring

20 © The Modern Law Review Limited 2003
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the types of skills, education, and experience that count as merit for the purpose of
qualifying for jobs merely tends to confirm or reinforce the effects of
disadvantage.!” In pursuit of the goal of equality of opportunity, therefore, we
need to intervene to give preferential treatment to disadvantaged groups. The
problem is to know how far to take this intervention, because it is arguable that
whenever inequalities in results can be discerned, there must be some inequality of
opportunity that ought to be remedied. This problem is often addressed by
refining the goal to be one of fair equality of opportunity, which of course merely
restates the problem under the rubric of fairness. The question becomes when is it
fair to treat people in exactly the same way, and when is it fair to treat them
differently.

What interests me about this formulation of the possible distributive goal for
anti-discrimination legislation is that it eschews any direct reference to
conceptions of equality. Some notion of equality may form part of the idea of
fairness, but that is not a necessary conclusion. This step opens up the possibility
that the distributive aim of the legislation can be adequately described without
reference to conceptions of equality. But if not some notion of substantive
equality, what kind of distributive aim might be attributed to the legislation?

At this point in the argument, we may turn towards an examination of the
explicit political justifications for the legislation that can be discovered in
contemporary government documents. As we might expect, these documents
include frequent references to various conceptions of equality, particularly
equality of opportunity and equal worth. But there are also two other strands
in the political justifications for the legislation. One stresses the economic benefits
to be obtained by enabling all members of a nation’s workforce to participate in
the economy to the fullest extent of their potential. This argument comprises a
standard justification put forward by governments for regulation of labour
markets that the proposed regulation will improve the competitiveness of
business.!® A second strand of justification, however, should interest us more,
because it is more directly aimed at explaining the aim of anti-discrimination laws.
This element of the official discourse refers to the notion of social inclusion as a
key justification for anti-discrimination laws.

Social inclusion

‘Discrimination usually amounts to exclusion in some form.”’ No doubt we
should be wary of attaching too much significance to political rhetoric. Some may
be mere froth, and most may be deliberately ambiguous. But I think that the
notion of social inclusion represents a significant shift in political thought, because
it fits neatly into a general strategic need of “Third Way’ politics.2® The Third Way

17 B. Hepple, ‘Discrimination and Equality of Opportunity - Northern Irish Lessons’ (1990) 10
OJLS 408; I. M. Young, above n 3, Chapter 7; B. Parekh, ‘The Case for Positive Discrimination’
in B. Hepple and E. Szyszczak (eds), Discrimination: The Limits of Law (London: Mansell, 1992)
272.

18 H. Collins, ‘Regulating the Employment Relation for Competitiveness’ (2001) 30 ILJ 17.

19 Department of Trade and Industry, Towards Equality and Diversity: Implementing the Employ-
ment and Race Directives, Consultation Document http://www.dti.gov.uk/er (2001) para 1.2.

20 For elucidation of the ‘Third Way’, see A. Giddens, The Third Way: The Renewal of Social
Democracy (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1998); ‘A. Giddens, The Third Way and its Critics
(Cambridge: Polity, 2000); and the essays collected in A. Giddens (ed), The Global Third Way
Debate (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001).
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tries to distance itself from egalitarian ideals associated with traditional socialist
movements, whilst promising more practical and effective measures towards a
fairer society than those offered by traditional social democratic parties. The
category of the socially excluded is more precise than those suffering from
economic poverty. The group of the socially excluded is defined rather as people
who are effectively prevented from participating in the benefits of citizenship or
membership of society owing to a combination of barriers, of which poverty is
merely one. Other barriers include poor educational opportunities, membership of
a disfavoured racial minority, an inaccessible location, responsibility for family
dependants, or, more commonly a combination of such factors.?! By aiming to
eradicate social exclusion, the centre-left political parties can steer a path between,
on the one hand, promising strong egalitarian measures involving substantial tax
and transfer measures, and, on the other, merely offering a protection of rights
without any substantive commitments to distributive justice or a fairer society.

Although the phrase social exclusion spins continuously from the lips of
politicians in Europe and has become a centrepiece of European Community
Social Policy,? it is seldom defined. When clarification is given, there are certainly
convenient ambiguities and puzzling divergences in meanings.?> Yet the same
might be said about the concept of equality, and that does not prevent us from
taking the ideal of equality seriously. The problem is rather that the concept of
social inclusion is less familiar than equality, so that its meanings and implications
appear even murkier. It is not part of the familiar repertoire of liberal political
theory or inscribed routinely in constitutions and declarations of rights.
Sometimes appeals to the principle of social inclusion amount to no more than
coded demands for equality of results or a more egalitarian society. Here I will
concentrate, however, on the strands in this discourse that distinguish it from
conceptions of equality including egalitarian notions of welfare.

Social inclusion is an aim or principle of justice. It is often mistaken for an
egalitarian notion of distributive justice. This mistake is understandable, because
the demands of social inclusion may require help to be given to the same groups
such as the poor who are favoured by laws based upon egalitarian justifications.
Social inclusion and egalitarian ideals share a concern about outcomes or
distributive patterns. Yet there is also a fundamental difference. Social inclusion
does not seek the same or broadly equivalent outcomes for citizens. It
concentrates its attention not on relative disadvantage between groups, but rather
on the absolute disadvantage of particular groups in society. The objective is not
some notion of equality of welfare, but one of securing a minimum level of welfare
for every citizen. Its typical targets are ‘child poverty’, ‘unemployed youth’, or
‘racial minorities in deprived neighbourhoods’, not a more general equalisation of
welfare.

21 For a guide to the range of policy issues encapsulated in the idea of social inclusion: Social
Exclusion Unit, Cabinet Office, Preventing Social Exclusion, (March 2001) http://www.cabinet-
office.gov.uk/seu/2001/pse/PSE%20HTML /default.htm. For a global perspective on the origins
and significance of the notion of social inclusion: G. Rodgers, C. Gore and J. B. Figueiredo (eds),
Social Exclusion: Rhetoric, Reality, Responses (Geneva: International Institute for Labour
Studies, International Labour Office, 1995).

22 Decision No 50/2002/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 7 December 2001
establishing a programme of Community action to encourage cooperation between Member
States to combat social exclusion, OJ L10, 12/01.2002 1.

23 R. Levitas, The Inclusive Society? Social Exclusion and New Labour (London: Macmillan, 1998);
R. Lister, ‘Strategies for Social Inclusion: promoting Social Cohesion or Social Justice? in
P. Askonas and A. Stewart (eds), Social Inclusion: Possibilities and Tensions (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 2000) 37.
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This difference from the ideal of equality of outcomes can lead another mistaken
view that social inclusion must therefore be concerned with equality of resources.
The idea of equality of resources is that individuals should be assured as far as
possible an equal chance in society to achieve their goals or that there should be
equality of opportunity. Without investigating further the controversial questions
of what might be meant by ‘resources’ or ‘opportunity’ in those formulations, we
can distinguish the aim of social inclusion on two grounds. First, social inclusion
does not set itself the task of ensuring an equal distribution of resources or
opportunities. The point is rather that because some groups have so few resources
or opportunities, we should redress that position without undertaking a broader
redistribution. Many advocates of the ‘Third Way’ support equality of
opportunity in order to distance themselves from egalitarian goals and to stress
their respect for individual autonomy.”* Given their acceptance of the limited
capacities of governments effectively to redistribute resources or opportunities in a
market society, however, their ambitions for regulation seem to be confined in
practice to helping those who are completely excluded. The second, fundamental,
difference from equality of resources consists in the concern for social inclusion as
an outcome. It is not enough under the aim of social inclusion to give a bigger
share of resources or opportunities to disadvantaged groups, and leave them to
choose whether to take up the possibilities they provide. Social inclusion is
committed to the achievement of outcomes, not just life-chances. The significance
of this point emerges more clearly if we consider the nature of the outcome to
which social inclusion aspires.

The aim of social inclusion is a type of welfarism in the sense that the outcome
sought is to improve the welfare of disadvantaged groups. Yet it is not the same as
utilitarianism or the maximisation of welfare, for social inclusion gives priority to
the welfare of the targeted groups, even if redistribution in their favour does not
maximise utility.>> Furthermore, we should d1st1ngu1sh the type of welfare sought
by social inclusion from that used frequently in economics and policy sciences.
The type of welfare required under the aim of social inclusion is not the
satisfaction of preferences formed exogenously, to which the state adopts a neutral
attitude. There is a perfectionist element in the idea of social mclusron, in that
there is a conception of the essential elements of ‘well-being’.?® These essential
elements of ‘well-being’ include material goods such as food and shelter, but also
include opportunities to participate in meaningful ways in social life. These non-
material goods include a fulfilling level of education, participation in politics,?’
cultural activities, and work. Individuals should be able to pursue their chosen
goals in relation to these non-material goods in order to achieve a state of ‘well-
being’. Thus ‘well-being’ combines subjectivist and objectivist notions of welfare.
‘Well-being’ is objectivist to the extent that it identifies particular kinds of

24 A. Giddens (2000) above n 20, 85-89; R. Mullender, ‘Theorizing the Third Way: Qualified
Consequentialism, the Proportionality Principle, and the New Social Democracy’ (2000) 27
Journal of Law and Society 493; H. Collins, ‘Is There a Third Way in Labour Law? in
J. Conaghan, M. Fischl and K. Klare (eds), Labour Law in An Era of Globalization (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2002) 449.

25 1 am drawing here on the distinctions drawn between egalitarianism, welfarism, and a principle of
priority (of which social inclusion is an example) by D. Parfitt, ‘Equality or Priority? in
M. Clayton and A. Williams (eds), The Idea of Equality (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000) 81.

26 This notion of welfare is used by, amongst others, J. Gray, ‘Inclusion: A Radical Critique’ in
P. Askonas and A. Stewart (eds), above n 22, 19, 28; J. Raz, The Morality of Freedom (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1986) Chapter 12; and, possibly, A. Giddens (2000) above n 20, 88.

27 1. M. Young, Inclusion and Democracy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).
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activities such as work, education, politics, and culture as the most significant sites
for the achievement of ‘well-being’. But ‘well-being’ is also subjectivist because the
individual is permitted a range of choices about goals in relation to these
worthwhile activities.

Although no sharp line can be drawn that determines the minimum acceptable
level for these material and non-material goods, social inclusion insists that
wherever the line is drawn, everyone should be raised to that level. It is therefore
not sufficient for governments to provide material resources in order to tackle
social exclusion. Non-material goods such as work are, if comparisons can be
made, more essential elements of ‘well-being’, and social inclusion demands that
disadvantaged groups should receive those non-material goods. Access to non-
material goods requires, first, that the social organisation of these activities
permits everyone to enter them without insurmountable barriers, and secondly,
that each person enjoys the ability to choose between a range of possible goals in
relation to these activities.

This emphasis upon the distribution of non-material goods derives from the
deepest ambition of the aim of social inclusion. Although we have observed that
social inclusion shares with equality a concern with the distributive allocations to
groups and individuals in a society, its more fundamental objective is the outcome
of social cohesion. Social inclusion is a theory of how society can be integrated
and harmonious. At its simplest, the theory is that if everyone participates fully in
society, they are less likely to become alienated from the community and will
conform to its social rules and laws. Social inclusion fosters social cohesion or, to
use an older concept, solidarity. The outcome sought by policies of social inclusion
is therefore not merely justice for individuals but also a stable social order.

The significance of the connection between social cohesion and social inclusion
needs to be stressed. In contemporary liberal theories of justice, it is usually
presented as sufficient to establish social order that we should establish a just or
nearly just society.?® If the conditions of justice are met, it is argued that we owe a
moral or political duty to uphold those institutions and to obey the laws that
express them. In practice, contemporary governments do not appear to place so
much faith in a sense of moral duty. They recognise rather that social order is
fragile and that they need to take measures to promote social cohesion. At times
this recognition results in authoritarian regimes, which are indeed unacceptable
and do not deserve moral support. But governments influenced by the ‘Third Way’
use more subtle methods to promote social cohesion, which, though not entirely
free from coercion, avoid the excesses of authoritarian states. The aim of social
inclusion is precisely to establish conditions and opportunities that induce all
citizens to participate in society and to come to value its institutions and
potentials. ‘People who are economically disengaged often become more generally
disengaged, reinforcing the democratic deficit’.?®

This additional element of social cohesion explains in part the presence of the
objectivist (or perfectionist) dimension of ‘well-being’, and it also accounts for the
paternalist strand in government policies about social inclusion. Whereas the aim
of equality of opportunity seeks to put people in a position in which they are able
to participate in the economy and other aspects of social life, the aim of social

28 J. Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971) Chapter 6; R. Dworkin,
Law’s Empire (London: Fontana, 1986) 195-216.

29 Barbara Roche, Minister for Women, ‘Equality in the 21*' Century’, speech to Institute of Public
Policy Research 15" May 2002, http:/www.ippr.org/press/index.
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inclusion also seems to include an element that sometimes requires people to
become included. There are no rights without responsibilities. With respect to
work, for instance, social inclusion policies, though not forcing people to work,
strenuously try with a mixture of carrots and sticks to drive people into work. The
carrots are ‘in-work’ benefits and negative earned income tax,’° which are
designed to ensure that work provides more material benefits than welfare
benefits; and the sticks are the removal of welfare benefits from those who do not
co-operate in seeking to find employment.®! These pohcles can be described as
paternalist, because they assert, for instance, that work is good for the individual
and soc1ety, and, even if you don’t want to work, you should, if you possibly
can.>? Moreover, it is insisted that nearly everyone can work, provided that
individuals receive appropriate training and education, and that employers
dismantle unnecessary exclusionary rules. This coercive element distinguishes the
principle of social inclusion from even the broadest versions of equality of
opportunity, which leave individuals with the freedom and the responsibility to
make their own life-choices, including indolence.*

It follows that there is a difference in scope between egalitarian welfarist policies
and social inclusion. An egalitarian objective sets the outcomes that it wishes to
achieve, but has little to say about the means that should be used. The method
could be one of regulating both the institutions of government and the market.
Alternatively, the method could be one of progressive taxation and welfare
benefits, leaving untouched the institutions of civil society and the market. In
contrast, social inclusion requires regulation of social institutions. Money is not an
acceptable substitute for the non-material goods that form a core of ‘well-being’.
In the case of work, for instance, having a job differs from receiving the same
amount of money in welfare benefits. A job provides the opportunity to acquire
knowledge and skills, to participate in the workplace community, to achieve
meaningful goals, to acquire status or identity in the community, and to form
friendships. The policy of social inclusion wishes to distribute these non-material
goods to all members of society. Work is not regarded as a means to an end of
material wealth, but an end in itself, because it is a vital ingredient of ‘well-being’.
And the achievement of ‘well-being’ for all groups is an essential element in
constructing a civil and safe community.

I will need to add further elements to this brief description of the aim of social
inclusion as we consider its implications as a potential justification for the aims of
anti-discrimination laws. What has not yet been mentioned, and which needs to be
recognised at the outset, is that the theory of social inclusion, like all political
theories, was not developed in a vacuum, but rather evolved in response to an
analysis of contemporary social problems. It is a product of the politics of rich
Western countries in the late twentieth century. In those countries, a majority of
the population had enjoyed since 1945 an unprecedented continuous period of

30 Tax Credits Act 1999.

31 Welfare Reform and Pensions Act 1999; Social Security (Welfare to Work) Regulations 1998,
1998 SI 2231. On the ‘New Deal’, see P. Cressey, ‘New Labour and Employment, Training and
Employee Relations’ in M. Powell (ed), New Labour, New Welfare State? (Bristol: Policy Press,
1999) 171, 177.

32 Department of Social Security, New Ambitions for Our Country: A New Contract for Welfare, Cm
3805 (1998).

33 This element of freedom and responsibility in liberal notions of equality is highlighted in
R. Dworkin, ‘Does Equality Matter?’ in A. Giddens (ed), above n 19, 172, 177. For a critique of
coercive (or communitarian) welfare to work programmes in the USA: A. L. Alstott, ‘Work vs
Freedom: A Liberal Challenge to Employment Subsidies’ (1999) 108 Yale L J 967.

© The Modern Law Review Limited 2003 25

This content downloaded from 147.251.229.136 on Thu, 09 Apr 2015 08:50:37 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

The Modern Law Review [Vol. 66

growing prosperity and had been able to afford the institutional arrangements of
the Welfare State. But these arrangements seemed to be threatened by a minority
who had not participated in that prosperity and who seemed unwilling to accept
the norms of civil society. Although the material needs of this minority were
usually met by the Welfare State, they did not participate in society, and indeed
appeared alienated. There was a concern about the breakdown of social order in
inner cities, and particularly about a pattern of young people never joining in the
institutions of civil society - voting, working, marrying and forming families.
Instead of the Welfare State providing a solution, it was diagnosed as a source of
the problem.>* It was argued that welfare dependency actually promoted the way
of life that rejected the institutions of a liberal and civil society. Whereas equality
had been the political ideal required to incorporate the working class into civil
society, the idea of social inclusion was the political response to the need to
integrate the non-working class.

Having described these elements of the aim of social inclusion, we can now
consider whether this aim informs anti-discrimination laws. Recall that the reason
why social inclusion interests us is that it may provide an answer to the question of
when is it fair to insist upon equal treatment and when is it fair to deviate from
that standard. I approach this task by identifying an architecture for anti-
discrimination laws that seems to be implicit in the aim of social inclusion. My
analysis highlights four pillars: how the social problem to be addressed by anti-
discrimination laws is conceived within the policy of social inclusion; how social
inclusion justifies deviation from the equal treatment principle; the methods of
proof of unlawful discrimination; and the extent of the requirement for positive
discrimination in the pursuit of social inclusion. This analysis enables us to
identify the extent to which a social inclusion justification may explain the aims
and the content of the current law, though it also provides a critical perspective on
possible inadequacies in the legislation.

Structural disadvantage

What is the problem that anti-discrimination laws address? The equal treatment
principle defines the problem narrowly as direct discrimination, that is treating a
person differently on the ground of sex, race, or some other suspect classification.
But in so far as anti-discrimination laws deviate from that standard, it is clear that
the social problem is regarded as one involving structural or systematic
disadvantage for protected groups. The notion of structural disadvantage
combines two elements: first, an appreciation that there are patterns of
disadvantage or that there are groups that seem to be disproportionately and
persistently in worse positions; and second, that there are certain permanent
arrangements, practices, institutions, and social structures that produce this
outcome. The way in which we define the nature and sources of structural
disadvantage provides a framework for the ambit of anti-discrimination laws. To
understand this framework, it is helpful to disentangle three elements of the
problem of structural disadvantage: the composition of the disadvantaged groups,
the nature of their disadvantage, and the nature of the structures that tend to
produce that disadvantage.

34 For a lively analysis of the problem: W. Hutton, The State We'’re In (London: Vintage, 1996)
Chapter 7.

26 © The Modern Law Review Limited 2003

This content downloaded from 147.251.229.136 on Thu, 09 Apr 2015 08:50:37 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

January 2003] Discrimination, Equality and Social Inclusion
Disadvantaged groups

Equality justifications for anti-discrimination laws lack a determinate view of how
to constitute the groups for comparison. The principle that different groups
should be treated equally (in otherwise similar circumstances) does not describe
how these groups should be composed. Any group can claim that it is not being
treated equally and demand that it should receive protection from the law. The
groups might be comprised by reference to genetic endowments, socially
constructed categories, legal classifications such as nationality, or some other
criterion of classification. What is crucial is that the group is able to claim
plausibly that membership of the group puts individuals at a disadvantage. One
effect of the indeterminacy of protected groups under the equal treatment
principle is that the province of anti-discrimination laws always remains
contested.®

In contrast, social inclusion provides a more determinate criterion for the
composition of protected groups. The question is whether the group is one that in
practice has been disproportionately socially excluded compared to the population
as a whole. Under this criterion, for instance, single parents become a group to be
protected, because the lack of affordable and adequate child-care arrangements
tends to exclude them from material and non-material benefits. The principle of
equality neither rules out single parents as a group to be protected, nor does it
require them to be constituted as a group for the purposes of discrimination law.
On the criterion of social inclusion, however, sex is not so clearly a criterion for
the composition of a protected group. Within the category of women, there are
certainly groups of women that suffer from social exclusion, such as those who are
pregnant or parents of young children. It may be argued, furthermore, that most
women suffer from some comparative disadvantage during their lives, because the
potential for pregnancy has an adverse effect on all women in the labour market,
so that all women should be regarded as a protected class under the test of social
exclusion. But the social inclusion criterion for disadvantaged groups seems
unlikely to include men as a class, so that sex on its own as a source of group
composition, as opposed to discrimination against women, would not qualify as a
relevant criterion for the composition of a protected group. Similarly, if we
consider age discrimination in employment, justifications for legal intervention
based on equality certainly permit the inclusion of this category, but also lack any
justification for confining it to particular age groups. In contrast, a justification
based on social exclusion would notice the disproportionate levels of unemploy-
ment of older people, and, having determined when age becomes a serious
disadvantage in the labour market, that is about the age of 55, would regulate
against discrimination in hiring practices that exclude directly or indirectly
workers aged 55 or above. A similar finding of disadvantage might also lead to
protection of workers under the age of 22. Notice as well that social inclusion is
not interested in whether the group is classified by unalterable genetics, socially
constructed qualities, or legally imposed characteristics, factors which are
sometimes used to determine the scope of discrimination laws under equality

35 S. Fredman, above n 10, 76-82. Fredman argues that equality must be underpinned by the idea of
dignity to provide determinacy, following constitutional developments in this direction in South
Africa and Canada (at 119-121). Gardner proposes alternatively a theory of autonomy as the
basis for the identification of groups: J. Gardner, ‘On the Ground of Her Sex(uality)’ (1998) 18
OJLS 168, a review of, and supporting in this respect, R. Wintemute, Sexual Orientation and
Human Rights (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).
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justifications. Nor is it interested in whether the group is regarded with disrespect.
The composition of groups is determined by reference to the objective of social
inclusion, which can draw upon any system of classification. Examples of this
variety might include single parents (regardless of sex) or residents in particular
postcodes that include high levels of minority ethnic exclusion.

Considering contemporary anti-discrimination legislation, there is certainly a
pattern of the definition of protected groups that reflects an equality justification.
Protection is usually afforded to both a group and its symmetrical opposite, thus
upholding a pr1n01ple of equal treatment There are, however, some exceptions to
this pattern, as in the gase of disability,>® married persons,’” persons undergoing
gender reassignment.*® These exceptions are compatible with a social exclusion
approach to the definition of protected groups.

Nature of disadvantage

An equality justification is also indeterminate with respect to the character of
problematic disadvantage. If the aim of the law is conceived more precisely as
equality of opportunity, or of resources, or of welfare, that additional element
provides a more determinate description of the nature of the required
disadvantage, though the possible range of disadvantages to be considered
remains broad. Disadvantages resulting from discrimination may occur in any
walk of life. For the purposes of eliminating disadvantages that infringe some
standard of equality, there is no reason to limit the potential scope of the
disadvantages to be addressed, even in the dark corners of the private sphere.®

Yet when discrimination laws are enacted, they address particular targets such
as employment, education, the provision of public services, and many other
aspects of business and social associations. First among these targets is invariably
access to employment, or, more precisely, the ability to earn a living through the
provision of services to others. What accounts for this focus on work? The answer
cannot be that discriminatory practices are more prevalent in employment than
other social contexts. This hypothesis seems improbable. Considerations of
efficiency propel employers to hire the most productive workers regardless of sex
or race. Direct or intentional discrimination in hiring practices is not usually an
objective of employers, because it is likely to be inefficient. Discrimination
becomes efficient for employers only to the extent that, by using criteria of group
membership as a proxy for a test for productivity of a job applicant, the employer
saves on transaction costs (the costs of investigating the relative productivity of
job ap?hcants) to such an extent that the savings exceed the costs of mistaken _]ob
offers.”™ Discrimination seems much more likely to flourish when the economic
consequences are insignificant, that is in daily social interactions.

36 Disability Discrimination Act 1995.

37 Sex Discrimination Act 1975 s 3; but EC Directive 2002/73, new Art 2(1) implies a symmetrical
approach for ‘martial or family status.’

38 Sex Discrimination Act 1975 s 2A (as amended by Sex Discrimination (Gender Reassignment)
Regulations 1999, ST 1999/1102.

39 There are other reasons for confining the scope of discrimination laws in the private sphere:
J. Gardner, ‘Private Activities and Personal Autonomy: At the Margins of Anti-discrimination
Law’, in B. Hepple and E. Szyszczak (eds), above n 17, 148.

40 G. S. Becker, The Economics of Discrimination (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957);
K. J. Arrow, ‘Models of Job Discrimination’ in A. Pascal (ed), Racial Discrimination in Economic
Life (Lexington MA, Lexington Books, D C Heath, 1972).
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The emphasis upon employment in discrimination laws is all the more striking
when we appreciate that hiring decisions by private employers comprise one of the
hardest targets for which to justify legal regulation. A justification for regulation is
easier within subsisting contractual relations, for the implied obligations of the
contract are likely to rule out most forms of discrimination. In employment
contracts, discriminatory decisions probably amount to a breach of the implied
obligation on the employer not to act in a way that destroys mutual trust and
confidence (in the UK), or a violation of some other general private law principle
such as performance in good faith in the USA, France, and Germany. In
connection with hiring practices, however, a private employer can rely upon a
right to freedom of association or freedom of contract to resist any legal
regulation.! In other contexts, such as the distribution of educational
opportunities by agencies of the state, this obstacle to regulation is absent. It
may be possible to argue that the right to freedom of association does not include
the right to discriminate in hiring decisions,*? but employers will nevertheless
assert that their freedom is being unjustifiably invaded in costly ways. To
overcome that objection, it is necessary to have a powerful argument for justifying
regulation of hiring practices, such as respect for the right to equal treatment or a
compelling distributive objective.*?

The reason why access to employment is the primary target of discrimination
laws surely lies in the significance we attach to the distribution of jobs in society.
The significance of employment is explained in part by its welfare effects. Since
most of us depend upon employment as our principle source of wealth, the
distribution of jobs by employers is a key distributive mechanism in society. If
hiring practices in the labour market lead to unequal distributive outcomes,
causing for example disproportionate levels of poverty among some minority
groups, egalitarian arguments might lead us to conclude that regulating hiring
practices should be the principal goal of discrimination laws. Yet this distributive
argument lacks an explanation of why the egalitarian goal should not be achieved
through taxation and welfare payments rather than through the regulation of
hiring decisions. What is required in addition is an explanation why the
distribution of the jobs themselves matters, not just the economic benefits flowing
from them.

Earlier it was argued that the notion of social inclusion attaches considerable
significance to possession of a job. The problem of social exclusion is that some
groups in society are denied the opportunity to participate in the mechanisms
offered by society through which they may establish meaning for their lives, the
connections of a community, and a sense of self-respect. Work provides for most
people one of the principal mechanisms for constructing meaning, community,
and status. Redistributive welfare programmes, though important for the relief of
economic hardship, cannot tackle except at the margins the problem of social
exclusion. Social inclusion thus provides an argument for targeting access to
employment as the primary concern of discrimination laws. It explains why access
to jobs should be the principal target of discrimination laws. ‘The best defence

41 R. A. Epstein, Forbidden Grounds: The Case Against Employment Discrimination Laws
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992).

42 For example, it might be argued that in order to protect other values or rights, limits are placed on
the discretion to select contractual partners.

43 Gardner explores this problem and also argues for quasi-public nature of employer’s hiring
decisions as an instrument of distribution in order to diminish the force of the claim of the
employer’s right to freedom of contract: J. Gardner, above n 8, 5-8.
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against social exclusion is having a job, and the best w &to get a job is to have a
good education, with the right training and experience.”™ This argument suggests
that in the selection of the nature of the disadvantages that should be addressed by
discrimination laws, the notion of social inclusion has played a role as an
underlying justification for legal regulation in determining the types of
disadvantage that need to be addressed.

Structures

Both formal and informal institutional arrangements of our society tend to
maintain existing distributive patterns, even once direct discrimination is
eliminated. For instance, the normal role of child care performed by women
puts them at a competitive disadvantage in seeking better jobs, which are typically
designed with hiring rules that favour work experience and set requirements of
long hours of work. This combination of formal institutional rules (the terms of
employment) and informal social norms (women taking primary responsibility for
child care) results in a predictable pattern of exclusion of women from the better
jobs, as evidenced in the continuing disparity between average rates of pay for men
and women. In order to address this type of distributive pattern, discrimination
laws were broadened to encompass the formal institutional rules, which, in
combination with informal social norms, have a discriminatory effect. Through
the tests of indirect discrimination or disparate impact, the law questions the
validity of the institutional rules, though it leaves untouched and unquestioned the
informal social norms.

Under the tests of indirect discrimination or disparate impact that the law uses
to tackle structural disadvantage, those who want to benefit from discrimination
laws have to rely upon stereotypes or social norms that they may wish to escape or
reject.*’ For example, a requirement of full-time work may be more difficult for
women to satisfy if they fulfil child-care responsibilities. In order to take
advantage of a remedy for indirect discrimination, a woman has to demonstrate
that the institutional rule has the effect of disproportionately excluding women
from work, because they comply with the social norm of fulfilling child-care
responsibilities. This reasoning is vulnerable to attack from those who wish to
reject the social stereotype and argue instead that women are not necessarily the
partner who should take child-care responsibility or that alternative methods of
child-care are available. Thus in Clymo v Wandsworth Borough Council,*® a rule
against job sharing the post of librarian was held not to be discriminatory against
women, because the claimant had had the choice to pay for full-time child-care. As
soon as the court or tribunal denies or rejects the social stereotype — in this
instance women typically stay at home to take care of young children — the legal
challenge to institutional discrimination begins to fall apart. This paradoxical
reliance of the law on indirect discrimination on the persistence of patterns of

44 Tony Blair, ‘Foreword by the Prime Minister’, Social Exclusion Unit, Office of the Prime
Minister, Brzdgtng the Gap: New Opportunities for 16-18 Year Olds Not in Educattan Employment
or Training, July 1999, Cm 4405, 6. The doctrine that ‘the best safeguard against social exclusion is
a job’ is also at the core of European Community Policy: Decision No 50/2002/EC, above n 21,
Recitals para 8. It should also be noted that access to education and training is always the second
important target of discrimination legislation.

45 N Lacey, Unspeakable Subjects: Feminist Essays in Legal and Social Theory (Oxford: Hart, 1998)

46 [1989] IRLR 241 EAT.
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structural disadvantage that it may be attempting to redress seems to be
determined by the underlying equality justification for the law. The ideal of
equality respects the choices of individuals about how they should lead their lives,

but says the law should insist upon equal respect for those choices.*” Respect for
those choices means that the law should not question social norms in so far as they
are conventions and patterns produced by the choice of individuals.*® Under this
equality justification, the prohibition against institutional discrimination should
concern only those rules that, though formally neutral, have in their application a
disparate adverse impact on certain groups as a result of attributes of those groups
which they have not chosen.

In contrast, owing to the paternalist and perfectionist element in the goal of
social inclusion, choices made by excluded groups that have the effect of
reinforcing their exclusion are not choices that the goal necessarily respects. The
social norms and conventions are themselves a target for discrimination laws, if
they have the effect that the groups who make such choices are thereby excluding
themselves from employment. Social inclusion thus questions both the institu-
tional rule and the social convention. In respect of the social convention that
women tend to take care of children, social inclusion challenges this convention to
the extent that it results in women becoming socially excluded. Because the
composition of groups is determined by reference to the criterion of social
exclusion, the argument becomes that parents with young children who do not
work and are not supported financially by a partner in work should not be
permitted to follow the social norm of taking respons1b111ty for childcare to the
extent of excluding themselves from the labour market.* Given the difficulty of
finding affordable child-care, parents may need part-time jobs in order to achleve
‘well-being’, a need reflected in the new right to ask for changes in working time.’
The problem with a hiring rule that precludes job sharing from this perspective is
not that it discriminates indirectly between men and women, but that it obstructs
people such as parents of young children who need job opportunities for part-time
work from entering the labour market. For the purposes of indirect discrimination
law, the implication of a social inclusion justification is that whether or not the
individual could have chosen to comply with the formal rule by departing from
social convention is irrelevant, because the aim is not equal or fair opportunity,
but the elimination of rules that have an exclusionary effect. It should be sufficient
to establish a claim for indirect discrimination to prove that an institutional
practice has that effect. It is possible to detect such a change in the new test for
indirect sex discrimination in employment. The amended Sex Discrimination Act
1975 section1(2)(b) drops the former element that asked whether a dispropor-
tionate number of women cannot comply with the hiring rule, and asks merely
whether the rule has a detrimental effect for a considerably larger proportion of
women, thus avoiding the issue of choice and social convention.!

Drawing together these observations about structural disadvantage, social
inclusion explains why access to employment is a primary target for the law, offers

47 R. Dworkin, above n 33.

48 S. Fredman, Women and the Law (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997) 288-290.

49 In this vein the Employment Act 2002 s 49 (adding s 2AA to the Social Security Administration
Act 1992) prescribes work-focussed interviews for non-working partners of claimants for social
security benefits with a view to a reduction of the claimant’s benefits for dependants.

50 Employment Act 2002s 47.

51 Sex Discrimination (Indirect Discrimination and Burden of Proof) Regulations 2001, SI 2001 No
2260, implementing the ‘Burden of Proof’ Directive 97/80/EC.
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a different and more determinate approach to defining the composition of
disadvantaged groups, and offers an alternative to the current law’s reliance upon
social norms in establishing claims for indirect discrimination. Clearly the aim of
social inclusion does not provide a satisfactory explanation of all aspects of the
law addressing structural disadvantage, but it does help to account for certain
features that are puzzling from the perspective of equality justifications.

Proving discrimination

An equality principle in anti-discrimination laws invariably requires a compara-
tive approach to proof. In relation to sex discrimination, for instance, the law of
direct discrimination launches an enquiry as to whether the woman was treated
less favourably than a man. The comparative approach initiates a search for a
man or a member of the majority group in similar circumstances, a search that
often proves fruitless unless one creates a hypothetical man. This legal
construction is often difficult to build, because a member of the majority or
privileged group is unlikely to have experienced structural disadvantages in a
similar way, so that it is hard to envisage how members of this group could find
themselves in sufficiently similar circumstances for a fair comparison to be made.
The law of indirect discrimination offers a route around this problem, though it
retains the comparative approach to proof. It permits women and minorities to
challenge an employer’s hiring rules on the ground that the rules have a
disproportionate adverse impact on them.

In contrast, the goal of social inclusion does not depend upon a comparison with
a man or some other privileged group. The policy of social inclusion asks for proof
that the rule or practice tends to reinforce the exclusion of an individual member of
an excluded group or most members of the excluded group. A comparison can
supply evidence of exclusionary effect, but it is not essential to proof. For example,
if the employer’s rule forbids part-time work, this rule reinforces the exclusion of
any groups such as single parents that may require part-time jobs. Even if it is
demonstrated that other groups are similarly or equally adversely affected by the
rule, the fact that this particular excluded group is disadvantaged by the
requirement is sufficient to provide a basis for a challenge to the rule.

It is evident that the formulations in current legislation reflect a comparative
approach to proof of discrimination that links them to a notion of equality.
Although the comparative approach is not always required, as in the case of
discrimination on grounds of pregnancy,? it is the dominant test. It is also worth
noting that, although a notion of equality holds sway in relation to proof of
discrimination, the precise conception of equality that should be applied is often
subject to dispute. This dispute emerges in connection with statistical comparisons
used to establish disparate impact or indirect discrimination. No doubt much of
the difficulty here can be attributed to a combination of the lack of precise
statistical information combined with the complexity of the test. This test requires
a comparison between the ratios of the privileged group to the protected group in
two statistical pools.>® The equal treatment principle tends to confine the pools for

52 Webb v EMO Air Cargo (UK) Ltd C-32/93 [1994] ICR 770, ECJ.

53 The clearest judicial statement of the correct comparative method was given by Mustill LJ in
Jones v Chief Adjudication Officer [1990] IRLR 533 CA 537. For an endorsement of the view that
comparative proportions are the correct statistical comparison (though not rigorously followed in
this case): R v Secretary of State for Employment ex p Seymour-Smith & Perez Case C-167/97
[1999] ECR 1-623 ECJ para 59) and C. Barnard and B. Hepple, above n 8, 571.
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statistical comparison, whereas a substantive equality of results principle points to
the relevance of a broadly composed pool of comparison, usually consisting of the
labour market as a whole. In the case of a hiring condition such as a particular
educational qualification, for instance, the focus of the equal treatment principle is
on whether the condition disproportionately adversely affected a protected group
within the set of job applicants. The relevant statistical comparison under this
approach is the proportions between privileged group and disadvantaged group in
the pool of job applicants compared to the proportions in the pool of those
employed. From the perspective of equality of results, however, the relevant
statistical pool should be defined at least as those available in the labour market
who could satisfy all the requirements for the job apart from the disputed
educational qualification. It is the proportions between privileged and disadvan-
taged groups who can and who cannot satisfy the condition that serves as the
comparison for establishing indirect discrimination. In respect of this difference
between the relevant statistical pools, it is possible to detect a contrast between the
courts in the USA, which favour the logic of equal treatment principle in the
selection of statistical pools of comparison,>* whereas UK courts have more
commonly adopted the logic of equality of results.>> This difference is obscured,
however, by the common problem of the unavailability of the relevant statistics
such as the racial composition of job applicants.

As a distributive principle concerned with results, the aim of social inclusion
supports the logic of selecting the broader pool of statistical comparison. The aim
of social inclusion is to eliminate exclusionary rules and practices regardless of
whether they have in fact excluded job applicants in the past. Yet the statistical
pool favoured by social inclusion differs slightly from the broadest pool favoured
by the goal of equality of results. The social inclusion principle does not focus on
the statistics for the labour market as a whole, unless the job concerned requires
minimal skills, because its concern is with those who possess the skills to benefit
from the job or those who could acquire them with training.

As well as supporting the use of broader statistical pools for comparison, the
aim of social inclusion may throw light on two other problems that emerge in
the comparative approach to proof. One difficulty concerns the interpretation
of statistical differences. The test for discrimination in EC law is not one of
statistical significance in a technical sense, but rather one that adopts a formula
that there must be disadvantage to a substantlally higher proportion’ of the
protected group.’® The puzzle posed by that test is why it detracts from the
commitment to equality, which should require merely a test of statistical
significance. There may be pragmatic considerations at work here, such as the
unreliability of the statistics themselves. But an additional explanation for
this slight deviation from the equality standard may be that the legislation
implicitly acknowledges that its distributive aim has to be more focussed on rules
that have a considerable exclusionary effect, and has to refrain from assessments
of the merits of every rule that produces results that deviate slightly from a normal
distribution.

54 Hazlewood School District v United States 433 US 299 (1977).

55 University of Manchester v Jones [1993] ICR 474 CA; Allonby v Accrington and Rossendale College
[2001] ICR 1189 CA.

56 Art 2 Directive 97/80 OJ L14 20.1.1998 6. It is unclear whether this test survives after the new
definitions of indirect discrimination in EC Directives 2000/78 and 2002/73, which use a new
formula of ‘particular disadvantage’.
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A second problem that claims of indirect discrimination sometimes have to
confront is the exclusionary effect of a combination of rules. For example, an
employer may use two hiring conditions such as a formal educational qualification
and a skill acquired through work experience. The approach to statistical
comparison under the equality principle requires a comparison between the group
in the labour market that can comply with all the requirements for the job and the
group that can comply with those requirements except for the omission of a
disputed criterion such as the formal educational qualification. The problem may
arise that, although any one hiring condition may not create a substantial
difference in the composition of the comparative pools, a combination of two or
more may have a significant exclusionary effect. There is a danger that under the
approach based on equality, an employer may be able to reject the inference of
indirect discrimination by insisting that each hiring requirement should be viewed
in isolation. The aim of social inclusion explains why this method of analysis is
unsatisfactory. Social exclusion is often the product of a combination of factors,
such as being a member of a minority group in a particular neighbourhood. A
disadvantaged group is therefore often identified in theories of social exclusion by
more than one criterion. The aim of social inclusion thus perhaps explains our
intuition that the method of analysis that examines each hiring condition in
isolation is unsatisfactory, because it does not appreciate the multi-faceted sources
of disadvantage in many instances.

Direct discrimination and a justification defence

In pursuit of the goal of social inclusion, the elimination of a strict comparative
approach to proof of discrimination necessitates the introduction of a justification
defence for both direct and indirect discrimination. Under most current
discrimination legislation, a general justification defence is restricted to indirect
discrimination, though narrower defences such as a genuine occupational
qualification are available in some instances of direct discrimination. The limited
availability of a justification defence to direct discrimination seems to be
mandated by the equal treatment principle. By requiring consistent treatment,
the equal treatment principle creates a strong presumption against the possibility
of justifying intentional discrimination. Any exceptions must be explained by
reference to some other important right, such as respect for privacy, or an
extremely tight requirement of necessity for job performance. In contrast, under
the principle of social inclusion, justifications for hiring rules that directly
discriminate can tolerate a broader range of considerations, provided that the
justifications are compatible with the aim of social inclusion. It is helpful to
examine one example of a justification defence to direct discrimination in greater
depth, for it reveals how a discrimination law based upon social inclusion rather
than equality approaches the task of defining discrimination.

The example is the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. Unlike most
discrimination laws, the test for legal responsibility in this Act is not essentially
a comparative criterion that contrasts the result of hiring decisions or rules
between disabled persons and those in otherwise similar circumstances without a

57 D. Ashiagbor, ‘The Intersection of Gender and Race in the Labour Market: Lessons for Anti-
Discrimination Law’ in A. Morris and T. O’Donnel (eds), Feminist Perspectives on Employment
Law (London: Cavendish, 1999) 139.
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disability. For example, if an employer operates a hiring rule that recruits must
receive a satisfactory medical report, and a disabled person receives an
unfavourable report as result of the disability, the way in which the law analyses
the case is to say that disability discrimination has occurred unless the employer
can demonstrate that the hiring rule is justified.>® It Is irrelevant that the hiring
rule applies equally to persons without a disability,® and it is not necessary to
prove disparate impact. Once it is shown that the rule has excluded a disabled
person, the question is not whether there was unequal treatment, but whether the
rule is justified in the sense that the reason for the rule is both material to the
circumstances of the particular case and substantial.®

This justification defence is further refined in section 5(2) of the Act, which holds
the employer legally responsible for disability discrimination, if the employer
cannot justify a failure to make reasonable adjustments to arrangements that place
a disabled person at a substantial disadvantage. Equal treatment is not good
enough. What the legislation requires is a dut g/ to treat disabled persons
differently, to make ‘reasonable accommodations’,”” not to treat them equally.

Although the formal justification defence under the DDA appears to impose a low
threshold,* the real substance of the justification issue is to be discovered in the
questlon whether the employer has failed to make reasonable ad]ustment for the
person’s disability. What amounts to a reasonable adjustment is guided by
the statute and an elaborate Code of Practice.® If an employer has complied with
the Code and considered all the possible adjustments that might be made for the
disabled person and only rejected those ones which it is reasonable to reject on
grounds of excessive cost, impossibility, and perhaps safety,** the final question of
whether in the particular circumstances of the case the hiring decision was justified
seems likely to impose only a low additional hurdle for employers. The important
question is whether all reasonable adjustments were considered, and here the tribunals
encounter the acute difficulty of balancing the costs to the employer of assessing and
making adjustments against the exclusionary effects of the hiring rules.

Under the policy of social inclusion it becomes possible, therefore, to recognise a
broad justification defence to direct discrimination. The core element of this
justification defence requires a demonstration that the objective of the rule serves
the goal of social inclusion. The potentlal width of justifications can be 1llustrated
by the facts and legal reasoning in James v Eastleigh Borough Council.®® The
Council operated a rule that persons of state pensionable age would be admitted
for free to the Council’s swimming pool. At that time the state pensionable age
was 60 for women and 65 for men. The application of this rule entailed that
Mr James, aged 61, paid the full charge whereas his wife of the same age entered
the pool at the concessionary rate. If this rule is assessed exclusively from the
perspective of a comparative equality principle, it seems to be an inescapable

58 London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham v Farnsworth [2000] IRLR 691 EAT.

59 Clark v TDG Ltd (t/a Novacold) [1999] IRLR 318 CA.

60 Disability Discrimination Act 1995s 5(3); see Arden LJ in Post Office v Jones [2001] ICR 805 817
CA

61 This term is used in Article 5 of EC Directive 2000/78, above n 9, and The Americans with
Disabilities Act 1990 s 102(b)(5)(A) 42 USC s 12,112(b)(5)(A).

62 See Heinz v Kendrick [2000] IRLR 141 EAT.

63 Disability Discrimination Act 1995s 6; Code of Practice for the Elimination of Discrimination in
the Field of Employment against Disabled Persons or Persons who have had a Disability (1996).

64 For a critique of such safety justifications: J. Davies and W. Davies, ‘Reconciling Risk and the
Employment of Disabled Persons in a Reformed Welfare State’ (2000) 29 ILJ 347.

65 [1990] 2 AC 751 HL.
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conclusion that there is a difference in treatment between the sexes. ‘But for’
Mr James’ sex, he would have been entitled to the reduced charge. From the pers-
pective of social inclusion, however, the analysis becomes more complex. We can
understand the Council’s policy as one aimed at a group, persons of state
pensionable age, which finds it difficult to afford to take advantage of the facilities
offered by the community. If the reason for this exclusion is the cost, a more
inclusive outcome can be achieved by introducing a discriminatory charging rule in
favour of that group. Although the rule about concessions incidentally violates a
strict principle of equal treatment on the ground of sex, the principle of social
inclusion provides a reason for dispensing with an equal treatment rule in this case,
because equal treatment provides an inaccurate or off-target guide to the goal of
achieving better social inclusion. Social inclusion permits unequal treatment if that
measure favours an excluded group, and the excluded group can be defined by
reference to the pattern of social exclusion - persons of state pensionable age. In
short, the rule is not an unjustified rule from the perspective of social inclusion and
therefore the Council should probably not be held to be in breach of the legal
obligation. A majority of the Judicial Committee, however, upheld Mr James
claim of sex discrimination, because the argument based on equal treatment was
compelling. The temptation to introduce a qualification to the equal treatment
principle for benign motives was resisted, no doubt in part because it afforded no
criterion of what should count as a benign motive, and in part because the history
of discrimination against women has been replete with men who acted with what
they regarded as benign, chivalrous, and considerate motives.

Positive action

Our earlier review of equality justifications for anti-discrimination laws noted the
tension between any kind of different treatment based upon the characteristics of
protected groups and the equal treatment principle. This tension has not entirely
precluded some forms of positive action, but any measures have been subject to
‘strict scrutiny’ or a stringent test of ‘proportionality’. In the United Kingdom,
with the possible exception of Northern Ireland,®® positive action with respect to
the allocation of jobs by quotas or the like has been regarded as too great a
violation of the equal treatment principle.®’ Our earlier theoretical discussion
suggested that, in order to override the equal treatment principle and to justify
different treatment, what is required is a compelling distributive justification.
What kind of positive action does the distributive goal of social inclusion
mandate?

66 Under The Fair Employment and Treatment (Northern Ireland) Order 1998 SI 1998 No 3162 (NI
21), the Equality Commission in Northern Ireland is required to promote ‘affirmative action’
(article 7), which is defined as action designed to secure fair participation in employment by
members of the Protestant and Roman Catholic Community (article 4). However, the mandatory
orders that the Commission may direct towards employers are limited to measures to revise
practices for the purpose of promoting equality of opportunity (Article 14). A. McColgan,
Discrimination Law: Text, Cases and Materials (Oxford: Hart, 2000) 517-518, 142-145.

67 The intricacies and perhaps inconsistencies of the US position are beyond the scope of this essay,
though there is a similar pattern of a highly restrictive approach to affirmative action. Apart from
court-ordered affirmative action programs as a remedy for past direct discrimination, strict
scrutiny typically rules out affirmative action (City of Richmond v JA Croson Co 488 US 469
(1989), Adarand Constructors Inc v Pena 115 S Ct 2097 (1995)), though it may permit ‘targets’ but
not ‘quotas’ in voluntary plans designed to redress patterns of disadvantage (Johnson v
Transportation Agency of Santa Clara County, CA 480 US 616 (1987)).
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Positive discrimination for the purpose of social inclusion requires that
employers should be sensitive to difference and make reasonable adjustments, in
order to enable members of excluded groups to overcome obstructions to their
obtaining work suitable for their skills and capability. This duty requires
employers to consider amongst many things how the workplace is organised, how
jobs are structured, and how the skills and capabilities of the workers could be
improved, with a view to the reduction of barriers to employment for excluded
groups. We have already considered an example of such a duty of positive
discrimination in the duty to make reasonable accommodations under the
Disability Discrimination Act 1995.%

Social inclusion does not, however, require the employer to adopt quotas to
eliminate statistical discrimination, as might be required under a strong egalitarian
approach. These quotas are unsatisfactory from the point of view of social
inclusion, both because they ignore the question whether the individual worker
can achieve ‘well-being’ from the job, and because they do not address the causes
of social exclusion.®® If the cause of social exclusion is that applicants from a
particular excluded group lack the training to perform the job, the solution lies
either in the provision of training or the reorganisation of work so that less
training is required for some positions. If the cause of social exclusion is that the
hours of work render it difficult for the excluded group to conform, the solution
lies in a consideration of whether flexibility in hours could be introduced. This
duty to make reasonable adjustments in hours of work might apply to our earlier
example of job-sharing the position of librarian,”® or to the case of a religious
minority for whom work at a particular time is incompatible with required
religious observances.”!

Although at first sight this requirement for positive action mandated by the
social inclusion principle appears to be at odds with current discrimination law
that in general forbids different treatment, a closer inspection of the operation of
the law of indirect discrimination reveals that it can approximate to the model
suggested by the aim of social inclusion. In a claim for indirect discrimination,
once the indirect discriminatory effect of a hiring rule is revealed by statistical
evidence, the employer must justify the rule on business grounds to avoid a
successful claim of discrimination. The justification standard currently used in
cases of indirect sex discrimination is under EC law a test of proportionality,’
which is similar to the ‘business necessity’ test used in the United States. Under
other UK anti-discrimination laws, the test is perhaps slightly weaker: a
requirement to balance objectively the discriminatory effect of the rule against

68 Disability Discrimination Act 1995s 6(7) forbids more favourable treatment except in so far as
different treatment is required under the duty of reasonable adjustment. See also Canadian
Employment Equity Act 1995s 2, which insists that ‘equity’ requires more than treating persons in
the same way but ‘requires special measures and the accommodation of differences.” This formula
can justify quotas in order to breach social conventions that create barriers to employment: Action
Travail des Femmes v Canadian National Railway Co [1987] 1 SCR 1114, 40 DLR (4%) 193 (S Ct
Canada).

69 There are also reasons to be sceptical about the effectiveness of mandated affirmative action
programmes in the light of the lack of compliance by employers with the 3% quota in the
Disabled Persons (Employment) Act 1944; see B. Doyle, New Directions Towards Disabled
Workers’ Rights (London: Institute of Employment Rights, 1994) 10-11.

70 Clymo v Wandsworth Borough Council [1989] IRLR 241 EAT.

71 Ahmad v Inner London Education Authority [1978] QB 36 CA; Ahmad v UK (1982) 4 EHRR 126,
EComHR. See also the American duty of reasonable accommodation of an employee’s religious
observance or practice in Civil Rights Act 1964 Title VII s 701(j) 42 USC s 2000e(j).

72 Bilka-Kaufhaus GmbH v Weber von Hartz C-170/84 [1986] ECR 1607 ECJ; EC Directive 2000/78,
Art 2(2)(b); 2002/73, new Art 2(2).
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the reasonable needs of the party imposing the condition.”®> This justification
defence requires the employer to discover and reveal the potential costs of
eliminating the hiring rule in the same way that the duty of accommodation
functions as an ‘information-forcing rule’.”* Then the court must balance those
costs to the employer against the exclusionary impact of the rule.

As Jolls argues in the US context,’ this process is closely analogous to the duty
to make reasonable adjustment, provided that the courts do not permit a trivial
cost to the employer to count as a sufficient justification. If the courts accept both
that an employer may have to incur some costs to accommodate excluded groups
and that those measures might involve reorganising the workplace, altering job
content, and improving training opportunities, a justification defence to indirect
discrimination presents a similar enquiry to that posed by the duty of reasonable
adjustment.’® For example, in London Underground Ltd v Edwards (No 2),
where an employer introduced a new shift system that compelled a single parent
eventually to resign, the court found that the shift system, though serving the
employer’s business needs, did not prevent the employer from accommodating the
needs of single parents. As Morrison J observed in the Employment Appeal
Tribunal, ‘[T]here was good evidence that London Underground could have made
arrangements which would not have been damaging to their business plans but
which would have accommodated the reasonable demands of their employees.’
These similarities between a justification of indirect discrimination and the duty of
reasonable adjustment appear more transparently under the EC test of
proportionality. The key question under the test of proportionality is often
whether the employer’s rule is necessary in the sense no other rule with less adverse
impact on the excluded group would satisfy the business needs of the employer.’®
Arguments about justification in indirect discrimination claims amount to more
than an individualised claim for adjustment, because the employer is required to
justify the adverse impact of the rule on an excluded class, not merely on a
particular job applicant. The outcome of this legal process is in effect to require
the employer to consider the possibility of affirmative action for a group, not in
the sense of adopting quotas, but in the sense of adjustments to the business to
enable members of the excluded group to obtain employment.

Although these examples reveal the close parallel in reasoning between the kind
of positive action required by the principle of social inclusion and the operation of
the employer’s justification defence to claim of indirect discrimination, the match
between the current law and the implications of the aim of social inclusion is not
exact. The central difference concerns the potential width of justifications for
indirectly discriminatory rules. Under the social inclusion principle, it should be

73 Hampson v Department of Education and Science [1989] ICR 179 CA. This test was approved and
described as an application of the EC test of proportionality by Lord Nicholls in Barry v Midland
Bank plc [199] ICR 859, HL 870, and by Sedley LJ in Allonby v Accrington and Rossendale College
[2001] ICR 1189 CA 1200, though there seems to be a clear difference between a test of necessity
and a mere balancing of interests.

74 P. S. Karlen and G. Rutherglen, ‘Disabilities, Discrimination, and Reasonable Accommodation’
(1996) 46 Duke Law J 1, 32.

75 C. Jolls, ‘Antidiscrimination and Accommodation’ (2001) 115 Harv L Rev 642.

76 S. Fredman, above n 10, 316-318.

77 [1997] IRLR 157 EAT; (affirmed [1999] ICR 494 CA); J. Conaghan, ‘The Family-Friendly
Workplace in Labour Law Discourse: Some Reflections on London Underground Ltd v Edwards’
in H. Collins, P. Davies, R. Rideout (eds), Legal Regulation of the Employment Relation (London:
Kluwer, 2000) 161.

78 This test of proportionality is also being applied under the Human Rights Act 1998, eg Wilson v
First County Trust Ltd (No 2) [2001] EWCA Civ 633, [2001] 3 WLR 42 CA.
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possible to justify a rule with indirect discriminatory effects if the rule helps to
reduce social exclusion. Thus the justification defence is not confined to business
considerations such as cost, but can include the broader social objective of
reducing social exclusion. For example, in Northern Ireland, where one effect
of practices of religious discrimination has been a disproportionate level of
unemployment among the Catholic community, the legislation provides a
justification defence for hiring rules that give preference to unemployed persons,
even though such rules almost certainly discriminate indirectly against the
Protestant community.” This special provision is required because under the
current anti-discrimination laws the employer can only justify indirectly
discriminatory rules by reference to business considerations rather than broader
social objectives.

As this last example reveals, not every legal expression of the duty of reasonable
adjustment confers a broad discretion on the courts. In some instances the
requirements of reasonable adjustment have been closely stipulated by Parliament.
For instance, maternity and parental leave rights, which impose a cost on
employers to adjust to the needs of new parents, have closely defined parameters
and entitlements.®° The further duty to accommodate parents’ need for time off
work to deal with family emergencies is more loosely defined by a standard of
reasonableness.®’ These ‘family-friendly’ measures can be regarded as a
determination of the requirement of reasonable adjustment for parents, with
their underlying goal being in part the reduction of social exclusion.

Priority not equality

The preceding sketch of the architecture of anti-discrimination laws based on a
goal of social inclusion has emphasised four features. First, the primary target of
social inclusion is the allocation of jobs to groups that suffer persistent
disadvantage in the labour market. These groups can be identified by reference
to one or more criteria, none of which need refer to unalterable or ‘status’
characteristics. Secondly, proof of discrimination should depend upon evidence of
disadvantage combined with membership of one of the protected groups, without
the further need to prove comparative greater disadvantage than other groups.
Thirdly, anti-discrimination laws that pursue the goal of social inclusion should,
however, permit a broad justification defence to both direct and indirect
discrimination, though the justification must either rest upon the need to combat
social exclusion or a claim that the discriminatory rule only excludes those people
who could not take advantage of the employment opportunity. Finally, the goal of
social inclusion mandates a form of positive action that can be described as a duty
of reasonable adjustment.

My brief sketch of the features of anti-discrimination laws based upon a
principle of social inclusion has not addressed many features of the current laws

79 Fair Employment and Treatment (Northern Ireland) Order 1998 art 75, (SI 1998 No 3162
(NI 21)). A similar provision in art 73 provides a justification defence to rules that indirectly
discriminate in selection for redundancy.

80 Employment Rights Act 1996, Part VIII (as amended by Employment Relations Act 1999 s7).
Details are fixed by Maternity and Parental Leave, etc. Regulations 1999 SI 1999/3312. The
current Employment Bill 2002 adds a tightly circumscribed right to paid paternity leave and
improve maternity rights.

81 Employment Rights Act 1996, s 57A (as amended by Employment Relations Act 1999s 8).
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and proposals to amend them. The discussion could be extended in many
directions with suggestive results. For instance, the most recent innovations 1n
discrimination laws, which have been described as ‘fourth generatlon duties’,®

impose positive duties on public sector bodies to take steps to improve equahty

The official justification for these positive duties is framed in terms of some notion
of equality, such as fair equality of opportunity or more equal results. As Fredman
argues, however, ‘an important dimension of fourth generation equality laws is
their potentlal to encourage participated groups in the decision-making process
itself’. There are many pOSS1ble explanations for this emphasis upon participa-
tion by disadvantaged groups in determining the content of positive duties. A
partlclpatory process may contrlbute to democratic governance, a point stressed
in European Union measures, or it may help minorities to express how their
‘difference’ should be respected.®® But ideas of equahty do not seem to require
such an emphasis on participation of minorities in the formulation of public
policy. In contrast, the goal of social inclusion does emphasise the contribution of
participation in public life as a contribution to ‘well-being’, so this element in the
strategy of the development of positive duties fits into a social inclusion principle.

During the course of this analysis, we have compared the equality justifications
for current anti-discrimination laws with the implications of the justification based
upon social inclusion. In some respects, but by no means all, I have argued that
the social inclusion justification provides a more coherent explanation of the legal
framework. My argument is not that a social inclusion justification provides a
complete interpretation of the current laws. Such a claim is implausible given the
influential role that the notion of equality has played in the construction of the
legislation. Where the potential influence of social inclusion can be detected is
rather in accounts of when the law permits or requires different treatment rather
than equal or the same treatment. In short, social inclusion provides a goal for the
legislation that supplies a justification in particular instances for departures from
the general rule of equal treatment.

Returning to our initial formulation of the problem of identifying the aims of
anti-discrimination laws, social inclusion offers a distributive goal that answers the
question when is it fair to require equal treatment and when is it fair to require
different treatment. The answer is that deviations from equal treatment are
required in order to achieve the distributive aim of social inclusion. This aim
requires preference or priority to be given to members of a particular group, if the
group can be classified as socially excluded. The preferential measures required are
those that will contribute to the reduction of social exclusion.

The distributive aim of social inclusion avoids any direct connection with a
distributive goal framed in terms of equality. It neither seeks equality of welfare
nor equality of opportunity, though of course a successful policy of social
inclusion would make a society more equal in both respects. The aim of social
inclusion is rather to construct a conception of unfairness in results, and to suggest

82 B. Hepple, M. Coussey and T. Choudhury, above n 1, para 1.6.

83 Northern Ireland Act 1998, s 75 and Schedule 9; Fair Employment and Treatment (Northern
Ireland) Order 1998, SI 1998 No 3162 (NI 21); Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000.

84 S. Fredman, above n 1, 164. A glimpse into the proposed methods of participation for the public
sector is provided by the Department of Trade and Industry, Equality Scheme: Section 75
Northern Ireland Act 1998 (January 2002), which envisages extensive consultation with large and
small organisations, together with a range of measures designed to encourage participation.

85 Commission White Paper, European Governance, 25.7.2001, Com (2001) 428 final.

86 1. M. Young, above n 25, 184; A. Phillips, The Politics of Presence (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1995); S. Fredman, above n 1, 153-156.
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appropriate remedial strategies that involve giving priority or preference to
excluded groups. But does this concern with priority rather than equality entail an
abandonment of the equal treatment principle?

It is certainly compatible with the aim of social inclusion to argue that equal
treatment should apply as the normal rule. Social exclusion is often the result of
unequal treatment, so that a requirement of equal treatment often serves to
address the problem. In the light of our earlier discussion, however, does this
explanation of using equal treatment as a rule of thumb attribute sufficient weight
to the principle in view of the force attached to it in anti-discrimination
legislation? I doubt that this explanation of the role of the equal treatment
principle could succeed, though my argument has never required that it should.

The reason for introducing the aim of social inclusion into the account of the
aims of anti-discrimination legislation was to find a solution to the puzzle of why
different treatment was sometimes required or permitted. My argument was that a
notion of distributive justice was needed for such an account. Social inclusion
provides such a theory of distributive justice, one which is not so ambitious as to
cast doubt on maintaining equal treatment as the normal rule, but which also
explains when and why deviations from the normal rule should be required or
permitted. The continuing importance of the principle of equal treatment as an
aim of the law is not abandoned as a result of recognising a distributive aim of
social inclusion. Even so, we still require an explanation of why so much weight
seems to be attached to the equal treatment principle, such that any deviation has
to be carefully justified under tests of proportionality and the like.

My surmise is that equal treatment has been accorded such importance in anti-
discrimination laws for two reasons. First, equal treatment is the normal rule
required by the separate principle of respect for individual dignity or equal worth.
We observed earlier that equal worth sometimes requires respect for difference,
but we should not ignore how it also supports in most instances a requirement of
equal treatment. This principle of equal respect is expressed by article 14 of the
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms: ‘The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in this Convention
shall be secured without discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour,
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, association
with a national minority, property, birth or other status.” The independent value
of respect for individual dignity thus strengthens the weight to be attached to the
value of equal treatment.

A second reason why equal treatment has been given such a prominent role in
the legislation is that the principle has provided a dominant constitutional
principle within Western legal systems. A legal system, which has achieved
autonomy from the political and economic systems, has its independent demands
of fair process, of evidence and proof, of remedial devices, of legal justification,
and, in general, of preservation of the integrity of its system.®” The maxims of

87 This distinction between political goal and the operational requirements of the legal system uses
the analytical framework of systems theory, as in G. Teubner, Law as an Autopoietic System
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1993), though a similar distinction between general justifying aim and
conditions of legal responsibility can be expressed through political philosophy, as in H. L. A.
Hart, Punishment and Responsibility (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968) Chapter 1. The
terminology of ‘integrity’ derives, of course, from R. Dworkin, above n 26. My discussion focuses
on the demand of integrity for equal respect, but the legal system imposes many other operational
requirements on anti-discrimination laws, such as proof of ‘detriment’ as a condition for a claim,
and a tendency to require the satisfaction of some criterion of ‘fault’ before compensation can be
awarded.
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‘equal protection of the laws’ or ‘treat like cases alike’ represent fundamental
operational principles of these legal systems. The significance of this legal
framework is that whenever political goals have to be incorporated into law,
the legal system must accommodate them within its own operational principles.
The political goal behind anti-discrimination legislation becomes translated in the
operations of the legal system as a rule that like cases should be treated alike. In
other words, the legal system has its own independent values or communication
system, which place constraints on how political goals can be pursued through its
mechanisms. Whatever the political aim behind anti-discrimination legislation,
whether it comprises equality of results, equality of opportunity, or social
inclusion, that aim has to be modified to comply with the principle of equal
treatment in order for it to be accommodated with integrity within the legal
system.

A combination of these two reasons probably explains sufficiently why the anti-
discrimination legislation attaches such great weight to the principle of equal
treatment. The significance attached to equal treatment by the principle of equal
respect and the integrity of the legal system can provide an explanation for why
the anti-discrimination laws depart from the architecture suggested by the
distributive goal of social inclusion. For instance, it was noted earlier that aim of
social inclusion does not explain why white males should receive legal protection
against discrimination, assuming that they are not an excluded group. We can
appreciate, however, that the symmetrical pattern of many discrimination laws
responds to the requirements of the principle of equal worth and the demands of
integrity of the legal system.

Returning, finally, to the question posed at the outset — what are the aims of
anti-discrimination laws? — my argument suggests that as well as upholding the
ideal of respect for the dignity of individuals or equal worth, the legislation also
must be understood as pursuing a distributive aim in order to account for
deviations from the equal treatment principle. I have argued, though certainly not
conclusively, that this distributive aim or criterion of fairness may be discovered in
the aim of social inclusion. Although the current law does not fit precisely with the
principles suggested by the aim of social inclusion, the match is closer than might
be initially supposed, and in several respects the aim of social inclusion explains
features of the law that seem hard to account for by reference to other possible
distributive aims such as equality of opportunity. In particular, the aim of social
inclusion suggests a more determinate standard for the legitimacy of positive
action than the tests of ‘proportionality’ or ‘strict scrutiny’. It suggests that
deviations from equal treatment should be permitted where the discriminatory
measure is necessary to achieve the result of social inclusion for members of a
group that are presently largely excluded.

Moreover, an appreciation of the aim of social inclusion may provide an insight
into the reasons why we may have reservations about some aspects of the current
law. For instance, remember James v Eastleigh Borough Council, the case
concerning free entry to a swimming pool. Although the majority of the House of
Lords regarded the problem as a simple case of direct discrimination, because ‘but
for’ his sex Mr James would have had a free swim, the minority were surely correct
to doubt whether the aim of the law included preventing the local authority from
increasing access to its facilities for those who might otherwise be excluded. We do
not know whether the concession based upon state pensionable age served the goal
of reducing the exclusion of a group that was otherwise disproportionately
excluded from this public facility. That question was left answered, because the
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majority believed that ultimately the equal treatment principle provided an
exclusionary rule that prevented any justification of direct discrimination. The aim
of social inclusion explains why that question should have been relevant, and why
a deviation from the equal treatment rule may have been justified in this instance.
This exercise in examining the aims of the anti-discrimination laws in the light of
the idea of social inclusion is not therefore merely an exercise in mapping, of
interpretation, or of rationalisation, but it is also intended as a critical exploration
of the assumptions and limitations of these laws.
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1 Three Discourses of Social
Exclusion

The term social exclusion is intrinsically problematic. It represents the
primary significant division in society as one between an included
majority and an excluded minority. This has implications for how both
included and excluded groups are understood, and for the implicit
model of society itself. Attention is drawn away from the inequalities
and differences among the included. Notably, the very rich are dis-
cursively absorbed into the included majority, their power and privil-
ege slipping out of focus if not wholly out of sight. At the same time,
the poverty and disadvantage of the so-called excluded are discursively
placed outside society. What results is an overly homogeneous and
consensual image of society — a rosy view possible because the implicit
model is one in which inequality and poverty are pathological and
residual, rather than endemic. Exclusion appears as an essentially
peripheral problem, existing at the boundary of society, rather than a
feature of a society which characteristically delivers massive inequal-
ities across the board and chronic deprivation for a large minority. The
solution implied by a discourse of social exclusion is a minimalist one:
a transition across the boundary to become an insider rather than an
outsider in a society whose structural inequalities remain largely
uninterrogated.

In practice, however, ‘social exclusion’ is embedded in different
discourses which manifest these problems to varying extent. Three
discourses are identified here: a redistributionist discourse (RED)
developed in British critical social policy, whose prime concern is with
poverty; a moral underclass discourse (MUD) which centres on the
moral and behavioural delinquency of the excluded themselves; and a
social integrationist discourse (SID) whose central focus is on paid
work. They differ in how they characterize the boundary, and thus
what defines people as insiders or outsiders, and how inclusion can be
brought about. RED broadens out from its concern with poverty into a
critique of inequality, and contrasts exclusion with a version of citi-
zenship which calls for substantial redistribution of power and wealth.
MUD is a gendered discourse with many forerunners, whose demons
are criminally-inclined, unemployable young men and sexually and
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socially irresponsible single mothers, for whom paid work is necessary
as a means of social discipline, but whose (self-) exclusion, and thus
potential inclusion, is moral and cultural. SID focuses more narrowly
on unemployment and economic inactivity, pursuing social integration
or social cohesion primarily through inclusion in paid work. The three
discourses differ quite markedly in how they present the relationship
between inclusion/exclusion and inequality, a theme which is central to
the overall argument of this book.

The following discussion of RED, MUD, and SID also considers
how the valorization of unpaid work plays through the different dis-
courses. In October 1997 the Office of National Statistics (ONS)
published the first estimates of the extent and value of unpaid work in
the British economy. If a monetary value were put on such work, at
1995 values it would have been at least equivalent to £341 billion, or
more than the whole UK manufacturing sector, and perhaps as much
as £739 billion, 120 per cent of gross domestic product. Among the
reasons for this statistical development was the insensitivity of con-
ventional national accounts to the movement of activities between
market and non-market sectors." Yet despite this official endorsement,
the dominant public and social-scientific understanding of ‘work’
remains paid work. Since the ONS figures confirmed that women do
much more unpaid work than men, and that although men do more
paid work, they also have more leisure, men’s work is more acknow-
ledged, as well as more highly rewarded, than women’s work.” Fol-
lowing a well-established theme in feminist arguments, Miriam
Glucksmann argues that work cannot be elided with those forms which
happen to take place in a market setting: work refers to all ‘activity
necessary for the production and reproduction of economic relations
and structures. . . irrespective of how and where it is carried out’. She
describes the ‘manner by which all the labour in a particular society is
divided up and allocated to different structures, institutions and
activities’ as the total social organization of labour, and goes on to
discuss historical changes in the gendered division of labour within and
between household and market — shifts which the new satellite
accounts are expressly developed to illuminate.> Both Glucksmann’s
perspective and the new official data raise another question. How is
the recognition of not just the social but the economic value of cur-
rently unpaid work compatible with the distribution of the social
product primarily through rewards for paid work? RED, MUD and
SID have different capabilities for acknowledging, and thus for
potentially addressing, this question.
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RED: SOCIAL EXCLUSION AND CRITICAL SOCIAL POLICY

In 1979 Peter Townsend published a major study of poverty, analysing
survey data from 1968-9. His purpose was to redefine poverty as an
objective condition of relative deprivation. Rather than defining pov-
erty, as earlier studies and official policy had done, in terms of levels of
income necessary for subsistence, Townsend argued that the crucial
issue was whether people had sufficient resources to participate in the
customary life of society and to fulfil what was expected of them as
members of it:

Individuals, families and groups can be said to be in poverty when
they lack the resources to obtain the types of diet, participate in the
activities and have the living conditions and amenities which are
customary, or at least are widely encouraged and approved, in the
societies to which they belong. Their resources are so seriously
below those commanded by the average individual or family that
they are, in effect, excluded from ordinary living patterns, customs
and activities.*

Expectations across society might differ in many respects, but Town-
send claimed there was neverthless ‘a loosely defined set of customs,
material goods and social pleasures at any point in a nation’s history
which can be said to represent general amenities, or to which all or
most people in that society are agreed to be entitled. Those who have
few of these amenities can be said to be deprived’. Inequality might
affect the style in which people participated in some social practices —
the lavishness of holidays, or celebrations of birthdays and religious
festivals. Poverty and deprivation went beyond this. There was a level
of resources below which, rather than just a reduction in the scale of
participation, there was a sudden withdrawal from the community’s
style of living: people ‘drop out or are excluded’.’

Townsend was not the first to argue that poverty was a multi-faceted
process rather than simply a matter of low income. But his was a
sustained argument which widened the perspective from income to
resources, and from consumption to participation. The analysis
embraced housing, health and environmental pollution. It revealed
disability as a particular factor in producing exclusion. It addressed
deprivation at work, including hours of work, job security, and the
working environment, and looked at the relationship between work,
welfare and fringe benefits. The solution proposed was explicitly and
broadly redistributive. Townsend recommended a decreased reliance
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on means-tested benefits, which he saw as a mechanism of social
control as well as a rationing device: benefits should be paid as of right.
He acknowledged a conflict between this approach and the principles
and requirements of a capitalist market. Nevertheless, he argued that:

National action to remedy poverty — through incomes policy, full
employment, less specialization of work roles, higher social security
benefits, new forms of allowances and rate support grants and a
more redistributive tax structure — is implied.°

Poverty in the United Kingdom also included a chapter on one-parent
families. This was a relatively new category in social thought. Town-
send noted that there was no such term before 1964, when ‘fatherless
families’ were collectively identified, and no national collation of sta-
tistics until 1967; ‘motherless families’ were incorporated later. Con-
sistent with later trends in social science towards deconstructing rather
than constructing categories, Duncan and Edwards have argued that
lone-parent families should not be treated as a single group.” But
Townsend was concerned about unmarried and separated mothers
being pressed into employment despite their entitlement to benefit,
and also concerned that lone fathers would continue to be subjected to
improper pressure. Fathers only acquired the right to claim benefits as
lone parents in 1975. This was one of a number of changes — including
linking pension upratings to the higher of earnings or prices — brought
in by the Wilson government, with Barbara Castle as Minister for
Health and Social Security. Townsend attributed the poverty of one-
parent families to a number of factors: the low earning-power of
women; the absence of public child care; the practical restrictions that
caring for children places on lone parents; attitudes to unmarried
parents; the social expectation that women should be the primary
carers; and the lack of income rights for women caring for children
within marriage or outside it. The restructuring of the benefit system
should incorporate larger maintenance allowances for children,
allowances for the care of children, and an allowance for the upkeep of
the family home in recognition of the unpaid work involved — all paid
as of right, rather than means-tested.® These recommendations went
some way towards recognizing the unpaid work of parenting.

The whole thrust of Townsend’s argument was that poverty resulted
in exclusion from social participation, but he did not use the term
‘social exclusion’. Reflecting on this in 1997, he said that he had
resisted the term for some time because he saw discrimination and
exclusion as ‘effects rather than causes’, as ‘by-products of ... market
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manufactured class’; too much emphasis on social exclusion diverted
attention from deprivation. However, he said ‘I was wrong. ... “social
exclusion” directs attention to the marginalised and excluded and to
the potential instruments of their exclusion’.” He argued once again
for a redistributive strategy, not just through the tax and benefit sys-
tems and public services, but through the reduction of earnings dif-
ferentials, a minimum wage, a minimum income for those unable to
work, and financial recognition of unpaid work through at least a
conditional participation income, if not an unconditional citizen’s
income.

The eighteen years between these statements were also the eighteen
years of Conservative government, marked by dramatic increases in
inequality, in unemployment, and in the numbers living in poverty, as
well as more restrictive conditions for less generous social security
benefits. The Tories had a redistributive strategy — but it was redis-
tribution to the rich. Over this period, ‘social exclusion’ gained cur-
rency in critical social policy, especially in the discourse of the research
and campaigning organization, Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG).
CPAG marked the 1997 election with the publication of Britain
Divided: The growth of social exclusion in the 1980s and 1990s.'° Tts
three sections were subtitled ‘creating poverty and social exclusion’;
‘dimensions of poverty and social exclusion’; and ‘combating poverty
and social exclusion’ — a formula which leaves open the relationship
between the two terms. Walker, however, defined poverty in similar
terms to Townsend: it is ‘a lack of the material resources, especially
income, necessary to participate in British society’. Social exclusion
has a broader, more comprehensive, meaning: it ‘refers to the dynamic
process of being shut out, fully or partially, from any of the social,
economic, political and cultural systems which determine the social
integration of a person in society’.'!

Contributors to the book were variously successful in maintaining
this distinction. They emphasized that poverty does not necessarily
lead to exclusion — a point made by Townsend in 1979, who noted that
although poverty constituted a serious barrier to social participation,
nevertheless stability of personal circumstances, length of residence,
good health and frequent social contacts mitigated the effects of low
material resources. The CPAG volume argued that social exclusion
may be a cause, rather than just a result, of poverty. Homelessness,
health, unemployment, food, utility disconnections were discussed, as
well as (and in relation to) gender, ethnicity, the social security system
and the overall distribution of income and wealth. The agenda was one
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of radical redistribution — although Townsend was one of a minority,
together with Lisa Harker, who mentioned unpaid work. Harker, both
here and elsewhere, called for universal child benefit, plus a benefit
supporting child rearing.'? This would be payable in addition to social
insurance benefits, and calculated on an individual rather than
household basis — thus reducing the personal economic dependency of
women on men.

A concept of exclusion which refers to being shut out fully or par-
tially is thereby extended to incorporate inequality, and its converse
necessarily implies much greater equality. Britain Divided concluded
on a cautiously optimistic note about the prospects for a redistributive
agenda under Labour, citing Gordon Brown’s John Smith Memorial
Lecture where he argued that equality must be restored to its proper
place in the trinity of socialist values, alongside liberty and community,
and insisted that Labour would tackle poverty and inequality. Given
Brown’s later redefinition of equality as equality of opportunity (see
Chapter 7 below), the caution may have been more appropriate than
the optimism. But in the years of Thatcherite domination, direct
defence of equality was difficult. It was assaulted as an immoral, even
totalitarian, imposition of uniformity, and a brake on economic
growth. Increasingly, the idea of citizenship was deployed in defence
of welfare rights and welfare provision. Thus Walker argued that
‘social exclusion may...be seen as the denial (or non-realisation) of
the civil, political and social rights of citizenship’."? Peter Golding
argued that poverty led to a reduction in participation tantamount to
partial citizenship, as low income families were excluded from new
information technologies, entertainment and leisure pursuits, as well
as from financial institutions and from political life.'* Ruth Lister’s
The Exclusive Society was subtitled ‘citizenship and the poor’, and
traced the development of the broadening view of social exclusion as
the antithesis of citizenship.'®

Citizenship is, of course, another word which can embrace many
meanings, and whose inflection to the individual or the social may vary
considerably. Goodin argues that citizenship is a more egalitarian
concept than inclusion.'® Whereas inclusion focuses on the division
between insiders and outsiders, and does not address the relationship
between boundary and centre, citizenship focuses on the character-
istics which are shared. However, models of citizenship differ in their
scope, and thus in what respect citizens are to be deemed equal. The
version used as an antonym to social exclusion drew heavily on T. H.
Marshall’s model, set out in 1950, which incorporated civil, political
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and social rights. Marshall too saw citizenship as implicitly egalitarian
in relation to the rights and duties attaching to any particular defini-
tion. But he also argued that the twentieth century was characterized
by the progressive extension of social rights: ‘the whole range from the
right to a modicum of economic welfare and security to the right to
share to the full in the social heritage and to live the life of a civilised
being according to the standards prevailing in the society’.!” It was this
emphasis on social citizenship rights, and the right to share to the full
in the social heritage, which made this a useful language for egalitar-
ians for it implied, as Marshall said, greater economic equality. On the
other hand, he also observed that the move towards greater equality
would be limited by the tension between the principle of social justice
and the operation of the market. Moreover, citizenship could operate
to legitimate inequalities, provided that they did not transgress
equality of opportunity, did not cut too deep, and occurred ‘within a
population united in a single civilisation’.'®

Marshall’s framework was not adopted uncritically. He had
addressed inequalities of class, but not those consequent on ethnicity
and gender. Some argued that the concept of citizenship needed
radical overhaul to avoid the problem of assimilating women to an
essentially male model of the citizen.'” Nevertheless, it formed the
basis of an egalitarian, redistributive, broad understanding of social
exclusion, inclusion and citizenship. Although social exclusion was, at
the extreme, the product of poverty, citizenship was fundamentally
affected by inequality. Lister’s statement sums up the standpoint:

It is not possible to divorce the rights and responsibilities which are
supposed to unite citizens from the inequalities of power and
resources that divide them. These inequalities — particularly of class,
race and gender — run like fault-lines through our society and shape
the contours of citizenship in the civil, political and social spheres.
Poverty spells exclusion from the full rights of citizenship in each of
these spheres and undermines people’s ability to fulfil the private
and public obligations of citizenship.?’

Between 1979 and 1997, the social-democratic redistributive agenda
was recast in this new language of exclusion and citizenship. Social
exclusion was more clearly understood as a dynamic process, and a
multi-faceted one, than poverty had generally been, and questions of
gender and ethnicity had much higher profile; not only poverty, but
the whole gamut of social inequalities were brought into the frame.
Used in this discourse, RED, social exclusion mobilizes more than the
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concern with outcast poverty from which it started. It addresses the
exclusionary processes in all areas of society which result in inequality
itself. The characteristics of RED can be summarized as follows:

It emphasizes poverty as a prime cause of social exclusion.

It implies a reduction of poverty through increases in benefit levels.
It is potentially able to valorize unpaid work.

In positing citizenship as the obverse of exclusion, it goes beyond a
minimalist model of inclusion.

e In addressing social, political and cultural, as well as economic,
citizenship, it broadens out into a critique of inequality, which
includes, but is not limited to, material inequality.

It focuses on the processes which produce that inequality.

It implies a radical reduction of inequalities, and a redistribution of
resources and of power.

If Labour’s understanding of social exclusion were consistent with
RED, it would imply moving towards a more radically redistributive
programme than that set out in the 1997 manifesto. However, other
discourses, with different implications, are available.

MUD: THE UNDERCLASS AND THE CULTURE OF
DEPENDENCY

The evolution of RED took place in a political context where social
citizenship rights were under continued attack from the New Right.
Unemployment and the numbers in poverty soared in the early 1980s
to levels unprecedented in the post-war years, and social security
spending rose with them. The government’s response was to tighten
eligibility for benefits and reduce their value, deny the existence of
poverty, suppress and abolish some of the key indicators of its extent,
and blame the poor for their own situation. References to the
‘underclass’ and to a ‘culture of dependency’ became embedded in a
discourse concerned with social order and moral integration.

The New Right of the 1980s is now widely misunderstood as an
exclusively neo-liberal project, aimed at the deregulation of the market
and the reduction of state intervention. It was, however, made up of
two apparently contradictory, but actually symbiotic, strands of neo-
liberalism and neo-conservatism. Neo-liberal economics underpinned
widespread privatization, and justified growing inequalities in the
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name of incentives. But neo-conservatism, which developed alongside
neo-liberalism, was concerned with order rather than freedom, with
family, nation and morality — and held no brief for a minimal state.
This was not the last gasp of old conservatism struggling to survive.
The ‘free’ economy needed a strong state to impose and uphold the
conditions of its operations, especially in the restrictions on trade
union resistance. The state also had to police the effects — most
notably in the 1984-5 miners’ strike, protests over the poll tax, and
urban unrest, but also on a more routine basis. The strong state in turn
relied on the market — and especially the ever-present threat of
unemployment — as a potent source of social discipline.?!

This dual character of the New Right is important to understanding
the political realignments of the 1990s. It is also fundamental to
understanding the discourses about poverty which RED was intended
to rebut. Those reliant on benefit were always separated into the
deserving and the undeserving poor — those who really needed help
and those who were scroungers exploiting an overgenerous and insuf-
ficiently-policed system. At least for the deserving poor, benefits were
generally seen as good for the individual recipients, if expensive for
society as a whole. Echoing arguments from the United States, this
changed. Economic dependence on ‘welfare’ was construed as
‘dependency’, a pathological moral and psychological condition created
by the benefit system itself — and fostered by the libertarianism of the
1960s — in which the state was seen as a universal provider, sapping
personal initiative, independence and self-respect. Benefits were bad
for, rather than good for, their recipients. If this was true of individuals,
it was even more true of the poor collectively: welfare spending gave
rise to a ‘culture of dependency’. This discourse inexorably took over
the public domain. In a television documentary about poverty and
unemployment, the political commentator John Cole described the
‘giro culture’ as ‘an endemic culture of no work and reliance on bene-
fits’, characterized by a ‘downward spiral of idleness, crime and erosion
of the work ethic’.?* The focus had shifted from the structural basis of
poverty to the moral and cultural character of the poor themselves.

The idea of an ‘underclass’ was central to this shift. Townsend had
himself used the term without any critical connotation to refer to dif-
ferent groups of the excluded poor: the elderly, disabled, chronically
sick, long-term unemployed and one-parent families.

A large, and proportionately increasing, section of the population
are neither part of the paid workforce nor members of the households
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of that workforce...The ways in which they have been denied
access to paid employment, conceded incomes equivalent in value to
bare subsistence, attracted specially defined low status as minority
groups, and accommodated, as a result, within the social structure as
a kind of modern ‘underclass’, need to be traced.”

This was a statement about the place of the poor in — and notably not
outside — the overall social structure. It was free from claims about the
lifestyles of the poor, and free from moral condemnation, except for
the social processes which generated poverty.

In 1990, Frank Field’s Losing Out: The Emergence of Britain’s
Underclass argued that the extension of citizenship rights heralded by
Marshall had been reversed by the effects of Thatcherism, particularly
by exclusion from work and increased reliance on means-tested bene-
fits. Exclusion from citizenship was the mark of the underclass, which
would not disappear without ‘the implementation of a series of policies
aimed at re-establishing full citizenship’.** He was critical of the
growing tendency both to describe and to explain poverty in cultural
terms and thus effectively blame the poor for their circumstances. He
used an article by Ralf Dahrendorf as an example. Dahrendorf, like
Field, had written about the underclass in terms of exclusion from
citizenship: ‘The existence of an underclass casts doubt on the social
contract itself. It means that citizenship has become an exclusive
rather than an inclusive status. Some are full citizens, some are not’.>
But he also argued that the underclass was characterized by low edu-
cational attainment or functional illiteracy, that incomplete families
were the norm rather than the exception, and that it was culturally
distinct from the rest of society:

It includes a lifestyle of laid-back sloppiness, association in changing
groups and gangs, congregation around discos or the like, hostility
to middle-class society, particular habits of dress, hairstyle, often
drugs or at least alcohol — a style, in other words which has little in
common with the values of the work society around.?®

Field was at pains to emphasize the structural, rather than cultural,
factors leading to the growth of an underclass. Unlike Dahrendorf, he
insisted that the underclass remained committed to work, this being
the ‘cornerstone value of the whole system’; it was ‘important not to
lose sight of the fact that the main aim of this. .. group is to win a place
back in society by gaining a job’.>’ But he did not deny that they were
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behaviourally distinct and a problem for the majority: ‘the existence of
an underclass tends to make our society a less civilised one in which to
live’, and ‘it should come as little surprise that some of those who feel
they have no stake in ‘official’ society should react in a way that
demonstrates their exclusion’.® However, in discussing the char-
acteristics of a system which tended to trap the poor on benefits, he did
express concern about the moral consequences of benefit dependency
and the erosion of initiative, and referred to the ‘personal pathologies
of many of the underclass, and the culture induced by poverty’.?’ Over
the following years, Field moved to a much clearer view that state
provision created dependency and eroded incentives to work and to
save.’

The characterization of the underclass in cultural terms was con-
solidated by the intervention of the American commentator, Charles
Murray. Murray’s tract, The Emerging British Underclass was published
both in the Sunday Times, which financed his visit to Britain in 1989,
and by the right-wing think-tank, the Institute of Economic Affairs
(IEA). He argued that an underclass had long existed in the United
States, and was now developing in Britain. He described himself as ‘a
visitor from a plague area come to see if the disease is spreading’. He
asked ‘how contagious is the disease?’; ‘is it going to spread
indefinitely or is it self-containing?’. The ‘disease’ was cultural, spread
by ‘people...whose values are contaminating the life of entire neigh-
bourhoods’ — by rejecting both the work ethic and the family ethic
which are central to the dominant culture.® Not all the poor were part
of an underclass. Its existence could be diagnosed by three symptoms:
‘illegitimacy, crime and drop-out from the labour force: and ‘if illeg-
itimate births are the leading indicator of an underclass and violent
crime is a proxy measure of its development, the definitive proof that
an underclass has arrived is that large numbers of young, healthy, low-
income males choose not to take jobs’.>?

These three factors, Murray argued, interact to produce patholog-
ical communities in which the socialization of children — especially
boys — is inadequate: ‘communities need families. Communities need
fathers’.* Fathers are necessary as role models to civilize the young;
but marriage and family responsibilities are necessary to civilize men,
who are, without these constraints, driven to prove their masculinity in
destructive ways. The benefit system feeds the growth of the under-
class, by making it too easy for lone mothers to rear children, and
removing the pressure on single mothers to marry. In a later account,
Murray’s emphasis shifted even further towards demonizing lone
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parenthood, and he proposed decreasing economic support for lone
mothers and their children, while increasing the stigma attaching to
them.> The policy implications were not the extension of citizenship
rights, but their greater conditionality, reduction or removal.

This is, of course, exactly what happened in the United States. The
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
August 1996 abolished Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), replacing it with Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF), in which there was no entitlement to benefits. It devolved
welfare provision to individual states, but within a highly prescriptive
framework underpinned by replacing federal matching funds with
cash-limited block grants. Levels of grant would be cut if states failed
to get people off welfare and into work: 25 per cent of all claimants
should be in work by October 1997, and 50 per cent by 2002; for two-
parent families, the targets were 75 per cent by 1997 and 90 per cent by
1999. For the first time since Roosevelt’s New Deal, eligible claimants
could be refused benefits if the cash ran out. A limit of five years was
imposed on the total length of time a family could receive federal
TANF funds. State plans were required to include a provision that if a
family received benefit for more than two years, at least one adult in
the family would have to participate in workfare-type activity. Discre-
tion to waive this rule was permissible only where there were children
under the age of one. States were required to refuse benefits to those
refusing work or workfare programmes, and were to be penalized for
not meeting target participation rates in work-related activities by
TANF claimants. Teenage mothers would be ineligible for TANF
unless attending school and living with their parents or guardians —
thus seeking ‘to discourage single parenthood and illegitimate births
by denying entitlement to huge swathes of the US welfare system’.>
Wisconsin was among the states which had pioneered experiments in
workfare before the 1996 Act, under waiver of the federal rules. Over
the ten years from 1987 to 1997, the number of claimants dropped by
60 per cent. In 1997, the Wisconsin Works or W-2 programme went
state-wide. All claimants were now required to work — in unsubsidized
or subsidized employment or in ‘community service’ jobs at below the
minimum wage. Lone mothers were required to return to work when
their youngest child was twelve weeks old. The Governor of Wisconsin,
Tommy Thompson, who pioneered the reforms was questioned as to
the morality and Christianity of a policy which separated very young
babies from their mothers and led to an increased reliance on soup
kitchens and emergency shelters. He replied that paying people not to
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work, not to get married and to have more children was unchristian,
and encouraged irresponsible behaviour.?®

Murray’s description of the underclass cast it in cultural and moral
terms. In the United States, the so-called underclass is largely black,
so the discourse has an additional racial element. This is not so
immediately present in Britain, where commentators are often at pains
to point out that the victim-villains are poorly qualified white working
class young people. But like earlier accounts of dangerous classes
lurking at the margins of society,” including Marx’s lumpenproletar-
iat, it is a very clearly gendered picture. The delinquency of young men
is directly criminal and anti-social, accompanied by wilful idleness and
drug abuse. Young women’s delinquency manifests itself in their sex-
ual and reproductive behaviour, the imputed irresponsibility of lone
parenthood. The two are connected through the assumption that lone
parenting is inadequate parenting, with both forms of delinquency
attributed to a failure of socialization, especially into the work ethic
and a belief in marriage.

By 1992, when John Westergaard took the underclass as the subject
of his presidential address to the British Sociological Association, it
was clear that there were three different meanings attaching to the
term: outcast poverty; the moral turpitude of the poor; and a less
specific, rhetorical usage which had become common in the media.
Westergaard argued, as Stuart Hall had done five years earlier,*® that
the term underclass implied a dichotomous view of society, and served
to obscure inequalities among the majority:

What the three have in common is, to start with, a postulate of the
recent emergence of a significant minority of the population who
are trapped, outside and below ‘society at large’ either by cultural
depravity or economic deprivation, and an inference, whether
expressed or implied, that the divide between this underclass and
the great majority is increasingly the most salient and challenging
line of division for the future, by contrast with the older divisions of
class now said to be in eclipse.”

Westergaard went on to argue that this was exactly why the concept
had such appeal. It allowed the recognition of the increasingly obvious
persistence of poverty to co-exist with arguments or assumptions about
the attrition of class divisions in society as a whole.

Critical social policy was more concerned to defend structural
interpretations of poverty against cultural accounts which blamed the
poor. The term ‘underclass’ became very unpopular because of its
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association with Murray’s rhetoric of moral inferiority and social
contagion. Despite its capacity to capture the ways in which aspects of
poverty compound one another, it was rejected on three grounds: its
imprecision; the lack of empirical evidence supporting its cultural
claims; and its punitive rather than supportive policy implications.*’ Its
ambiguity meant that those who used it as a description of the mon-
strously divisive consequences for the poor of Thatcherite policies
unwittingly opened the door to a quite different discourse about the
potential consequences of the poor for the comfortable majority,
where redistribution gave way to retribution. The idea of the
dependency culture, for whose existence there was little evidence,*!
also facilitated this switch from structural to cultural interpretations.
Its central tenet was that groups of people excluded from society as a
whole, and especially when dependent on benefit, would develop a
distinctive set of morally undesirable attitudes and behaviours, char-
acterized by various forms of parasitism, crime and immorality. Lister
argued that ‘those who invoke the development of an ‘underclass’ to
make the case for the restoration of full citizenship rights to the poor
are playing with fire’.** The contested meaning of the underclass gave
way to a strong preference for talking about social exclusion instead:
thus in RED, social exclusion is used to actively refuse the moral
agenda of the underclass debate.

This has had little impact on the popular usage of the term
‘underclass’, especially in the media, where it continues to carry both
structural and cultural meanings. Adonis and Pollard defend its use. It
‘captures the essence of the class predicament for many at the bottom:
a complete absence of ladders, whether basic skills, role models,
education or a culture of work’.** It is characterized by ‘unemploy-
ment and unemployability’ as well as single motherhood and edu-
cational failure. The cultural interpretation wins out: ‘there is no
question that upbringing plays a big and probably growing role in
transferring poverty and social inadequacy from one generation to the
next’.** But as social exclusion entered public political discourse, it did
so in conjunction with references to the underclass — with Blair himself
repeatedly referring to an underclass excluded from the mainstream.
Social exclusion is also an ambiguous term, capable of carrying both
structural and cultural meanings. Thus Duffy defines social exclusion
as ‘a broader concept than poverty, encompassing not only low mater-
ial means but the inability to participate effectively in economic,
social, political and cultural life, and in some characterisations,
alienation and distance from the mainstream society’.*> Where it is
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used in conjunction with the underclass, social exclusion is at risk of
co-option into a highly problematic discourse, MUD, whose main
characteristics are these:

e [t presents the underclass or socially excluded as culturally distinct
from the ‘mainstream’.

e It focuses on the behaviour of the poor rather than the structure of
the whole society.

e It implies that benefits are bad, rather than good, for their
recipients, and encourage ‘dependency’.
Inequalities among the rest of society are ignored.
It is a gendered discourse, about idle, criminal young men and
single mothers.
Unpaid work is not acknowledged.
Although dependency on the state is regarded as a problem, per-
sonal economic dependency — especially of women and children on
men — is not. Indeed, it is seen as a civilizing influence on men.

SID: SOCIAL EXCLUSION, SOCIAL INTEGRATION AND
EUROPE

The increasing public reference in Britain to social exclusion was not
only the result of resistance to the underclass discourse, but the
growing importance of the European Union. The origins of the Euro-
pean-wide emphasis on social exclusion lay in France, where the
opposite of exclusion was insertion. Silver argues that social exclusion
has a specific meaning in the French republican tradition, within a
paradigm rooted in both Durkheimian sociology and Catholicism, and
concerned with moral integration.*® Exclusion is understood as the
breakdown of the structural, cultural and moral ties which bind the
individual to society, and family instability is a key concern. French
discourses of exclusion, themselves contested, broadened out to a
consideration of groups marginalized economically, socially, culturally
and, in the case of outer suburbs, spatially; and to the fields of edu-
cation, employment, housing and health. Although insertion, as the
obverse of exclusion, acquired a similarly wide brief, a key measure
was the introduction in 1988 of a residual benefit, the RMI (Revenu
Minimum d’Insertion), stressing the reciprocal nature of solidarity.
Recipients of RMI were required to sign a ‘contrat d’insertion’ — in
many cases focused on employment, but in some involving other forms
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of social participation negotiated with social workers, and addressing
aspects of ‘daily living, behaviour, and family relationships’.*’

Silver sees moral integration as the distinctive characteristic of what
she calls the ‘solidarity’ paradigm. Her reading of Durkheim, however,
understates the extent to which he saw social integration as based in
work (see Chapter 9). It also understates how far the moral integration
of ‘solidarity’ is focused on work — with work itself perceived as having
social as well as moral and economic functions. Conversely, she neglects
the moral element in liberal underclass discourse (her ‘specialization’),
seeing the main source of integration as based in exchange. Spicker
argues that although the language surrounding the RMI is more
communitarian, the effect is similar to US workfare programmes — and
similarly individualizes the problem of unemployment.*®

As a result of its origins within French social policy, the concept of
social exclusion at European level became, as Room put it, a curious
amalgam of a liberal, Anglo-Saxon concern with poverty and a more
conservative, continental concern with moral integration and social
order.* But to suggest that there is a single discourse of social exclu-
sion in Europe would be misleading. The multi-lingual character of the
Union necessarily implies a variety of discourses, which will not map
precisely on to each other, even when translated from the same
documents. However, the differences run deeper than this, leading to
a series of overlapping national discourses of exclusion, rather than a
pan-European consensus.”’ Discursive variation is accompanied by
national policy differences, as discourses of exclusion are deployed
within distinct political settings — although these national policies are
increasingly oriented to and implicated in contested interpretations of
a European framework.

This book is not a comparative study of discourses of exclusion or of
social policy across Europe, but an examination of a single national
case. Its focus is the different discourses around exclusion available to
New Labour, and the uses made of them. However, among those
resources are the concepts of exclusion embedded in the documents
and policy instruments of the European Union itself. The discourse of
key European policy papers — in their English versions — reveals a much
narrower understanding of exclusion than that implied by Silver’s
‘solidarity’ model. This can be typified as a social integrationist dis-
course, SID, which stresses the integrative function of paid work. SID
had a wider currency in British political discourse, and by using Euro-
pean documents as illustrative of it, I am not implying that this was the
main source of the discourse, as will be clear from Chapters 3 and 4.
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SID can be illustrated by the two European Commission White
Papers on social and economic policy issued in 1994 — European Social
Policy and Growth, Competitiveness, Employment ' — which are widely
supposed to epitomize the social, rather than purely economic, con-
cerns of the Union. Despite the language of solidarity, these policy
documents emphasize exclusion as exclusion from paid work rather
than a broader view of exclusion from social participation, and pre-
scribe integration through paid work. The terms cohesion, solidarity,
integration and exclusion recur. The core concerns of both documents
are economic efficiency and social cohesion: ‘we are faced with the
immense responsibility .. .. of finding a new synthesis of the aims pur-
sued by society (work as a factor of social integration, equality of
opportunity) and the requirements of the economy (competitiveness
and job creation)’.>> The economic discussion is couched in terms of
efficiency, deregulation, and the need for economic growth, while the
‘social’ discourse counterposes solidarity, integration and cohesion to
unemployment, poverty and social exclusion. Sometimes exclusion is
identified with poverty: ‘with more than 52 million people in the
Union living below the poverty line, social exclusion is an endemic
phenomenon’;>® while the need for economic and social cohesion calls
for ‘solidarity...in the fight against social exclusion’, to combat the
‘poverty ...which splits society in two’.>* The processes of exclusion
are described as ‘dynamic and multi-dimensional’, and linked ‘not only
to unemployment and/or low incomes, but also to housing conditions,
levels of education and opportunities, health, discrimination, citizen-
ship and integration in the local community’.>> Yet although this list
might appear to echo the factors identified in RED, it is notable that
the terms social exclusion and exclusion from paid work are used vir-
tually interchangeably, while a similar elision occurs between ‘people’
and ‘workers’. A section headed ‘the free movement of persons’ goes
on to discuss only the ‘free movement of workers’. ‘Promoting the
Social Integration of Disabled People’ discusses only training and
assistance to enter the labour market. On the ‘key issue of improved
access to means of transport and public buildings’, the Commission
will ‘press for the adoption of the proposed Directive on the travel
conditions of workers with motor disabilities’ (emphasis added).*®

Since Growth, Competitiveness, Employment starts from a concern
with unemployment, its focus on paid work is unsurprising. Few, in any
case, would dispute that unemployment is a contributory factor to
social exclusion, and work a factor in social integration. This, however,
is not the same as treating them as synonymous — a slippage which
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makes difficult the exploration of their empirical connection. The
assumption that social integration and participation in paid work are
coterminous is particularly clear in a discussion of education and skills:
‘The basic skills which are essential for integration into society and
working life include a mastery of basic knowledge (linguistic, scientific
and other knowledge), and skills of a highly technical and social nat-
ure, that is the ability to develop and act in a complex and highly
technological environment, characterized, in particular, by the
importance of information technologies’ (emphasis added).’” The
emphasis on the importance of information technology skills is prob-
ably exaggerated even in terms of the skills needed for employment,
but as a description of the skills needed for integration into society, it
is an odd list. Growth, Competitiveness, Employment treats the absence
of these skills as the cause of social exclusion — or what European
Social Policy calls exclusion ‘from the cycle of opportunities: “The
failure of education...is an increasingly important and increasingly
widespread factor of marginalisation and economic and social exclu-
sion. In the Community, 25 to 30% of young people...leave the
education system without the preparation they need to become prop-
erly integrated into working life’.>®

Working life means paid employment. Unpaid work makes only a
brief appearance in these documents, and then with a view to bringing
it into the market sector to create more jobs. In ruling out ab initio the
possibility of ‘a generalized reduction in working hours and job shar-
ing’ as economically inefficient, the economic White Paper says we
need to ‘think up new individual or collective needs which would
provide new job opportunities’.”” It proposes meeting old needs in new
ways. ‘Women’s full integration in the labour market is expected to
create jobs in the provision of services and goods not yet integrated
into the market and currently being provided by either women’s
unpaid labour or paid informal women’s labour’. Improving existing
career opportunities for women will itself generate additional demand
for child care. Where jobs are not created spontaneously, member
states are exhorted to ‘encourage growth in the employment intensive
area of the care sector and of the provision of household services’, and
thus to ‘enhance the perceived value, and therefore encourage
increased skills in such sectors’.” The assumptions about skill and
value embedded here include the view that unpaid work is unskilled.
Greater recognition of unpaid work other than through market
mechanisms is ruled out. The extent of unpaid work, its necessity to
the maintenance of social life and human relationships, and the limits



Three Discourses of Social Exclusion 25

to potential marketization are underestimated, and the problems of
low pay and gender segregation in the labour market ignored.®!

In these documents, markets are not seen as benign. Markets have
failings, produce unacceptable inequalities and embody short-term-
ism, and thus require regulation, or at least management: ‘only a
properly managed interdependence can guarantee a positive outcome
for everybody’, and ‘collective solidarity mechanisms’ are essential to
counter adverse effects.®” This could be a prescription for a redis-
tributive welfare state, which might therefore acknowledge and reward
unpaid work, but it is not. The cost of welfare provision is seen as
excessive: ‘current levels of public expenditure, particularly in the
social field, have become unsustainable and have used up resources
which could have been channelled into productive investment’.®?
‘Solidarity’ is a device for reducing the costs of social provision, not for
redistribution. The forms of solidarity invoked are manifold: between
those who have jobs and those who do not; between generations;
between regions; between ‘those who earn their income from work and
those who earn their income from investments’; and between men and
women, ‘making it easier to reconcile family life and working life’.
Notably, solidarity is not just a policy issue for member states, but a
matter for individuals: it is ‘the business of each citizen to practice
“neighbourly solidarity””.* Hutton described Growth, Competitive-
ness, Employment as the last gasp of social Europe before it was suf-
focated by the monetarist criteria agreed as the foundation of
monetary union. But the tension between ‘monetarist’ and ‘social’
Europe, and the dominance of the former, are already apparent in the
document itself. Further movement in that direction followed, as
austerity measures were brought in by governments across Europe
anxious to qualify for entry into the single currency — in many states
provoking social unrest in response to cuts in welfare rights.

The emphasis on paid work is endemic in the financial and legal
framework of the Union. As the term social exclusion gained currency
in Europe, currency, in the form of European funding, attached to
projects to combat it. But the rules governing the use of the Commun-
ity’s Structural Funds reinforce the understanding of social participa-
tion as labour market activity. The Social Fund, the main source of
cash to combat exclusion, may only properly be used to fund measures
directly related to the labour market, either through integration of
marginal groups into it or through the promotion of equal opportun-
ities. In practice, since funding goes to projects proposed by member
states on the basis of additionality, many projects concerned with the
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welfare of marginal groups which are ostensibly directed to improving
their labour market integration appear to have a wider brief.

The legal definition of citizenship within Europe is also biased
towards paid work. Louise Ackers argues that the general emphasis on
‘workers’ rather than ‘people’ in European law produces a stratified
system of citizenship in Europe.”® Although the Maastricht Treaty
declares nationals of all member states to be European citizens with the
right to move and reside freely within the Union, this right does not
confer equal access to social rights and benefits in the country of
residence. Whereas paid workers, self-employed people and those
exercizing their right to remain after ending paid employment have full
social rights in their country of residence, members of their families
have only derivative rights. This applies, of course, to women engaged
in unpaid caring — for children or adults — who therefore do not have the
same rights as paid workers. If family members and dependants can
acquire social citizenship rights by proxy, non-employed persons not
attached to a worker — students, disabled adults, retired people, for
example — do not acquire them at all. Their right to move and reside
freely within the Union is limited by the condition that they do not
become a charge on the public purse of the host country. The essential
point is that the emphasis on paid work as the primary means of social
integration and the privileging of paid work over unpaid work has
significant and gendered repercussions for citizenship status itself.

A discourse about social exclusion which focuses on integration
through paid work tends to reduce the social to the economic, and
simultaneously limits understanding of economic activity to market
activity. If inclusion tends to shift the agenda away from equality, the
focus on inclusion through paid work exacerbates this. SID thus has a
number of features which distinguish it from RED and MUD:

e [t narrows the definition of social exclusion/inclusion to participa-
tion in paid work.

e [t squeezes out the question of why people who are not employed
are consigned to poverty. Consequently, it does not, like RED,
imply a reduction of poverty by an increase in benefit levels.

It obscures the inequalities between paid workers.

Since women are paid significantly less than men, and are far more
likely to be in low-paid jobs, it obscures gender, as well as class,
inequalities in the labour market.

e It erases from view the inequality between those owning the bulk of
productive property and the working population.
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e [t is unable to address adequately the question of unpaid work in
society.

e Because it ignores unpaid work and its gendered distribution, it
implies an increase in women’s total workload.

e It undermines the legitimacy of non-participation in paid work.

RED, SID and MUD are presented here as distinct discourses. They
are, of course, ideal types. All of them posit paid work as a major
factor in social integration; and all of them have a moral content. But
they differ in what the excluded are seen as lacking. To oversimplify, in
RED they have no money, in SID they have no work, in MUD they
have no morals. In terms of Walker’s broad definition of social exclu-
sion as exclusion from social, economic, political or cultural systems,
the discourses emphasize different elements — and posit different
causal relationships between them. Thus both SID and MUD are
narrower than RED, with SID reducing the social to the economic and
substantially ignoring the political and cultural. MUD, on the other
hand, emphasizes the cultural, with the economic deriving from this,
while the social and political are sidelined. In reality, although there
are examples which conform very closely to a particular model, much
public discourse slides between them. That, indeed, is one of the
reasons why a concept like social exclusion is so powerful. Not only
does the multiplicity of meanings which attach to it give it wide
acceptance, but it operates as a shifter between the different discourses.
Like the ‘underclass’, ‘social exclusion’ can, almost unnoticed, mobilize
a redistributive argument behind a cultural or integrationist one — or
represent cultural or integrationist arguments as redistributive.

But there are also major differences between the discourses in their
capacity to recognize, let alone valorize, unpaid work. Part of the point
of Glucksmann’s model of the total social organization of labour is
that work, or economic activity, occurs not only within the market in
the conventionally-defined economic sphere, but also outside it. To
understand the shifting forms of work and the relationships within
which they are embedded, the analysis cannot begin from a standpoint
which privileges one particular form or site of work. Many of the
problems with which politicians and policy makers now grapple can be
seen in terms of the breakdown of a historical organization of labour
in which men had primary responsibility for paid work and women
primary responsibility for unpaid domestic work, albeit often com-
bining this with some paid employment. SID barely acknowledges
non-market work at all, or treats it as a residual form. The unpaid
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work of child care, for example, is either to be drawn into the market,
or squeezed into the spaces around paid employment. Unpaid work is
addressed solely from the standpoint of the market. This is slightly less
true of MUD, which, while deploying the idea of ‘dependency’ in its
refusal to valorize unpaid work, simultaneously complains of the
consequences of inadequate parenting. Yet this contradiction is itself
masked by the fact that parenting is not understood as work. In gen-
eral, the emphasis on paid work as a vehicle of inclusion, and the
construction of exclusion as non-employment, inherently privileges
market activity: it does not address either work, or social integration,
in terms of the total social organization of labour.

In the following chapters, I shall argue that the developing discourse
of New Labour shifted it significantly away from RED towards an
inconsistent combination of SID and MUD. The impossibility of ade-
quately acknowledging unpaid labour from this standpoint produces
deep contradictions between different elements of policy, most espe-
cially between the rediscovery of community and the attempt to draw
everyone into paid work through the New Deal or welfare to work
programmes. This contradiction can be resolved only by a rightward
shift to a reformulation of the Thatcherite free economy-strong state
dyad in terms of community, or by a leftward shift towards a RED
agenda. A central political question for Labour’s first term in office
will be how it negotiates between the different available discourses of
social exclusion, and how, especially through the Social Exclusion
Unit, it translates them into policy. Their performance will be judged
not only on whether they deliver ‘social inclusion’, but what kind of
inclusion they deliver, for whom, and on what terms. The following
chapters outline the emergence of the new political discourse, and
their implications for delivering inclusion.
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How far will Labour succeed in delivering social inclusion? Blair
would prefer this question deferred for ten years, but at least a pro-
visional assessment will be needed before the election in 2001 or 2002.
As the policies are put in place, it is possible to ask what kind of in-
clusion Labour seeks to deliver, what the criteria of success would be,
and how likely it is that the policies will achieve this. None of the
discourses has a well-developed set of indicators of social exclusion,
partly because the centrality of the term in British politics is so new —
and partly because to clarify the definition would undermine the very
flexibility of the concept which makes it politically useful. Because the
meaning and imputed causes of exclusion differ in RED, SID and
MUD, so too will some of the indicators of success in producing
greater inclusion. The prospects for inclusion depend on which dis-
course you are situated in. Both provisional and later assessments can
be made in Labour’s own terms, and against other understandings of
social exclusion and other criteria. Success in combating exclusion will
be as contested as the concept itself. The most obvious critical yard-
sticks are those implied by RED, and the main part of this chapter
considers the prospects for welfare to work and the Social Exclusion
Unit from the different standpoints of RED, SID and MUD. Ques-
tions are also raised about the nature of the ‘social’ in social inclusion,
and about unpaid work, transport, participation in common institu-
tions and political inclusion — and the contradictions and tensions
between aspects of inclusion.

WELFARE TO WORK: THE VIEW FROM SID

There are aspects of both welfare to work and the remit of the Social
Exclusion Unit which are consistent with RED, SID and MUD. The
welfare to work programme has widespread support. For RED, in-
voluntary unemployment is one important cause of poverty; for SID,
work in itself delivers inclusion; for MUD, work is a moral necessity to
counter dependence. In the broadest sense, all would interpret the
programme as successful if it: reduces the number of people depend-
ent on benefit; moves the people concerned into socially useful paid
employment which delivers self-esteem, social relationships and a
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reasonable standard of living; provides high quality, affordable care for
their children; reduces poverty; reduces social security spending, thus
releasing more money to be spent on health and education; and does
so without coercion. Pigs might fly. The difference between the dis-
courses lies in the priority given to these various aims.

From the perspective of SID, the most important indicators of
success would be a rise in labour force participation rates, especially
for the target groups of young people, lone parents and people with
disabilities; and a drop in the number of workless households among
those of working age. Falling registered unemployment is not an
adequate measure of the success of the New Deal, since it excludes
those forced off the register and a range of people deemed econom-
ically inactive. In 1997, the unemployment figures fell sharply, and
there were no longer 250 000 young people eligible for the New Deal,
but roughly half that number. This was partly due to the effect on the
count of the Jobseeker’s Allowance, but also to a real drop in youth
unemployment. A rise in unemployment was forecast for 1998 as the
New Deal came into effect. The test of rising participation rates avoids
the measurement problems associated with unemployment, but it is
complicated by how far any change can be attributed to the welfare to
work programme itself. Evaluating changes against a background of
changing economic conditions is not so easy.

There is a further complication to relying on unemployment rates as
an indicator of exclusion. Unemployment rates are higher in France
and Germany, and Labour, like the Conservatives, attributes Britain’s
lower recorded unemployment — and that in the USA - to the greater
flexibility of the economy. But the USA has a much higher proportion
of its male population in prison. If incarceration rates and un-
employment rates are taken together, the difference between Europe
and the United States lies principally in the proportion of young
(predominantly black) men in jail." While levels of imprisonment in
Britain are not comparable with those in the US, they are high by
European Standards. This has implications for benefit budgets. The
proportion of GDP spent on social security in the UK, as in the USA,
is relatively low compared to France and Germany, but the costs of
social security payments for the unemployed must be balanced against
the greater costs of incarceration. While unemployment is the key
form of social exclusion for SID, the greater social exclusion of
imprisonment is neglected.

Rising participation rates are more important to SID than the
numbers passing through the programmes who find some form of
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work. Before the pilot schemes for lone parents and their evaluation
were completed, Harman vaunted their success in terms of the per-
centage of participants moving into employment. These early figures
were disputed because they related to those taking up the offer of an
interview, not those approached or eligible. It was also suggested that
these were the very women who would have taken employment with-
out help. Some of those moving into work under the New Deal would
do so anyway. Simply looking at outcomes for participants in welfare
to work ignores two further problems: substitution and churning.
Participants may be given a competitive advantage, so that they get
jobs at the expense of others in the labour market, for example privil-
eging the young unemployed at the expense of older workers. This
substitution effect is a particular problem with subsidised employment.
As Hutton said, the programmes may also result in only temporary and
short-term work placements, and a churning in and out of employ-
ment. Increased labour force participation rates indicate the success of
the programmes over and above substitution, churning, or existing
levels of movement into work.

The likely success of welfare to work in SID’s terms is — and will
remain — disputable. Its supply-side assumptions may undermine it.
There is no consensus about how far unemployment is a problem of
employability, and how far it is caused by a lack of demand for labour.
Although the lead indicator for SID is labour market attachment, and
this has priority over the quality and pay of jobs, SID differs from
MUD on the issue of compulsion. The emphasis on the positive utility
of work means compulsion should not be necessary; the emphasis on
work as a route to self-esteem makes compulsion, especially in the
shape of thinly-disguised workfare schemes, counter-productive. It is
therefore important whether the New Deal results in people moving
into real jobs, rather than being forced into make-work schemes for
benefit, or even ‘benefit plus’. The quality of the scheme, and there-
fore of the work, is not irrelevant.

Without investment to provide real jobs, improved training and
skills may simply equip individuals for a competitive struggle for
employment in which some must lose. The initial response of the
private sector to pleas to provide opportunities for young people
under the New Deal was disappointing, even with the subsidies offered.
This is partly because employers do not want unwilling conscripts as
workers, but it does not bode well for the expansion of jobs when the
subsidies run out. One suggestion has been that local authorities might
compensate for this shortfall. In a roundabout way, the local state
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would thus become the employer of last resort, in a return to limited
Keynesian demand management — a solution compatible with SID, but
one which will cost money. But SID emphasizes carrots, not sticks.
Within SID, the prime concern is not saving money: increased ex-
penditure on in-work benefits, on child care, on training, and even on
job creation might be wholly legitimate in promoting inclusion through
work.

WELFARE TO WORK: THE VIEW FROM MUD

From within MUD, the central criterion of success is the reduction
in the numbers of people of working age wholly dependent on benefit.
A drop in the number of workless households is important. Since
the central element in MUD is the moral necessity of work, neither
the level of pay nor the quality of the work is important. Coercion is
legitimate — even justified as tough love. MUD may appear to be
directed primarily at reducing public spending, but the discourse and
the policies are ambiguous in this respect. Labour’s welfare to work
policies as originally floated in the Borrie report owed much to the
Australian Working Nation programme,® and especially to the JET
(Jobs, Education, Training) scheme for lone mothers. Both the
rhetoric, in the use of the term welfare and the phrase New Deal, and
the substantive policies, moved closer to an American model. In office,
Labour showed increasing interest in Wisconsin Works or W-2, and in
September 1997 Jean Rogers, the W-2 administrator, attended the
post-election conference at the London School of Economics on ‘How
Labour can Deliver’. Experience in both Australia and Wisconsin
showed that the provision of child care to enable lone parents to work
is expensive. This is so even before posing serious questions about the
quality of child care, whether parents or children suffer as a result, or
the pay and conditions of the carers.

MUD has other features. Work is also a prophylactic against crime.
For the young unemployed, it is a means of social discipline — or, as
Labour put it, ‘our policy against crime is jobs’. It is important both for
workers and for their children, who need to be set an example, and to
learn the work ethic — not at their parent’s knee, but through separa-
tion from it. Those same children, especially in lone-parent families,
are seen as in need of parental supervision to curb their criminal
tendencies. This points either to an irresolvable contradiction between
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welfare to work and the agenda of social order — or to Murray’s
agenda, of attempting to make lone parenthood as difficult as possible
to enforce moral conformity. Success, for MUD, would mean not just
a decrease in benefit dependency, but a decrease in crime and in lone
parenthood, all perceived as indissolubly linked.

WELFARE TO WORK: THE VIEW FROM RED

For RED, the most pressing question is the effect on the lives of the
excluded. The central indicator of success or failure in tackling social
exclusion is the prevalence of poverty, and whether there is both
absolute and relative improvement in the living standards of the poor.
The availability of information to monitor these changes was under-
mined by changes to the statistical base during the Thatcher years;
restoration and improvement is needed.’ The question will not just be
whether more people are in paid work, but whether those in and out
of employment, above and below working age, are better or worse
off.

The reduction of involuntary unemployment is one element in this.
As for SID, the emphasis is on the benefits of paid work, financial and
otherwise. The quality of work matters. Coercion is generally rejected
because benefit penalties may be unjustly applied, and themselves
cause greater poverty and exclusion — as well as potentially under-
mining the New Deal by turning it effectively into a workfare pro-
gramme. Compulsion is viewed as unnecessary in almost all cases if
there is reasonable, reasonably paid work available, and pointless or
worse if there is not. RED, like SID, sees exclusion from paid work as
a form of and a factor in social exclusion. But increased rates of labour
market participation will be an indicator of success only if they result
in a reduction in poverty. The level of the minimum wage is crucial to
RED. And whatever the success of welfare to work, it will not improve
the situation of those who remain dependent on benefits or state
pensions. Moreover, because RED recognizes parenting as unpaid
work, lone parents dependent on benefit are not viewed as not work-
ing. The implication is an increase in benefits to relieve poverty, rather
than an across the board cut or the introduction of coercion into the
New Deal to force them into paid employment. For RED, welfare to
work can be at best a partial solution to the problem of social exclu-
sion.



164 The Inclusive Society

DELIVERING SOCIAL INCLUSION: THE SOCIAL
EXCLUSION UNIT

One of the first tasks set for the Unit in its first six months was the
development of indicators of exclusion. In one sense, this will make
assessment of the success of the Unit in the Government’s own terms
relatively straightforward. But as in the case of welfare to work, dif-
ferent indicators will be preferred or prioritized from the standpoint of
the different discourses. Perri 6, writing for Demos, says social exclu-
sion ‘can best be measured by looking at how many people are cut
off from work, learning and other forms of social participation’ —
the priorities of SID — and goes on to suggest as indicators measures
of both the causal processes and the condition of social exclusion.
The former include ‘mobility, promotion and redundancy, social strati-
fication and limited social mobility, educational failure or family
breakdown’; the latter ‘worklessness and unemployment, home-
lessness, lack of membership of voluntary organisations, denial of
services, isolation or lack of effective social contacts, lack of a car or a
telephone’.* It is notable that poverty does not appear as an indicator
of either the cause or condition of exclusion.

For RED, income data is a proxy indicator, though not a measure,
of the wider multi-faceted process of exclusion. Although poverty is a
prime cause of social exclusion, the two are not synonymous. Im-
proving the material living standards of the poor is a necessary but
insufficient condition for combating exclusion. The Social Exclusion
Unit also sees exclusion as a complex and multi-dimensional problem.
Its concern with multiple deprivation, homelessness, joblessness, and
the concentration of these in areas which also suffer from high levels
of crime is not immediately different from RED, and the pursuit of a
co-ordinated approach to these is wholly consistent with it. To some
extent, the indicators will overlap. But whether the perceived causes
and thus proposed solutions coincide is another matter. In MUD, if
exclusion is the result of poverty, poverty itself is largely attributed to a
failure of employability — which, given the responsibility of individuals
for their own employability, is in large part a moral problem. If MUD
says ‘the poor are different from us’, RED says ‘yes; they have less
money’. The obvious difference is that RED implies improved levels
of benefits, while MUD does not. Government policy rules out addi-
tional expenditure in this form, so that for RED, as Lister said, the
Social Exclusion Unit tackles exclusion with one hand tied behind its
back.
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In some instances, the relationship between the two approaches is as
straightforward as Lister suggests. For example, the Unit is concerned
about the exclusion of sectors of society from financial services. Re-
sidents in some areas may be unable to open bank accounts, obtain
credit cards, or obtain credit because of their postcode. Poorer people
pay more for credit — especially from loan sharks. Competitive strat-
egies in the privatized utilities discriminate against poorer customers.
Potential future work for the Unit includes looking at ‘options for
improving access to services, public and private, for low income in-
dividuals or areas’. These issues may be addressed through pressure
on utilities and financial institutions to alter their practice, and
through encouraging credit unions — non profit-making self-help
groups which foster saving and provide small loans. There is nothing
here that would conflict with a RED agenda; Child Poverty Action
Group has long documented the fact that the poor pay more for most
goods and services. There is, simply, a gap: one aspect of financial
exclusion is that the poor have less money, and inadequate income is
an important factor in debt.

In other respects, the RED approach and that of the Social Exclu-
sion Unit differ rather more. The range of goals may largely coincide,
but the priority given to them is different; and since the perceived
causes of exclusion are different, so too are the means of reaching
those goals. If RED emphasizes social and economic inclusion, and
understands poverty in material and structural terms, MUD empha-
sizes moral inclusion, and understands poverty as primarily cultural in
origin. Explanations of poverty as a cultural problem lead all too easily
into policies to control the poor. The more the thinking behind the
Unit is consistent with MUD, the more the policies for achieving in-
clusion are likely to be ambiguous from the standpoint of RED.

The most obvious example of this is the focus on social order. In
terms of its initial priorities, the reduction in crime and disorder par-
ticularly on the targeted estates would be a key indicator of the Social
Exclusion Unit’s success — although the measurement of crime is
fraught with difficulty, and the measurement of disorder even more so.
When Jack Straw was asked by Jonathan Dimbleby on 28 September
1997 what changes would take place during Labour’s first term of
office, he replied that communities would be safer — but that the Gov-
ernment also aimed to change the norms and values of a generation,
and to establish that parenting is not a purely private matter in which
next door neighbours have no say. Some of the policies for delivering
these outcomes rely not only on repression, but forms of repression
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which are themselves directly exclusionary — an increased use of
exclusion orders against individuals, curfews which exclude young
people from public spaces, and eviction orders. As the Social Exclu-
sion Unit started work, it was reported that there were ‘nearly 10 000
people ...on the council’s exclusions list for anti-social behaviour’ in
Manchester alone.” A general increase in the use of eviction orders is
anticipated. It may even be necessary — but it is important to recognize
that the inclusion of some is predicated on the further exclusion of
others. If the control of crime and disorder leads to more prison sen-
tences, this too represents an increase in social exclusion. The 1997
Crime and Disorder Bill makes provision for ‘anti-social behaviour
orders’ which may be sought by local councils or by the police for any
person aged ten or over who has acted ‘in a manner that caused or was
likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress to two or more persons
not of the same household as himself’. The orders may contain those
prohibitions ‘necessary for protecting persons in the local government
area from further anti-social acts by the defendant’. Breaches of the
order carry penalties of up to five years imprisonment. The problem
lies in the catch-all formula, which does not rest on any specific of-
fence being committed — and does not even require that alarm and
distress be reasonable responses to the behaviour in question.

The early priority given to tackling truancy is again ambiguous.
Although the remit of the Social Exclusion Unit referred also to
exclusions from school, it was truancy which Blair stressed at the Unit’s
launch. In a police report to the Unit, children aged between 10 and 16
were said to be responsible for 40 per cent of all street robberies, 33
per cent of car thefts and 30 per cent of house break-ins in London,
mostly during school hours. The link between truancy and crime
seemed clear — although it does not follow that most children illicitly
absent from school or even most persistent truants are engaged in
crime, or that they should be publicly regarded as actual or potential
offenders. Other research presented to the Unit referred to the low
educational achievement of young offenders, and suggested that per-
sistent truanting was the result of poor educational attainment (mainly
by boys) rather than its primary cause. Again, an improvement in
educational achievement, a reduction in persistent truanting, and a
reduction in crime would all be regarded as good outcomes by RED,
SID and MUD. But the connections posited between them, and the
policies for addressing them differ. The link long made by RED
between unemployment and crime, a social and structural problem,
becomes in MUD a link between unemployability and crime, a problem
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of individual behaviour. In MUD, ‘tough on crime, tough on the
causes of crime’ points to truancy and poor parental supervision as the
‘causes’; in RED, the emphasis is on poverty and its role in educational
underachievement.

The danger is not just that one hand is tied behind the Unit’s back,
but that repression will substitute for inclusion. The attraction for
MUD of focusing on truancy is that parental responsibility can be
invoked as a solution. The Crime and Disorder Bill, consistent with
pre-election policy, provides for the use of parenting orders. These
would apply to the parents of convicted young offenders, and to the
parents of children or young people subject to child safety orders, anti-
social behaviour orders, or who do not regularly attend school. They
may require parents to attend weekly counselling sessions for up to
three months, and to comply with other specified requirements for up
to a year. Jack Straw elaborated likely requirements as being home at
specified times to supervise their child and accompanying that child to
school. Breaches of the order will be punishable by a substantial fine.
It is not clear whether the orders will be made against the parents
severally or jointly, and who will be liable for the fine, especially where
parents are not married and are thus not legally liable for each other’s
debts. The potential conflict between meeting the requirements of a
parenting order and earning a living is implicit in the suggestion that
the stipulations should ‘as far as practicable’ not interfere with times
when the parent normally works. Where truanting is the problem, the
children who cause most concern are those of secondary school age —
the age group where there is growing pressure within New Labour that
lone parents should be compelled to seek paid employment.

A suggestion that the Foyer movement be extended to single
mothers is also ambiguous. Pioneered in France and developed in
Britain since 1992, Foyers provide hostel accommodation for homeless
young people, with help and advice to enable them to move into more
permanent accommodation and training or work. They are entirely
voluntary, although residents are required to keep house rules. Their
encouragement by the Social Exclusion Unit would be appropriate
from RED, SID and MUD - in RED’s case, especially if supported by
additional funds, and a benefit system which facilitated a move on
from Foyer life. But the suggestion that ‘young mothers would be
encouraged to move into...hostels with their babies, and would get
advice on training, access to creches and support workers, including
health care visitors to monitor their children’ does not seem quite in
the Foyer spirit.® There may be some young women for whom such
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facilities would be welcome and wholly appropriate, offering practical
and social support not available elsewhere; some units already exist.
As a policy for inclusion, it is double edged. Encouraging young single
mothers into institutions — having reduced the benefits available to
them — marks them out as a group, and is potentially exclusionary.
And it rests on a presumption of moral exclusion. MUD sees single
parenthood as a form of delinquency, and as a ‘parenting danger zone’
in need of early intervention. The provision of suitable services,
including housing, in a non-institutional manner is not only more
expensive, but offers less possibility of social control.

‘SOCIAL INCLUSION

The wide brief of the Social Exclusion Unit makes its success more
difficult to define than that of the welfare to work scheme. More, the
potential breadth of the idea of social exclusion itself means that a very
wide range of policies may bear on the delivery of inclusion. In RED,
the question of social participation, not just participation in work, is
central. Exclusion is exclusion from participation — in economic, polit-
ical, social or cultural systems.

However the understanding of the ‘social’ in social inclusion is
under-developed. Demos addresses this in terms of networks and
social capital. Social capital refers to ‘the quality of contacts people
have and networks they plug into, and the norms of trust, reciprocity
and goodwill, sense of shared life across the classes, and capacities to
organise that these ties afford’; or more simply to ‘those relationships
which provide people with a sense of trust and community’.” The
potential fruitfulness of this is undermined by the treatment of social
networks as means to ends — either of work or of social control. Thus
for individuals, network poverty means lack of access to the kinds of
contacts helpful in finding employment.® For society, networks are
important because ‘an organized citizenry can alleviate many social
problems and ease the implementation of various kinds of public
policy, for instance by using neighbourhood watch groups to minimise
crime. As a result, nations as a whole lose a resource when the ties
between individuals erode’.’

Discussions of social exclusion in contemporary political discourses
do not collapse the social into the economic, although economic
inclusion is paramount. There is recurrent reference in stakeholding
and communitarian literature to the importance of intermediate
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institutions and to civil society — those places where people live their
lives beyond the workplace. But there is a disturbing tendency for civil
society and the community to be reduced to an arena of unpaid work,
a means of mopping up problems created by the market or a mediator
of social discipline. Social inclusion, social networks, and sociability as
ends in themselves scarcely figure: the meaning of the social needs
clarification and elaboration.

The presumption shared by RED, SID and MUD is that inclusion in
paid work leads to greater social inclusion — in the case of RED,
provided that it also reduces poverty. There is little attention paid to
the ways in which paid work may impede inclusion. Although Hutton
indirectly acknowledges this where people work very long hours, and
the problem of ‘juggling’ is a constant issue in relation to women’s
employment, the downside of paid work is not thought of in terms of
social exclusion. Yet not being able to collect young children from
school affects participation in the social networks that develop around
the school and in the neighbourhood as well as the relationship
between parent and child. Paid work leaves less time for many other
activities. The same may be true of unpaid work.

UNPAID WORK

The contradiction between welfare to work and parenting in Labour’s
policies can hardly be overstressed. It arises from thinking about par-
enting as a responsibility, rather than something which involves work
which is currently unpaid. The unpaid work of parenting includes
domestic labour as well as direct engagement with the child — engage-
ment which takes place through daily practicalities and which can also
be describe as emotional labour. Even if welfare to work for lone
parents is a success, and they move voluntarily into employment, their
children are adequately cared for, and they are materially better off,
there is a hidden cost. It is a cost to women of a major increase in their
total workload, not a cost to society of inadequate parenting. Looking
at social production from the point of view of the total social organ-
ization of labour and acknowledging the prevalence of unpaid work
calls into question how we understand the meaning of work itself and
the justice of using the wage relation as a means of distributing the
social product, as well as the reliance on paid work as a mechanism of
social inclusion. Solutions to this are not obvious, and are limited by
the structural dominance of the market.
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One approach is to bring as much unpaid work as is possible into the
market sector. This is the direction in which current policies point.
However, even if all adults of working age are expected to be in
paid work, and all children in collective day care, a great deal of
unpaid work remains to be done — and is done chiefly by women. Its
implication is an increase in women’s overall workload.

A second approach would be to reward unpaid work directly, in
proportion to its value. This, on the ONS figures, would imply a huge
shift of resources from the market to the non-market sector. One
common objection is the difficulty of evaluating how well unpaid work
is carried out. While one can imagine that attempting to do this might
be an attractive idea to Jack Straw, it is not necessary; most jobs in the
market sector are not rewarded on the basis of performance related
pay. A more intractable difficulty is the danger of ghettoizing women
in domestic labour, the criticism levelled at the Wages for Housework
Campaign in the 1970s. And a principled objection might be that
distribution in relation to unpaid work, like distribution through the
wage relation, rests on a redefinition of what constitutes a social con-
tribution, not on a shift to distribution on the basis of need; it is in this
sense less radical and less egalitarian that RED. It would also meet the
same limits as RED. The redistribution of resources from market to
non-market sector would, as Townsend said of radical redistribution
through the benefits system, run up against the limits of what is pos-
sible in a system which depends fundamentally on distribution through
the wage relation.

A third possibility would be a major redistribution of both paid and
unpaid work. This would mean breaking down the gender inequalities
in both forms of work. It would also require limitations on paid work-
ing time more draconian than anything likely to be contemplated by
the European Union, but affording an acceptable standard of living on
the basis of much shorter hours. Movements in this direction are
possible, and favoured by the French. But significant changes which do
not increase poverty and inequality would be possible only on the basis
of a large reduction in wage differentials, and limited by the require-
ments of a capitalist economy.

GETTING THERE

Participation in social life, whether that be paid work, voluntary work,
family life, or the ragbag category leisure, depends on being able to get
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to the sites of these activities. It requires mobility; it requires transport.
The promised development of an integrated transport system is funda-
mental to the development of social inclusion. This is an issue for SID
as well as RED, for transport problems affect employment prospects.
For RED, it is a wider question: the social life of those without cars
can be very limited. This is particularly true in rural areas, where in
many cases public transport is almost or wholly non-existent. Such a
system needs to be affordable — although affordability depends on
income, so increasing the incomes of the poorest might be a useful
contributory factor. It also needs to be accessible to disabled people,
whose social exclusion is caused not only by lack of money, but by lack
of transport and the general inaccessibility of public spaces. The
response of the green pressure group SERA’s response to the transport
White Paper argues that an inclusive transport system would mean ‘a
rail system that is adequately staffed, affordable and fully accessible to
all disabled people’ and that ‘all buses running on the streets of Britain
are fully accessible to all the nation’s citizens’.'’

The promotion of an integrated transport system has a number of
motivations. Reducing traffic congestion is partly about managing
capitalism more efficiently; traffic jams cost firms money. It is partly
environmentally driven, both in terms of the global need to reduce
greenhouse emissions, and the local need to reduce asthma-inducing
air pollution. Reducing car use, once a fringe concern, is now Gov-
ernment policy and has wide support. But this is not a straightforward
matter. First, the projected need for new homes is likely to be met by
increased building in rural areas. Many people want to move out of
cities. The land available for building in cities is limited — although it
could be substantially increased by reducing the amount of land used
for parking. Some brownfield sites are heavily polluted, and decontam-
ination makes them more expensive to develop than greenfield sites.
Increased rural development means more car use, not less. Secondly,
the exhortation to individuals to use their cars less must not be a way
of subordinating their needs to industry’s preference for a clear run.
Switching freight to rail is part of the plan, and success in this is
essential to an inclusive system. This is particularly important because
most of the discussions of reduced car use focus on switching short
journeys to walking or cycling, on the supposition that these are most
amenable to modal change. But many short journeys are made to ferry
children around or carry shopping. SERA concedes that ‘the car can
bring people into the mainstream of life who might otherwise feel
excluded’, notes its importance to ‘mothers who have a thousand and
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one things to do with...children’, and says that the challenge is to
make sure the right sort of journeys are made by car, ‘for they add to,
and don’t detract from, social inclusion’.!" This implicitly recognizes
the third potential bar to and negative effect of changing public
behaviour. Walking to and from a school a mile away with young
children involves four miles and the best part of two hours a day. If the
distances are greater, so is the time involved; if the children are at
different schools, the logistics may be impossible — and certainly
impossible to combine with getting to work. Many mothers already
juggle with these difficulties. Reducing car use may mean an increase
in women’s unpaid work.

COMMON INSTITUTIONS

Hutton’s focus on the rich as well as the poor suggests that inclusion
requires that people use the same services and institutions. Transport
is one example. Others are health and education, where Hutton’s
concern was with the divide between public and private provision.
There is a body of opinion that the combination of medical advances
leading to new treatments, an ageing population and rising demands
make some form of rationing in the National Health Service inevit-
able. Without greatly increased funding, the likely outcome of this is
an increase in private health provision among those who can afford
it. In both health and education there is talk of ‘partnership’ — the
NHS buying treatments in private hospitals, private schools opening
up their sports facilities to state school pupils. This will not address the
fundamental inequality of provision. Short of making private health
and education illegal, the only ways of radically reducing the possibility
of a large and influential minority deserting collective provision are to
provide public services which match those privately available, or to
radically reduce the inequalities which make this desertion possible.
The first route is enormously expensive, and New Labour has no
intention of promoting inclusion by the second means.

In both school and university sectors of education, newly divisive
policies are being pursued. The introduction of fees and the abolition
of maintenance grants for higher education is likely to narrow rather
than broaden access. The education action zones promised in the
Education Bill in late 1997 pose a different kind of problem. The
purpose of the zones, described by Government officials as ‘the
centrepiece of our modernisation agenda’ is to improve educational
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standards in the designated areas. Their connection to addressing
social exclusion is clear. But schools in these zones will be able to employ
‘innovative methods’; they will be not be bound by the requirements of
the national curriculum, but be allowed to concentrate on core skills.
They will also be exempt from national agreements on teachers’ pay
and conditions, and be able to extend their working week, extending
the school day and opening schools at weekends (compare Etzioni,
Chapter 5). Management of the zones will be put out to tender, and
while most are expected to be run by ‘partnerships’ of local authorities,
community groups and businesses, zones may be imposed against local
authority wishes and may be run solely by private businesses. This
potentially places large parts of the education system in private hands,
where the curriculum can be increasingly bent to the needs of industry
rather than the wider needs of pupils. It also removes democratic
accountability, and further undermines the role of local education
authorities and local government — continuing, rather than reversing
the trends of the last twenty years. The question of democratic
accountability raises the issue of political inclusion.

POLITICAL INCLUSION

One important wider aspect of inclusion is the question of political
inclusion or inclusiveness. This addresses the structures and processes
of political decision making, how these are conducted, and who is
involved in them; social inclusion and exclusion more often refer to the
experiences of citizens whose participation in normal social life, how-
ever this is understood, is facilitated or prevented. Social and political
inclusion are doubly connected: political inclusiveness may be ex-
pected to deliver greater social inclusion; and among the aspects of
social life in which participation is sought is the political process itself.
From the perspective of RED, political inclusion is an aspect of social
inclusion.

In one sense, the whole agenda of political reform, including
policies for Scottish, Welsh and regional devolution could be presented
as an attempt to bring government closer to the people. Whether they
could or will deliver greater political inclusion is a large and important
question, beyond the scope of this book. Inclusion would mean greater
participation in processes broadly defined as political — and with the
outcome of giving people greater real power over decisions affecting
their lives. The reconstruction of local government would be an
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important part of this. Some of the problems about the idea and reality
of political inclusion can be illustrated by looking at the early stages of
the Blair Government itself.

On election, Blair promised to govern inclusively. Most of Labour’s
references in the pre-election and immediate post-election period
were to political inclusiveness; they were about consultation and ‘dia-
logue’, about political rather than social or economic inclusion, about
process rather than outcome. Government should be democratic,
open, accountable and responsive and should eschew sectarian exclu-
sion, hierarchical exclusivity and adversarial style. Wider consultation
and public involvement, as well as the devolution of decisions
according to the principle of subsidiarity, should supplement elections.
Such processes might include community forums, citizens’ juries,
public hearings, as well as referendums. The inclusion of those groups
in society hitherto excluded from or under-represented in the political
process should be increased in both formal and informal processes.
The most frequently stated concern was the under-representation of
women; less frequent, but regular, mention was also made of ethnic
minorities and disabled people. The inclusive society would be one
where everyone — or every significant group — has a voice, and where
these voices are heard either through representation on the basis of
identity — women speak for women, black people for black people — or
indirectly through advocacy groups or voluntary associations. Inclusive
government was signalled by the presence of women MPs and minis-
ters, as well as those disabled, openly lesbian or gay, or from ethnic
minorities.

Some of the problems deriving from constructing identities rather
than collectivities as the proper basis of representation can be seen by
looking at Labour’s best case, women — which also illustrates that
political inclusion may be necessary, but it is scarcely sufficient. There
were more women elected to the 1997 Parliament, and more women in
Blair’s first Government, than ever before in Britain. This resulted
from a policy of having all women short-lists for a proportion of par-
liamentary candidates — a policy dropped after it was challenged as
illegal by two male party members. It may thus prove to be a fragile
achievement. Blair’s honouring of the long-standing promise of a
Minister for Women with cabinet status did not inspire confidence.
The job was given to Harriet Harman as an afterthought, in addition
to the potentially conflicting brief of Secretary of State for Social
Security. Then, in an attempt to patch up the damage, Joan Ruddock
was asked to take on ministerial responsibility at a more junior level.
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However, by this time, all the salaried ministerial positions had been
distributed (including Mandelson’s post of Minister without Portfolio)
— so she acquired the work, the status, but not the pay. A Women’s
Unit was set up, part of its brief being to assess the impact on women
of all policy proposals. It was given no spending budget, and some
argued that to be effective, it would need to be based in the Treasury,
with gender impact statements central to Treasury policy. Fears were
expressed that the inclusion of women in the Blair Government meant
a feminization of politics rather than an advance for feminism and the
interests of women. Skjeie argues from the Norwegian experience that
the political inclusion of women does not necessarily transform sub-
stantive outcomes.'” Increased representation does give a higher
profile to some issues — notably, and importantly, child care — but
responses to these issues are routinely subordinated to conventional
party political agendas. This is exactly what happened in the dispute
over benefit cuts for lone parents — a dispute which also illustrated
how the inclusion of women meant not only their co-option to,
but their active role in legitimizing, policies damaging to women’s
interests.

Processes of informal inclusion and consultation are at least as
significant as formal presence. Blair greatly increased the number
of political advisers at Downing Street, many recruited from think-
tanks like the IPPR and Demos; these advisers were unelected,
unaccountable and overwhelmingly male. Appointments to the large
number of task forces and review bodies set up after the election
continued the co-option of unelected individuals to the policy-making
process, particularly those from the business sector or ‘community’.
Political inclusion crossed party boundaries. David Mellor, a Con-
servative minister forced to resign after a sexual scandal, was asked to
chair the Football Task Force. Alan Howarth, who defected to Labour
from the Tories in 1996, was rewarded with a ministerial post at the
Department for Education and Employment. Pre-election collabora-
tion with the Liberal Democrats over plans for constitutional reform
continued after the election with a cross-party Cabinet Committee —
although in the week of the 1997 Liberal Democrat Conference, both
Peter Mandelson and Alistair Darling warned that if the Liberal
Democrats wanted co-operation between the parties to continue, they
should stop criticizing the Government’s economic policies.

Daniel argues that outside groups did gain greater access to minis-
ters and civil servants — consistent with the new Clause IV commit-
ment to working with voluntary organizations, consumer groups and
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other representative bodies.!* However, she said, this inclusion was
‘not about participatory democracy so much as about participation in
the delivery of policy’, and that ‘those who confuse the two things are
in for a disappointment’. Nowhere was this more apposite than in
relation to the trade unions, who were repeatedly warned to expect no
special treatment — ‘fairness not favours’. Unions constituted a sec-
tional interest, while the business community, apparently, was not. They
were not altogether excluded from participation in the task forces,
but their representation was meagre. Trade union representatives were
invited to Downing Street in the late summer of 1997 to discuss the
manifesto commitment to union recognition, but not involved in wider
policy questions. Blair spoke at the 1997 TUC Congress, which met
under the slogan ‘Partners for Progress’, and made it clear that any
political inclusion of the unions was conditional upon their conforming
to the new ‘responsible’ unionism epitomized by John Monks, which
would not challenge either the policies of government or the con-
sensual image of the new Britain it sought to promote. Blair said he
would ‘watch very carefully to see how the culture of modern trade
unionism’ developed. He told the unions that there were more
important battles than those over ‘labour law’, and that they should be
concentrating on issues of skills, training, welfare to work, pensions
and the reform of the National Health Service. He ordered them to
modernize: ‘Modernise your political structures as we have done in
the Labour Party. Influence with this government and with me is not
determined by anything other than the persuasiveness of your argu-
ments. The old ways — resolutionitis, the committee rooms, the fixing,
the small groups trying to run the show have no future. New trade
unionism — that is your aim. Partners for Progress. That is your slogan’.
But there was no doubt who was the senior, and who the junior,
partner. Appropriate behaviour for trade unions was to be defined by
Blairite fiat, not by trade unionists themselves, and their inclusion
dependent upon this effective co-option. And it is notable that the
constituencies of legitimate identity eligible for inclusion did not
include class: for this would be to import ‘old’ categories of conflict
into the new era of partnership.

The central question is who, and whose interests, are represented at
any level of government — and whose interests prevail. The general
problem about the contemporary emphasis on dialogue and on ‘having
a voice’, which in political and social theory is based on the ideas of
Jurgen Habermas, is that it gives too little recognition to the structures
of power within which that discussion takes place. Emergent decisions
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take on the appearance of consensus, and political inclusion risks
becoming political co-option. Moreover because there are presumed
to be only differences of opinion, not conflicts of interest, dissenting
voices outside the consensus are marginalized as trouble makers.
Genuine political inclusiveness may be necessary to overcoming social
exclusion, though it is certainly not sufficient. Rhetoric about inclu-
siveness, and even actual inclusion, in the processes of policy forma-
tion must be distinguished from the outcomes of these policies.

The dirigiste management of Blair’s Government is easily under-
standable as repressing conflicts which might otherwise divide the
Party within and beyond Parliament. What is less immediately obvious
is that the underpinning model of society on which the third way is
based is one in which conflicts of interest are suppressed. It is this
which leads to the instability of the third way and its tendency to fall
into authoritarianism. This model, with its consequences and limits, is
the subject of the next chapter.
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Introduction

In recent years, many initiatives and events have been carried out to de-
velop pragmatic and participatory solutions to social and environmental
problems that have been made more pressing by the crisis and have been
addressed inadequately or not at all by either the market or the state.

Converging analyses indicate that we are (or should be) on course for economic renewal
and institutional change. A response based on another way to produce value, with less
focus on financial profit and more on real demands or needs is indeed an attractive
premise for reconsidering production and redistribution systems.

In this context, social innovations, which are emerging all over the world, are still small
in scale, but they are being echoed by changes in thinking and are delivering more and
more effective and relevant solutions. The notion has gained ground that social innova-
tion is not only about responding to pressing social needs and addressing the societal
challenges of climate change, ageing or poverty, but is also a mechanism for achieving
systemic change. It is seen as a way of tackling the underlying causes of social problems
rather than just alleviating the symptoms.

Some recent international reports have analysed and explained the emerging role of
social innovation vis-a-vis economic and societal challenges from different angles:

e two successive OECD reports! have largely linked its emergence to rising inequali-
ties. Furthermore, they argue that the crisis has revealed the weakness of the cur-
rent economic system of redistribution;

e the 2013 International Labour Organisation report? notes that, in advanced econ-
omies, the challenge is to stimulate job creation while addressing macroeconomic
imbalances; and

e taking a longer term perspective, the Oxford Martin Commission for Future Genera-
tions has published a report> on successes and failures in addressing global chal-
lenges over recent decades. The report calls for a radical shake-up in politics and
business to embed long-term thinking and provides practical recommendations for
action in order to create a more resilient, inclusive and sustainable future.

The European Union itself has reacted promptly to this evolution. A number of policy
measures, such as pilot programmes funded by the Structural Funds, have been initiated
to empower various actors to address collaboratively the needs of their community.*

1 Growing unequal?, 2008,
http://www.oecd.org/social/soc/growingunequalincomedistributionandpovertyinoecdcountries.htm
and Divided we stand, 2011; http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/dividedwestandwhyinequalitykeepsrising.htm.

2 Repairing the economic and social fabric (ILO, World of work report 2013).

3 Now for the Long Term, 2013;
http://www.oxfordmartin.ox.ac.uk/downloads/commission/Oxford_Martin_Now_for_the_Long_Term.pdf.

4 Local Employment Initiatives, EQUAL, LEADER, URBAN, ..; see in this respect the 25 year anniversary of AIEDL;
http://www.aeidl.eu/en.html.


http://www.oecd.org/social/soc/growingunequalincomedistributionandpovertyinoecdcountries.htm
http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/dividedwestandwhyinequalitykeepsrising.htm
http://www.oxfordmartin.ox.ac.uk/downloads/commission/Oxford_Martin_Now_for_the_Long_Term.pdf
http://www.aeidl.eu/en.html
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In 2009, the Bureau of European Policy Advisers (BEPA) organised a workshop® with
experts, civil society organisations, policymakers and social innovators. Following this
workshop, President Barroso asked BEPA to investigate the definition and raison d'étre
of social innovation, document the Commission’s involvement in this field, identify the
barriers to its development and suggest avenues for improvement. At that time, re-
search on this topic had been mainly empirical and the first BEPA report, published
in 2010, leveraged examples from the field in order to illustrate the emergence of
the social innovation movement and contribute a light conceptual framework with a
broad definition of social innovations, which underlined its collaborative process and
outcome-oriented nature.®

Within a few years, policy support for social innovation has moved towards the centre of
the political agenda. Inside the European Commission, the number of services involved
has grown and a ‘social innovation’ culture has spread in support of the Europe 2020
Strategy and its implementation.

Some of these services have developed strong legal and institutional mechanisms aimed
primarily at supporting social innovation. This is the case for the internal market servic-
es, where the Social Business Initiative (SBI) is supported by a permanent stakeholders
group (GECES) and a list of 11 actions to be followed up. This initiative has given birth to
many projects and achievements, among which the ‘Strasbourg event’ of January 2014
(cf. Part |, § 3.4) was a hallmark.

In other policy areas, some services upgraded the policy relevance of social innovation:

e Transport and mobility are now viewed as areas of potential for innovation with a
strong social impact. Indeed, these areas use new working methods (such as public
taxis for people with disabilities, driven by pensioners) combined with technology
(safety sensors in cars and smartphone-based urban transport planners) and social
innovation to support the uptake of new services (shared electric vehicle fleets and
development of new logistics services);

e At present, innovation in the humanitarian aid sector is almost exclusively focused
on technological innovations. However, when looking at long-term risk and the de-
velopment of prevention and risk reduction, the human factor in social innovation
could be a strong lever. The European Commission’s contribution to the World Hu-
manitarian Summit in 2016 will concentrate more on social innovation; and

e The improvement of knowledge on social innovation through research, platforms,
hubs and networks of researchers and transformative tools to open policy perspec-
tives is increasingly supported in various policy areas such as education and culture,
health and consumption, communication or technology.

The services that have been most involved in this matter from the beginning (Employ-
ment and Social Affairs, Enterprise, Regional Policy, Agriculture, and Research and Inno-
vation) have substantially increased their contributions.

Finally, even internally, the European Commission increasingly uses participatory train-
ing courses and events for human resources in a more socially innovative way.

5 http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/policy_advisers/activities/conferences_workshops/socinnov_jan-2009_en.htm.

6  http://ec.europa.eu/bepa/pdf/publications_pdf/social_innovation.pdf,
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All these developments — changes in the economic and social context, policy devel-
opments, particularly in the EU, in the social field, the development of new analytical
frameworks - have led BEPA to update the initial report it produced in 2010 with the
active participation of all Commission services, reflecting their increasing involvement in
supporting social innovation.

The first part of the report discusses the general context in which these policies and
programmes have emerged and the developments which they relied upon to grow. It
focuses on relevant changes that have occurred - and are still ongoing - since the pub-
lication of the first BEPA report. The first part starts by presenting social innovation as
a driver for change, before listing some main achievements and lessons learned from a
variety of examples from the field. Finally, it suggests some recommendations for future
policymakers.

The second part of the report presents factually, and as comprehensively as possible,
the leading 2010-20 policy framework, the main programmes and supporting schemes
and the initiatives and instruments established by the Commission to support social
innovation, based on the contributions of participating services.



Social Entrepreneurs

HAVE YOUR SAY

PART |

Social innovation,
a new path
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In 2009, when for the first time the European Commission organised a
workshop on social innovation, it was an attempt to capture a subject that
was becoming increasingly topical.

Since then, although most of the contextual elements contained in the
first BEPA report have been retained and even expanded, some elements
of the landscape have changed significantly. This part of the report in-
tends to point out these changes. It first presents social innovation as a
driver for change before focusing on the growing role of the public sector
in overcoming the barriers to social innovation, developing some of the
achievements made and lessons learned in recent years and concluding
with some recommendations to pave the way forward.



The recent dynamic combination of interests, institutions and ideas for
the promotion of social innovation has been embedded in wider political,
technological and economic changes which have affected and will con-
tinue to affect the development of social innovation in the current decade.

A significant change in the policy background has been the closer political attention
paid to redefining the relationship between the social and the economic spheres.” The
economic concepts of capital and investment have become social policy instruments
and corporate social responsibility is shifting from being a matter of charity to one of
inclusion. This change has been conceptually supported in particular by the revival at EU
level of the concept of the social market economy, which has shaped the recent exercise
to deepen the Single Market and, in so doing, has secured a place for social innovation
at the core of EU policies.

The second change that we have identified as significant for the future is linked to the
production of social innovations. Mobilising people and resources around a novel idea
has never been easy (cf. Henri Dunant creating the Red Cross). This is only the first
step of many? Each step entails a process of co-creation which initiates the next one.
Together with the search for a favourable economic, legal, social ‘milieu’ to generate
co-creation, the concept of ecosystems has been borrowed from biology through man-
agement science to describe the environments where social innovations emerge, grow
and thrive. We will explore how this concept can help to defragment mental ‘silos’, work
across boundaries and facilitate the sharing of information and knowledge, and identify
the role and interest of public authorities in enabling social innovation ecosystems.

The third change is related to measurement issues, which have become increasingly
important as social innovation initiatives have mushroomed. Measuring social innova-
tion should indeed help to achieve some crucial objectives, such as proving that it is an
effective and sustainable way to respond to societal needs or showing that social and
environmental value creation is central to the human and ecological sustainability of
societies.

7 Social innovations, Institutional Change and Economic Performance, edited by T. J. Hamalainen and R.
Heiskala, © Sitra, 2007.

8  See the six different stages for the production of social innovation identified in the first BEPA report, p. 54, or
Ten Practical Steps to Implement Social Innovation in the Guide to Social Innovation.
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1.1. An evolving context

‘We are at the dawn of something new’ — emphatic rhetoric or a description of what
was filling the room? This remark from the podium during the ‘Social entrepreneurs
have your say’ event in January 2014 in Strasbourg illustrates the state of mind of the
hundreds of ‘core actors’ from all over Europe who attended the meeting. They were
not only describing their perceptions but expressing a wish to be part of this ‘something

’

new.

From the stakeholders’ workshop held in 2009 with the President of the Commission,
developments in policymaking circles - inside and outside the European Commission —
are palpable. As already explained in the first BEPA social innovation report, the growing
interest in social innovation has come from the continuous and increased need of public
authorities, civil society organisations, private corporations and individuals to respond
to the new social risks with new and more effective approaches and shrinking budgets.
The crisis has enhanced that process. The new participation and sharing ethos of the
social networks generation, as well as the renewed necessity for Europe to develop its
innovation capabilities and the mounting interest in quality of life, are boosting factors.

Since the beginning of the decade, three major developments have emerged.

e the players have evolved: social players have overcome their first negative reaction
of seeing social innovation only as a partial privatisation of welfare, which is the
state’s responsibility. They have now become active participants in the development
of social innovations at local, national and European levels.® In all Member States,
representatives of the national and local authorities, social entrepreneurs and social
economy organisations, the banking and finance sector and the academic and uni-
versity sector play an active part in the consultative multi-stakeholders group set
up by the Commission in 20121° and large groups of citizens all over the world are
joining what has been called ‘a social innovation movement’.}! Traditional economic
players have also radically changed their vision as the idea that social innovation is
about bringing solutions to some of the complex problems of today is seen as nec-
essary.'? The financial world at large is also taking a strong interest in the sector by
developing ethical investment products, including ‘social and environmental impact
financing’;

e the institutions are also changing: public authorities, in particular in the social, health
and education fields, are committed both to being innovative inside and promoting
new forms of financing, partnerships and alliances outside in order to improve their
services to users and involve stakeholders; and

e last but not least, ideas, the third corner of the action triangle, have also developed
and spread. The amount of research, projects, experiments, debates, documents,
books, events produced on social innovation since the beginning of the decade is im-
pressive. A body of literature now exists to frame the various terminology sets in the
social innovation galaxy, and new research continues to explore definitions but also

9  See social platform position paper on social innovation http://www.socialplatform.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/02/20131203_SocialPlatform_PositionPaper_social_innovation.pdf.

10 GECES http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/expert-group/index_en.htm.
11 Unger Mangabeiro, Harvard Law School; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b9c3PppXk1w.

12 The Solution Revolution: How business, government and social enterprises are teaming up to solve society’s
toughest problems, William D. Eggers and Paul Macmillan (Harvard Business review press, 2013).


http://www.socialplatform.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/20131203_SocialPlatform_PositionPaper_social_innovation.pdf
http://www.socialplatform.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/20131203_SocialPlatform_PositionPaper_social_innovation.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/expert-group/index_en.htm
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b9c3PppXk1w
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investment models, development and evaluation methodologies from an empiri-
cal as well as a conceptual perspective and the underpinnings of social innovation.
EU funded research has played a crucial role in this field by funding comparative
research on a large scale, encouraging both academic excellence and the practical
application of results.

We undoubtedly know more now about this ‘volatile’ or ‘quasi’ concept!® of social inno-
vation, the governance structures and the role of public authorities, the capacity build-
ing, the financing capacities needed to allow social innovations to emerge, grow, scale
up and spread. We know more about how social innovations are useful to local welfare
systems and services and how they contribute to poverty reduction, combating inequali-
ties and changing lifestyles. We also know more about their conditions for sustainability
and the views of stakeholders. Empirical research has helped to identify where change
is happening and needs to be encouraged. Conceptual research has achieved milestones
in defining and framing what is really at stake. As argued by Geoff Mulgan,** ‘[sjocial
innovation is an asset to discover the future through action rather than believing it can
be discovered solely through analysis’.

Furthermore, the picture would not be complete if at this point we did not address the
emergence of a phenomenon that significantly affects social innovation: the rise of a
hyperconnected society.

The rise of the collaborative economy - from AirBnB (the social networking service for
bed and breakfast) to car sharing or ‘Code4share’ to ‘Wikipedia’ - is indeed a charac-
teristic of the recent period which goes beyond just inventing new business models.
Digital social innovation is a new kind of innovation enabled by the network effect of the
internet, which is leading to new models of collaborative production and content sharing
which radically change the competition and supply and demand equations of traditional
business models. On this issue, a study conducted by a consortium of partners?® is cur-
rently building a map of digital social innovation actors and networks.

In this context, there are some challenges for the EU.

® First, in the reconfiguration of the economy which is currently taking place under
the influence of network giants, how is Europe to take advantage of open and col-
laborative possibilities to tackle societal challenges? How is it to leverage the power
of the large number of social networks of active citizens and communities who of-
ten operate under the radar?'® The potential of using digital technologies to enable
better and more social innovation to engage stakeholders, citizens, geeks and civil
society communities in the innovation process cannot be neglected. Considering the
distributed nature of digital social innovation and its openness to new players, re-
search based on a bottom-up approach reveals new forms of social innovation and

13 This term was coined by Jane Jenson in Social innovation. Gadget, Concept or Mobilising Idea?; www.cccg.
umontreal.ca. It is defined as ‘a hybrid, making use of empirical analysis and thereby deploying scientific
methods, but simultaneously having an indeterminate quality, making it adaptable to a variety of situations
and flexible enough to follow the twists and turns of policy’. ‘It is more than a buzzword, it has a reputable
intellectual basis but may be vulnerable to criticism on theoretical, analytical and empirical grounds’.

14 Quoted in The world in 2025, contributions of an expert group, January 2009, p.69.

15 Study on innovation in the Digital Agenda conducted by Nesta, Waag Society, ESADE, IRl and Future
Everything; http://digitalsocial.eu.

16 See study by IPTS; http://ipts.jrc.ec.europa.eu/publications/pub.cfm?id=4339.
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new organisational forms that can be encouraged, scaled up and incorporated into

institutional frameworks; and

e secondly, how to set up the best institutional framework for harnessing the networked
collective intelligence of people to tackle major social issues and produce recognised
value for Europe in terms of community wellbeing, ecological footprint, and democratic

legitimacy?’

A public private partnership on decentralised, open, privacy-aware architectures for
the social good (including open data and public federated identity management)

The internet ecosystem currently faces two major and urgent problems:

In 2011 the Commission launched an initiative to pool a range of European funds to promote
evidence-based social innovation, initially concentrating on social assistance schemes. the Com-
mission’s initiative includes:

a handful of non-European companies continue to consolidate their leading positions in data aggregation and
capture collective intelligence via lock-ins, monopolistic behaviour and aggressive IP litigation. Most users have
accepted their exploitative business models in exchange for free services. This deal not only undermines privacy
and weakens data protection, but also commodifies knowledge, identity, and personal data. Unfortunately, most
European ICT research is developed to fit into this centralised model, which only aggravates the situation; and

the European Commission has been funding excellent basic research on the Internet of Things (loT) and the
Future Internet area. However, there is no strategic vision guiding EU research. Projects do not give rise to an
alternative playing field since they promote the kind of short-term incremental developments that only reinforce
the dominant positions mentioned above. While Europe has an unrivalled density of infrastructure and research
potential, the lack of overall coherence in its vision contributes to the consolidation of non-European companies.

An alternative framework is needed to provide an open architecture for the integrated management of online iden-
tity, security, data, and collective governance, based on democratic and participatory processes. The only practical
response is the development of distributed and decentralised solutions for future critical infrastructures in the three
main areas set out below:

1.

Distributed architectures: this includes the need for open data distributed repositories, distributed cloud, distribut-
ed search and distributed social networking. It can also include the development of new mobile platforms able to
ensure some basic services at European level, on top of which a whole new open ecosystem of services and appli-
cations could flourish in a participatory innovation model based on open source and open hardware development;

Public federated identity management for the entire EU: weave identity management into the EU Digital In-
frastructure by applying a federated model to the entire Union. The agency that public or private providers
have controls which platforms it talks to and the platform determines which services, products or spin-offs are
supported. The aim should be to turn the current passport into an open source mesh-networked device; and

New governance modalities for big data (main question around collective ownership of data, data portability
and data as knowledge commons): the question is how to ensure user control over personal information in
an ocean of commercially valuable big data. Citizens should be aware that technical solutions do not work by
themselves, therefore legal and commercial solutions have to be based on technology and integrated with the
appropriate policy framework. Defining sensible governance modalities for big data will require substantial
collaboration between the public and private sectors, based on a multi-stakeholder model, in order to define
the minimum level of sensible requlation allowing fair competition in the emerging areas of big data.

17 For examples of the impact on democracy, see the 2013 World Forum Rewiring democracy — connecting
institutions and citizens in the digital age. Further information is available at: http://www.epsiplatform.eu/
content/world-forum-democracy#sthash.iqvUpOPH.dpuf.
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To stimulate thought on this issue, Francesca Bria'® has described how the EU could
take advantage of the shift from closed innovation to collaborative, open innovation. Her
contribution is summarised below.

1.2. The social market economy
concept

1.2.1. The origins of the concept

The term ‘social market economy’ emerged in the post-World War Il period, when Ger-
many was looking for a new economic, political and social start. It is strongly associated
with what has been coined the post-war ‘German economic miracle’. At the time, the
idea was to find a renewed impetus for a laissez-faire market-based economy, rejecting
the centrally planned and state-directed system of the previous period while ensuring a
social and political consensus.

Men like Ludwig Erhard, Alfred Miller-Armack and some of their collaborators coined
the term ‘social market economy’ as a new and comprehensive understanding of a free
market and socially-orientated economic order. It became the hallmark of their political
and social aspirations. It entailed two ideas: first, that a market economy was a better
way to improve living standards; secondly, that the market order can serve the aims of
social security and protection, as long as it is flanked by the right economic and social
policies. In other words, market economics and social security do not exclude each other,
but which comes first? Two different schools of thought gave a different meaning to this
concept. On the one hand, the Ordoliberalism of Eucken, Ristow and Béhm (also known
as the Freiburg School, to which Hayek could be added) acknowledged that protection
against poverty, unemployment, illness and old age are important as long as they ‘are
not pursued in conflict with the rules of the market’. On the other hand, Muller-Armack
(later secretary-of-state to Ludwig Erhard) and Wilhelm Répke had stronger views on
the primacy of social aims since they rooted this concept in Christian Democratic ethics.

For historic reasons, most people in Germany strongly supported the concept (and its
somewhat contradictory interpretations) provided it was efficient. The social market
economy was the conceptual framework for the ‘German economic miracle’ and deemed
critical for ensuring economic ‘prosperity for all’ and social justice. As a result of growing
inequalities and the perceived unfairness of the social protection system, however, some
people started to question the efficiency of the iconic model. In 2008, for example, only
31 % of all Germans said they had a ‘good opinion’ of the social market economy, a
figure that had risen to 38 % by the beginning of 2010. While it remains a rallying polit-
ical concept, the social market economy and the best ways to balance in the future the
ideals of freedom, social justice and economic growth are now being revisited.!®

This short history of the term gives some idea of its heuristic but ambiguous mean-
ings from its origins to the present. Today the term which ‘blended market capitalism,
strong labour protection and union influence, and a generous welfare state’ does not

18 Senior Project Lead, Innovation Lab, EU Project Coordinator D-CENT - DSI.
19 f. for instance: http://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/cps/rde/xchg/bst_engl/hs.xsl/269.htm.
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fit the current reforms of the welfare state but, as pointed out by The Economist,?° the
‘social market economy’ broadly refers to the study of the different social institutions
underpinning every market economy and it has been used to describe attempts to make
capitalism more caring and to the use of market mechanisms to increase the efficiency
of the social functions of the state.

1.2.2. The social market economy in the European arena

The four freedoms (free circulation of goods, services, capital and people) at the heart of
the EU’s Single Market are commonly seen as economic instruments to favour increased
competition, specialisation and economies of scale, improve the efficiency of the alloca-
tion of resources and drive economic integration within the EU. The question is: should
this driver be geared solely to economic growth or should it serve the goals of social
as well as economic cohesion? On this issue, the debates of the European Convention
for the Future of Europe (2003-05) were heated. The idea of a powerful Single Market
underpinning international competitiveness and the creation of growth and jobs as the
ultimate end of the European Union was rather dominant. After the crisis, the European
social model and its aim of producing wellbeing for all is more often seen as an impor-
tant goal of European integration. In contrast with the distinction which appears more
obvious today, the term ‘social market economy’ in the text of the Constitution suited
everyone and was embedded in the Treaty?' as it seemed to opportunely reflect the
views of liberals, Christian Democrats and Social Democrats.??

1.2.3. A new strategy for the Single Market

‘The crisis has induced some critical reconsideration of the functioning of markets. It
has also enhanced concerns about the social dimension. The Treaty of Lisbon, soon to
enter into force, makes it explicit for the first time ...that ‘the Union [...] shall work [...] for
a highly competitive social market economy. All this calls for a fresh look at how the
market and the social dimensions of an integrated European economy can be mutually
strengthened.’

This excerpt from the mission letter from the President of the European Commission,
José Manuel Barroso, inviting former Competition Commissioner, Mario Monti, to prepare
a report setting out recommendations for an initiative to relaunch the Single Market
clearly sets the new tone. The existing tensions between market integration and social
objectives are more vividly exposed now that the Lisbon Treaty has formally introduced
the objective of achieving a ‘highly competitive social market economy’. ‘If the market
and the social components do not find an appropriate reconciliation, something has to
give in. Following the crisis, with the declining appetite for the market and the increasing
concern about inequalities, it is by no means clear that it would be the market, i.e. the

20 http://www.economist.com/economics-a-to-z/s#node-21529660.

21 Article 3 of the Treaty on European Union states: ‘The Union shall establish an internal market. It shall work
for the sustainable development of Europe based on balanced economic growth and price stability, a highly
competitive social market economy, aiming at full employment and social progress, and a high level of
protection and improvement of the quality of the environment'.

22 At the time, it was interpreted as a symbolic ideological gain for the European socialists (The European
Convention: bargaining in the Shadow of Rhetoric, Paul Magnette and Kalypso Nicolaidis — published in: West
European Politics, April 2004).
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Single Market, to prevail.’ In his report,>® Professor Monti clearly identified public servic-
es (or services of general economic interest) as being at the centre of social concerns.
This was a window of opportunity to enable bottom-up creativity, particularly in the way
services are delivered and matching the needs of users.

The Monti Report raised the need to reinforce the Single Market through a series of
concrete measures. This was done in a two-stage approach in April 2011 and October
2012.2* It is interesting to note that, whereas the initial impulse to reinforce the social
content of the Single Market had come from a top-down initiative, the idea of develop-
ing ‘new emerging business models in which social, ethical or environmental objectives
are pursued alongside financial profit’, submitted for consultation as part of a list of
12 possible initiatives to strengthen neglected aspects of the Single Market, was strong-
ly supported by the public in the answers to this consultation.

This unanimity should not hide underlying ambiguities in overcoming corporatist ap-
proaches and acquired interests in the sphere of the social economy, and different un-
derstandings in Europe of what constitutes a social enterprise or business. As acknowl-
edged in an OECD report on social entrepreneurship? ‘[e]ven if social entrepreneurship
as an activity is developing quickly around the world and social innovations are appear-
ing everywhere, these are both relatively recent fields of research and practice and the
notions are still ill-defined. A term like social entrepreneurship tends to overlap with
terms such as social economy, third sector, non-profit sector, social enterprise and social
entrepreneur, some of which are also ill-defined and overlapping. Moreover, definitions
are context-sensitive, in the sense that the geographical and cultural contexts matter’.
For instance, traditions within Europe vary: the German approach differs from the Italian
or British early development of cooperatives or from the successful concept in France of
économie sociale et solidaire, to name just a few of the contexts where social entrepre-
neurship linked to social innovations is developing.

Conceptual clarity is needed but cannot be imposed in a top-down approach. It has to be
worked out progressively by actors, who are now speaking to each other, taking the best
from each tradition, while adapting to a new common post-crisis reality.

Following long discussions on definitions during the preparation of the text of the Social
Business Initiative, it was finally agreed that rather than reduce a still-developing idea
to an overly narrow definition, social entrepreneurship should be defined on the basis of
three main characteristics:

e the social objective was the reason for developing innovative activities;
e profits were mainly invested in achieving this social objective; and
e the organisation and ownership used participatory principles aiming at social justice.

The actual development and content of the SBI are described in detail in the second part
of this document. What must be stressed at this stage is that:

social entrepreneurship should be placed in the main ‘engine room’ of European
integration: the Single Market raised social innovation to a new level of recognition,

23 http://ec.europa.eu/bepa/pdf/monti_report_final_10_05_2010_en.pdf.
24 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/smact/index_en.htm.

25 SMEs, Entrepreneurship and Innovation, contribution of Antonella Noya (OECD, 2010).
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allowing major instruments such as public procurement directives or competition
policy to engage with the development of this ‘emerging’ sector; and

e the way it has been developed has been participatory?® and all-encompassing,?”
i.e. through a systemic change in approach rather than through incremental changes
in the institutional infrastructure of the business world.

1.3. Ecosystems for social innovation

1.3.1. An approach to the concept of ecosystem

For some time now, management scholars have recognised the parallels between bio-
logical and economic systems. The concept of an ecosystem — which in biology refers to
an environment where different, sometimes competing, species can complement each
other - has been used in particular by Michael Porter,?® who underlined that the tradi-
tional framework of industries made up of competitors, suppliers and customers does
not pay enough attention to the many other actors and environments in an industry: the
organisations making complementary products, the infrastructure on which the organi-
sation depends, and the various institutions, people, and interest groups that affect the
entire industry, including the end users or consumers.

An ecosystem’s framework, in contrast, incorporates the broader environment within
which organisations operate. It captures the elements of Porter's economic analysis,
adds other potentially important actors, and incorporates the non-market forces.

This framework is particularly appropriate for the production of social innovation, as
their promoters (social entrepreneurs, intrapreneurs, etc.) must leverage complex sys-
tems of interacting players in rapidly evolving political, economic, physical and cultural
environments. Moreover, the more innovative the initiative, the more likely it is to come
up against the aversion to change of those who have stakes in the system as it is.

Today, ecosystems for social innovation are seen as the way to create an innova-
tion-friendly environment where social innovations can grow and to address not only
the apparent cause but also the underlying problems. The shift from social innovation as
a charitable solution to a problem that has an immediate but unsustainable impact (e.g.
give food to the hungry) to the transformative ambition to create long-lasting changes
to solve societal problems (e.g. homelessness, food disorders) that are engrained in
behaviours and institutional and cultural context (laws, policies, social norms) has also
been a reason to look for a ‘friendly milieu’ to organise interactions and respond to the
needs of social innovations at every stage of their development. Thus, the term ‘ecosys-
tem’ has spread within the social innovation community as a response to the different

26 |t started with a wide consultation and was shaped by three European Commissioners, i.e. the Commissioners
responsible for the Single Market (M. Barnier), Employment and Social Affairs (L. Andor) and Enterprise (A.
Tajani).

27 The Social Business Initiative was launched with a Communication on corporate social responsibility and a
revision of the Transparency Directive as a package to increase trust: ‘Social business is a good example of
an approach to business that is both responsible and contributes to growth and jobs. But we need to ensure
all companies, not just social businesses, take their impact on wider society seriously: that's why | also want
big multinationals [...] to be more open about what they are paying to governments across the world’ (Michel
Barnier).

28  The Competitive Advantage of Nations, 1990.
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needs to structure, experiment, nurture, network, support, scale up and transfer social
innovations at the different stages of their development.

1.3.2. Main components of an ecosystem for social innovation

Supportive policies, adequate governance, innovative finance, a variety of capacity
building and recognition tools such as incubators, hubs, forums, prizes and research
in methodologies, benchmarking and impact measurement are the main components
which, together, create the ‘natural environment’ for social innovation to flourish. While
the movement and creative energy in the ecosystem comes from the actors and their
connections, the administrative, economic and legal environment has to be enabling.

Where the priority objective is to solve a problem of a social or societal nature, people
(in whatever capacity they act) have to pool their resources and work together. Often,
a dominant administrative culture or conflicting objectives prevent this. The key to sup-
portive governance is to identify those obstacles and create spaces for cooperation and
for thinking outside the box. Promoting a culture of trust and learning from failures is
also part of supportive governance. Governments have to set up enabling processes and
institutions to encourage the creation of ecosystems which mobilise collective energy
and initiative to develop, mostly small-scale but effective solutions to improve quality
of life. Social entrepreneurship (or intrapreneurship), the main vector to channel action
in this field is often small, can also be larger?® and usually has a transformative agen-
da. The use of digital tools to reach their goals is already quite widespread amongst
social innovators (e.g. Websourd®® uses a call centre to translate job interviews, etc.).
Increasingly, however, digital tools are also used as a core element to mobilise collective
intelligence for the co-creation of public goods (e.g. Code for America,3* Nudge,* etc.).
This gives a radically new dimension to social innovations and the ecosystems which
can allow them to grow. Communication technologies create very large and open spaces
for the self-organisation and mobilisation of society which enlarge the scope of civil
society mobilisation and generate new issues of control and trust (see the Digital Social
Innovation project> and the Onlife Initiative for rethinking public spaces in the digital
transition®4).

Access to resources and/or funding is another crucial component, which has to be avail-
able in different forms at the right time. From access to public procurement or small
experimental grants to investments in large projects likely to bring substantial social
benefits in the medium to long term (e.g. investment in the social integration of prison-
ers to eventually reduce crime). As illustrated in the Malmé example mentioned below,
this can even include regrouping investments to achieve the same social objective and
involving stakeholders and end users can often double or treble the impact of budgets
and or investments.

29 cf. for example SOS (http://www.groupe-sos.org).

30 http://www.websourd.org/; http://www.websourd-entreprise.fr/.
31 http://codeforamerica.org/.

32 R Thaler & C. Sunstein, Yale University Press, 2009.

33 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/socialinnovationeurope/directory/switzerland/event/digital-social-innovation-
workshop.

34 http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/onlife-initiative.
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Any collective endeavour where the mobilisation of energies is the main resource needs
catalysing places and instruments where collective work is valued and recognised (or
at least not penalised). Incubators to generate the birth and growth as well as tools to
exchange, compare and value are other essential components of the social innovation
ecosystem.

The fourth ingredient to create a fertile environment for initiating innovative practices
of a disruptive nature is to develop evidence of a different nature that is likely to work
and yield measurable results, but also to develop methodologies from empirical and
theoretical observations to develop or scale up successful experiments. Thus, research
is an essential component of the ecosystem.

A striking example of the development above is the study entitled A map of social enter-
prises and their ecosystems in Europe.®® The European Commission called for this study
in April 2013 to establish for the first time an overview of national policies, schemes
and actions aimed at promoting social enterprises and supporting the development of a
conducive ecosystemn where it exists as well as the current state and dynamics of social
investments markets. This was only done for 11 Member States.*®

It studies the following issues for these countries: the political and legal recognition of
the concept of social enterprise; public support schemes; whether marks and labelling
schemes are in use, the social investment markets. Finally, it assesses the opportunities
and barriers for each country. This first exercise shows wide differences amongst Member
States regarding the degree of maturity of the ecosystem. In countries with a long tradi-
tion of social economy like Italy and France, a variety of well-established tools have been
developed while in newcomers like Latvia or Romania, the recognition and the private and
public support systems for social business is still in its infancy but in great demand.

In itself, this study is a resource for policymakers, social entrepreneurs and stakeholders
in social business in general as it provides timely information on when, where and how
social entrepreneurs can find an understanding and friendly environment to initiate, de-
velop and scale up social enterprises.

1.3.3. Examples of ecosystems for social innovation

As mentioned above, the growing importance of social enterprises in the EU social inno-
vation policy framework emphasises the importance of developing an enabling environ-
ment made of specific instruments, a more understanding environment and to develop
innovative tools (e.g. European Partnerships) to stimulate interaction between actors in
fertile ground. A large number of public or private actors at national and local level can
take advantage of this new policy focus.

Two very different case studies can be mentioned to illustrate these issues:

e firstly, Oksigen® is a dynamic Belgian consortium established on the private initia-
tive of likeminded individuals. It covers every stage of a social innovation’s develop-

35 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20131128-sbi-sector-mapping-study_
en.pdf.

36 Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Romania, Latvia, Poland, Italy, Spain, Ireland and Belgium.

37 For more information, please refer to: http://www.oksigen.eu/ and http://www.i-propeller.com/.
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ment, including tutoring and mentoring, the search for diverse sources of financing,
upscaling and transfer and integrates applied research. It offers a springboard for
leveraging the effects of public and private programmes and funds aimed at devel-
oping effective solutions to new or unaddressed social or societal needs;

e secondly, a multicultural city like Malmg,*® which is strategically putting in place
an ambitious plan of ‘ecosystems’, is a good example of what can be done in this
area. Local authorities together with welfare services and local economic actors
have a vested interest in identifying more efficient solutions to address concrete
social problems and improve the quality of life in their community. The idea is to
fundamentally reassess all the direct and indirect social ‘costs’ and reallocate them
in a dynamic and interactive process to benefit people in the community with a long-
term impact. This cannot be done unless you create an ecosystem where adminis-
trations working in silos, economic actors willing to serve their community as well
as their business interest and those citizens most concerned, are given a common
framework where they can interact, design and implement.

1.4. Measurement of social impact

There are at least four reasons for tackling the challenge of measuring social innovation.
First, there is a need to prove that social innovation is an effective and sustainable way
to respond to societal needs (from this perspective, the belief that after the crisis, social
innovation can play a pivotal role in serving as a competitive future advantage for Euro-
pean economies and societies has been underlined in many EU documents.® The Guide to
Social Innovation, published in 2013, states in particular ‘Europe is ideally placed to take
a lead and capture first-mover benefits when it comes to implementing social innovations
by proactively and effectively trying to fully (and fairly) realise both economic and societal
benefits’). Second, justifying the allocation of public money as well as attracting other
sources of public and private financing requires a shared understanding of what the ‘pos-
itive and measurable social effects’* of social innovations are. Third, evidence-based poli-
cies require ex ante evidence of the expected impact of the actions involved. Finally, social
innovations (seen as drivers in the current transition*) could open the way to developing
a new competitive advantage for European economies, showing that social and environ-
mental value creation is central to the human and ecological sustainability of societies.

The reasons why social innovations are difficult to measure are of course proportional to
their scope (i.e. the smaller the objective, the easier the measurement). This difficulty is
also explained by the fact that their success relies on factors which, by their nature, are
difficult to quantify, at least in the short to medium term. Indeed, their success relies on
how they have been able to act as drivers of social change,*? to break with established

38 www.malmo.se/kommission.

39 The Innovation Union flagship initiative introduced social innovation as a driver of a European innovation
strategy and this idea has since guided developments in research and innovation policy, enterprise and
industry in particular.

40 This is the terminology used by EU institutions (Commission, Parliament, Economic and Social Committee) to
frame the notion of social impact in the EuSEF (European Social Entrepreneurship Funds) and EaSI (European
Programme for Employment and Social Innovation).

41 See The EU's Fifth Project - Transitional Governance in the Service of Sustainable Societies
http://www.uclouvain.be/461789.html.

42 Social innovations as drivers of social change, J. Howaldt, R. Kopp & M. Schwarz, 2013.
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approaches® and to engage a process of changing behaviours, ‘basic routines, resource
and authority flows, or beliefs of the social system’ in which they occur.#

The benefits of overcoming the challenge of measuring social innovation will allow fur-
ther developments in different aspects of social innovation at a crucial moment for the
post-crisis economy.

Both micro-level measurement (how successfully a social enterprise is contributing to
this goal) and macro-level measurement (social enterprises grow in an ecosystem com-
posed of a favourable governance framework, capacity-building tools and learning pro-
cesses) have become necessary.

Measures of the success/impact of social innovation is the increasingly shared idea
that ‘economic outcomes have for a long time been the main indicator to measure the
development of organisations and countries, but a more holistic perspective considering
social, environmental and economic consequences must come to the fore to build a sus-
tainable world’.*> Awareness of this has increased in recent years since climate change
and inequalities are on the rise. Even before widespread political attention was drawn
to this agenda by the Report on the Measurement of Economic and Social Progress*®
(known as the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi report), the Commission had already held a large
forum on Beyond GDP% in 2007. This was followed by a Communication on GDP and
Beyond — Measuring progress in a changing world,*® highlighting the need for new instru-
ments to monitor and measure environmental and social development and establishing
a roadmap. A review of progress on GDP and beyond actions was published in 2013.4° In
addition, other actors have also taken steps to introduce new instruments, e.g. the OECD
with its Better Life Index.>® Many analysts around the world believe that it is necessary
to measure wellbeing or quality of life in order to better respond to the needs of this
century. As far as social innovation is concerned, this is likely to kick-start the systemic
change mentioned inter alia in the first BEPA report, by bringing to the fore the value of
non-tradeable goods and services that contribute to wellbeing.

Against this background, we examine below the need for social impact measurement
and guidance on how it should be carried out in the specific context of:

® evidence-based policies; and

funding/financing social innovation; and to

follow progress so far in the area of indicators and social impact measurement.

43 Social Innovation: Blurring Boundaries to Reconfigure Markets, A. Nicholls & A. Murdock; Palgrave Macmillan,
2011.

44 Making a Difference - Strategies for Scaling Social Innovation for Greater Impact, Frances Westley and Nino
Antadze (presented at the Social Frontiers social innovation research conference, November 2013).

45 EESC report on social impact measurement.

46 http://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf.
47 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/beyond_gdp/index_en.html.

48 COM(2009) 433 final.

49 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/pdf/SWD_2013_303.pdf.

50 www.betterlifeindex.org. .
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1.4.1. Evidence-based policies

Public policy development increasingly requires accountability as well as efficiency to
ensure the best use of resources. While coarse assessments can in some cases be the
way to approximate a cost benefit analysis due to urgent circumstances, scientifically
based methods are increasingly used to compare (ex ante) the benefits that a commu-
nity would derive from a specific measure or scheme to a comparable community which
did not have this measure or scheme. The principle of social experimentation to test a
policy intervention on a small population so as to evaluate its efficacy before deciding
whether it should be scaled up is on the agenda of many policymakers wishing to design
a potentially policy-relevant intervention as well as measure its actual efficacy.

Existing methods for assessing a project’s chances of success and their different costs
are detailed in a methodological guide for policymakers,>* published by the Commission
in September 2011 in order to assist policymakers in designing socially innovative pro-
jects. This guide sets out basic principles to follow in order to design a potentially pol-
icy-relevant intervention. It describes six commonly used methods of evaluation, which
are compared from the point of view of the reliability of the results they deliver; and
considers the costs associated with each method, and the complexity of implementing
them in practice.

The ‘gold standard’ for these methods goes to randomised experiments. They draw
from the principle of randomised controlled trial used in scientific experiment, and in
particular clinical trials to test the efficacy or effectiveness of various types of medical
interventions in a patient population. The use of randomised trials to test solutions
was pioneered by Esther Duflo, professor at MIT and Director of the Abdul Latif Jameel
Poverty Action Lab,>? which has now grown into a global network of professors who use
randomised evaluations to answer critical policy questions in the fight against poverty.
This network has conducted over 500 randomised evaluations in 57 countries. Some
of the policy lessons have led to the scaling up of programmes which have improved
the lives of millions of individuals. These include school-based deworming programmes
as one of the most effective methods for improving school participation in developing
countries or providing free access to chlorine dispensers at water sources to reduce the
death of children under five.>*

Nevertheless, randomised evaluations of social programmes take time and can be com-
plex to implement.

Many authors in the open literature have discussed the benefits and limitations of ran-
domised social experimentation as a tool for evaluating social programmes.>* Other
techniques also commonly used are referred to as non-experimental or quasi-experi-
mental methods. They are usually less complex to implement than randomised eval-
uations, but the results they deliver are also less reliable. It appears that random as-
signment to the treatment and comparison groups is the best way to ensure that the
comparison group is similar in every respect to the treatment group. Non-experimental

51 Written by J-Pal Europe at the request of the European Commission's Directorate-General for Employment,
Social Affairs and Inclusion.

52 http://www.povertyactionlab.org/.
53 http://www.povertyactionlab.org/scale-ups/chlorine-dispensers-safe-water.

54 See for example Randomization and Social Policy Evaluation, James Heckman, NBER Technical Working Paper
No 107, July 1991.
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methods must rely on an assumption to justify the claim that the comparison group
they use is similar to the treatment group.

In order to test measures aimed at the development of new social practices and/or
the reorganisation of existing ones in EU Member States, the PROGRESS programme
(2008-12) allocated EUR 10 million to developing social policy experiments. Thirty-six
projects focusing on the social and professional inclusion of vulnerable groups were
financed. Hope in stations: HOmeless PEople in train stations was one of these projects.
In the new programme for employment and social innovation, technical assistance for
conducting randomised evaluations is made available to administrations undertaking
social policy reforms.

Thus, the rapid development of this subject has proven its intrinsic interest. It is to be
expected that the wide range of research projects and scientific publications on this
topic will lead to enhanced cooperation on the quantification and measurement of social
impact and on designing and assessing social policies.

1.4.2. Funding/financing social innovation

A sound technique for measuring the impact of the social innovation is a prerequisite
for funding/financing social innovation. The recent period has been characterised by the
emergence of a wider diversity of funding sources for innovative ventures with a so-
cial objective from the public and private sectors. This proliferation of funding/financing
mechanisms has led to the urgent need to further develop methods for measuring the
social and economic benefits. Public bodies at every level have worked to increase the
offer, from dedicated microfinance funds to public procurement,> but the financial and
banking sector are taking a growing interest in ‘impact finance’ and the public at large
responds, where legislation permits, to calls to ‘crowdfund’ social ventures. This is good
news as one of the major barriers to the development of social innovation identified in
the first BEPA report was access to finance, but also overdependence on grants from
charities, foundations and public support, in particular when growth capital is needed to
engage in long-term ventures.

This aspect has raised considerable attention, in particular at EU level, since the launch
of the Social Business Initiative. The Commission’s Communication on the Single Market
Act 11°® highlighted the need to develop methods for measuring the social and economic
benefits generated by social enterprises in the implementation of the EUSEF*” and the
programme for Employment and Social Innovation (EaSl).>® In response, a subgroup
of the Commission’s consultative multi-stakeholder group on social enterprise (GECES)

55 As illustrated in part 2 of this document.
56 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/smact/docs/single-market-act2_en.pdf.

57 The Regulation on European social entrepreneurship funds (EuSEFs) was published in the Official Journal on
25 April 2013. Together with the Regulation on European venture capital funds (EUVECA) and the Alternative
Investment Fund Managers Directive (AIFMD), this Regulation aims to make it easier for AIFMD-exempt
venture capitalists and social entrepreneurs to raise funds across Europe without the requirement to comply
with the full AIFMD regime. The key elements of the Regulation provide for an EU brand for EUSEFs and the
introduction of a European marketing passport. The range of eligible financing tools/investments under the
EuSEF Regulation is wider than those available for venture capital funds under the EVCF Regulation.

58 The third axis of this programme focuses on microfinance and social entrepreneurship with a fund of EUR
86 million over seven years to provide grants, investments and guarantees to social enterprises which can
demonstrate that they have a ‘measurable social impact’.
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was tasked with providing the Commission with guidelines on how social enterprise can
measure their social impact on the community.

The report adopted by the GECES in June 2014 makes a set of recommendations and
defines areas where follow-up is required. It underlines the benefit that a standard for
social impact measurement, ideally agreed worldwide, would have. However, it recog-
nises that no single set of indicators can be devised in a ‘top-down fashion’ to measure
social impact in all cases.

In order to meet the needs of social enterprises, funders and policymakers to achieve
comparability in reporting and monitoring, to limit the costs of the assessment to the
size and scope of the venture and to allow an approach that respects the diversity of
social enterprises as well as the need to cope with change and improvement, the GECES
advocates a process for social impact measurement.

This process involves five stages: 1) identify objectives; 2) identify stakeholders; 3) set
relevant measurement; 4) measure, validate and value; 5) report, learn and improve.
All stages should involve active stakeholder engagement. In particular, the number and
range of indicators should be agreed between the social enterprise, beneficiaries or
service users as well as investors, allowing for lighter and cheaper processes for small
ventures. The dynamics of involving all stakeholders (from investors to service users)
is designed to maintain the balance between the overriding need to deliver measurable
social impact and the need for a profitable operation that can meet investor expecta-
tions.

The report also includes guidance on reporting standards for social impact measurement
and indicators, and examples of case studies illustrating how measurement techniques
are used. It represents a very rigorous, participatory and useful exercise to respond to
the European Commission’s request. Its conclusions stress the need for further action,
in particular in raising awareness and facilitating stakeholder engagement. This idea is
reinforced by the opinion on social impact measurement of the European Economic and
Social Committee (EESC).>°

According to the GECES subgroup, the areas where follow-up is required are:

® guidance to assist social enterprises, funders, fund managers and investors in all EU
Member States in complying with the standards proposed;

e the establishment of a knowledge centre on social impact measurement for guid-
ance, exchange of practice and monitoring;

e the development and consolidation of measurement frameworks with stakeholder
participation;

e the development of reporting formats; and

e the development of a network or group of experts to act as a reference point for
dissemination and development with respect to social impact measurement, inte-
grating EuSEF and EaSI| experience.

V)]

9 http://www.eesc.europa.eu/?i=portal.en.int-opinions.29291.
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1.4.3. Indicators for a socially innovative society

In the wake of demands from stakeholders, the issue of social innovation and its econom-
ic, social (and environmental) impact and measurement have become significant priorities
on the EU agenda. In EU policymaking, this has recently become apparent in initiatives like
the Communication on the social dimension of the EMU, which proposes social indica-
tors and actions to complement economic reporting. This line of reasoning now appears
in many EU documents where the measurement and monitoring of social added value,
change and impact is a prerequisite for the implementation of directives and programmes.
In line with the idea that we are still in a learning process, analysis and research is being
conducted on the measurement of societal (social and environmental) value creation and
the development of indicators.t* On the latter issue, the 2013 report on Employment and
Social Development in Europe highlights the need to adapt the way we measure economic
and social progress in order to take proper account of inequalities.

In this context, the issue of measurement and financing has made tremendous advances
in recent years. New tools are being tested, new sources of finance are appearing (EU
funding possibilities, crowdfunding, more access to public procurement, etc.) and the ques-
tion of social value creation is being widely discussed. However, it is still a work in progress
which will continue to require considerable attention in the coming years.

This said, while there are currently no agreed macro or micro level measurement ap-
proaches that specifically focus on social innovation, the field of research is fed by indi-
cators to measure innovation in public and private sector organisations (e.g. innovation
union scoreboard, public sector innovation index, etc.) and indicators that focus on social
normative or environmental dimensions which capture the social and wellbeing aspects
(e.g. the European Statistical System (ESS) Sponsorship Group, the European System of
Social Indicators, ESS/GESIS/Eurostat sustainable societies or the OECD Better Life Index).

In practice, there are some new and encouraging elements in recent developments.

® First, while the assessment exercises are still straitjacketed in ‘one-size-fits-all’ pub-
lic spending control standards, social and environmental policies in particular are
increasingly adopting scientifically based methods such as social experimentation
to test (and prove) the effectiveness of innovations in their sector before they can
be scaled up and replicated;

e Secondly, ‘social impact measurement’ is an issue, which has stirred up a lively de-
bate in many circles and at many levels. At micro level, impact investing has been
on the agenda of large private firms (JP Morgan and the GIIN®?) for a few years
now. The press has echoed more than usual to the financing of the social economy
in general but also to associated financial innovations such as social impact bonds
or crowdfunding. As explained in sub-section 1.4.2, several activities have been de-
veloped at European level. For example, the Social Business Initiative has launched

80 http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-2014/president/news/archives/2013/10/pdf/20131002_1-emu_en.pdf.

61 EU research projects like e-Frame and BRAINPOoL are particularly relevant in this respect. The link with the
role of social innovation in this agenda is made in TEPSIE and SIMPACT.

62 |n November 2010, JP Morgan collaborated with the Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN) and the
Rockefeller Foundation on one of the first significant (despite the small sample) pieces of research on
investments intended to create a positive impact beyond financial returns. The study noted that the rigour of
systems to track and manage social performance was the best guarantee against the risks to see exploitation
of poor people for the sake of profit and system drifts.
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the debate amongst national and local experts, civil society organisations® and the
European institutions. Lately, the Group of European Experts (GECES) has contribut-
ed to the discussion about the different approaches to social impact measurement,
which is an important step towards the establishment of shared standards; and

® |astly, the European Commission has launched Horizon 2020, the largest research and
innovation programme in the world, with a budget of EUR 80 billion. The programme
will run from 2014 to 2020 and has an important social innovation component. It is to
be expected that progress will be achieved in the different areas of social innovation,
including the development of indicators for social innovation and techniques for social
impact measurement.

63 3M Jonathan Bland, Confrontations Europe.
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Social innovation is a bottom-up process with little theoretical con-
ceptualisation and support from methodological developments for the
measurement of social impacts. The public sector plays a pivotal role in
promoting and facilitating social innovation by providing a common con-
ceptual framework for social innovation activities. Nevertheless the public
sector needs to innovate itself in order to meet the increase in public de-
mand and to promote and facilitate social innovation.

There is an urgent need to power innovation within the public sector itself in order to un-
lock radical productivity improvements and efficiency gains, foster the creation of more
public value and a better response to societal challenges. Public authorities need to
promote effective instruments (legislation, removal of barriers, and public procurement)
linked to social innovation.

This can only happen through a pervasive change of mind-set, with more experimenta-
tion, controlled risk taking, and an agile and personalised response to new constituent
challenges. This will help unleash the potential of an innovative public sector that can
enable social innovation to make the transition from a random, bottom-up approach to
a systemic phenomenon.

2.1. The Commission’s commitment to
supporting public sector innovation

The European Commission has, for a long time, tried to develop new thinking to mod-
ernise European economies and their social model to meet societal expectations. Public
sector innovation as a positive way to respond to budget constraints has indeed, for
many years, been considered a policy lever to improve the quality and efficiency of pub-
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lic services. For instance, the impact of new technologies researched and tested through
large-scale pilot schemes on e-Government, e-Health, e-Inclusion, e-Participation and
social experimentation schemes to improve social inclusion have been on the agenda for
more than ten years. The same goes for social innovation schemes to empower people
to improve the provision and delivery of services.

In 2012, the Group of Innovation Commissioners spurred renewed interest in this area,
following the Innovation Union flagship initiative. It translated into concrete actions, in-
cluding in particular the ones set out below.

e The inventory of the Commission’s initiatives in public sector innovation is a first
attempt to map the efforts made under different EU policy headings to support
innovation in the public sector. It has so far resulted in a document focusing on pro-
cesses and organisational changes in public sector organisations that contribute to
increasing public welfare and quality of life (cf. 2.2 below).

e The Commission launched a pilot European Public Sector Innovation Scoreboard (EP-
SIS) with a view to improving its ability to benchmark the innovation performance
of the public sector in Europe. The ultimate ambition was to capture and present
public sector innovation in a similar way to the innovation performance rating of
countries in the Innovation Union Scoreboard (IUS)®* and thereby encourage and
facilitate innovation activity across the public sector. The 2013 pilot EPSIS®® was the
first EU-wide attempt to better understand and to analyse innovation in the public
sector. It was developed based on the experience of earlier national and regional
projects, tested widely and discussed with a number of key experts in relevant areas.
The EPSIS shows that all EU Member States consider public sector innovation to be
a national requirement and a means by which to drive continuous improvement in
public service design and delivery. The Scoreboard also shows that Member States
may be grouped into two categories: a small number of ‘innovation leaders’ and a
larger number that may be designated as ‘innovation followers’. ‘Innovation leaders’
are more concerned with finding radical new approaches to deliver public services
whereas ‘innovation followers’ are still concerned with making fundamental reforms
to public institutions.

2.2. Powering European public sector
innovation: towards a new
architecture

Under the responsibility of the Commissioner for Research and Innovation, a group of
twelve experts was asked to analyse the role of the public sector, barriers to innovation
and the current gaps in policies focused on innovation in the public sector. Their report
Powering European Public Sector Innovation: Towards a New Architecture®® suggests that
public sector innovation today mostly happens through uncoordinated initiatives rather
than as a result of deliberate, strategic efforts. The quest for more and better public sec-
tor innovation is hindered by several barriers, which fall into four major categories: weak

64  http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/innovation-scoreboard/index_en.htm.
65  http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/files/epsis-2013_en.pdf.

66  http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/pdf/psi_eg.pdf.
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http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/files/epsis-2013_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/pdf/psi_eg.pdf
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enabling factors or unfavourable framework conditions; lack of innovation leadership at
all levels; limited knowledge and application of innovation processes and methods; and
insufficiently precise and systematic use of measurement and data.

There are efforts underway to address these barriers, both in the European Union (e.q.
Joinup,®” the common portal for e-Government solutions) and globally (e.g. the OECD’s
Observatory of Public Sector Innovation®®), and the expert group has reviewed an ex-
tensive amount of scientific literature and best practices. However, a paradigm shift is
needed in order to embed and encourage an innovation culture within the public sector,
which will also improve its absorptive capacity.

A new innovation paradigm and design principles

In its search for developing concrete recommendations to overcome the barriers to inno-
vation, the expert group has recognised the following four design principles that should
be at the heart of the public sector. These principles must be mainstreamed throughout
the entire ecosystem of public sector actors for the greatest gains in quality, efficiency,
fairness, transparency and accountability.

e (o-design and co-creation of innovative solutions (with other Member States, other
parts of government, businesses, the third sector and citizens);

e Adopting new and collaborative service delivery models (across public, private and
non-governmental actors, both within and across national borders);

® Embracing creative disruption from technology (the pervasive use of social media,
mobility, big data, cloud computing packaged in new digital government offerings);

e Adopting an attitude of experimentation and entrepreneurship (government itself
needs to become bolder and more entrepreneurial).

Recommendations for new public sector innovation architecture in Europe

The report identifies several actions that should be taken rapidly (either at EU level or in
the Member States, depending on political and financial considerations). The recommen-
dations may be divided into three groups.

® |eading Innovation: to establish a programme to empower and network innovative
public leaders and to establish an EU Innovation Lab inside the European Commis-
sion to support and facilitate innovation in the work of the Commission Services.

e Enabling Innovation: to establish a network of Innovation Single Contact Points in all
Member States; to establish an Accelerator for Digital Innovation and a Public Sector
Angel Fund.

¢ Informing Innovation: to establish a Dynamic Innovation Toolbox targeted at public
managers and to establish a European Citizens’ Scoreboard for public services.

67  https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/.

68  http://www.oecd.org/gov/public-innovation/observatory-public-sector-innovation.htm.
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BEPA held a high-level meeting on public sector innovation in July 2013.5° The objective
of this meeting was to discuss public sector innovation and the need for a more systemic
approach in order to create a dynamic and open public sector. The major outcomes of
the meeting may be grouped in the following areas:

Evidence-based methodologies for efficient policymaking

The need to test new policies and programmes: Innovative public programmes ad-
dressing important policy issues, which have a potential to be scaled up, should be
‘tested’ before they are implemented on a large scale. One should learn from the
experiments, via rigorous evaluation.

The need to use scientific methodologies to measure and quantify the social impact
of policies and programmes: Learning about the impact of a policy is not straight-
forward. J-Pal,’® the poverty action Lab created by Esther Duflo, has developed a
scientific methodology based on a randomised control trials approach, which allows
meaningful comparisons.

Innovation strategies in the public sector

The need to highlight innovation pockets at different levels of public administration:
copying successful innovations is often the most effective way to innovate and the
best ideas are not necessarily the newest. The European Public Sector Innovation
Scoreboard can help to understand who is doing better and how we can improve.

The need for the public sector to invest in innovation: based on collaborative ap-
proaches to driving change and to governance.

The need to foster innovation led by example: the European Commission can provide
support by promoting systematic collaboration and rigorous evaluation of the poli-
cies adopted, applying the scientific method to the public sector and using sophisti-
cated tools to analyse complex interacting systems.

69  http://ec.europa.eu/bepa/expertise/seminars/index_en.htm; http://ec.europa.eu/bepa/pdf/conferences/note-psi-

reportweb.pdf.

70 http://www.povertyactionlab.org/about-j-pal.
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http://www.povertyactionlab.org/about-j-pal

Providing an overall evaluation of social innovations in Europe — including
EU policies and their impact on societal challenges — is almost impossi-
ble considering the large amount of new and interactive initiatives, but
also the broad goals of EU programmes that integrate social innovation.
However, while the overall picture is sometimes difficult to capture at a
glance, the drive behind social innovation has become firmer and instru-
ments are better defined. This is no mean feat and the attention and
budget allocated to promoting social innovation are higher than ever. The
backdrop to this firmer drive is the need to improve knowledge of how
and where social innovations emerge, scale up and duplicate, and how
effective they are in addressing current societal challenges not only for,
but also with citizens.

A set of specific examples are taken from the Guide to Social Innovation, published by
DG Regional and Urban Policy and DG Employment, Social Affairs in February 2013.7*
Some of them show how support under the Structural Funds will increasingly be sought
for the development of instruments to encourage a participatory approach to the reso-
lution of social problems. Others develop thematic issues to deal with the major chal-
lenges that migration and ageing; environmental trends; IT solutions to inclusion; urban
regeneration and housing; health and wellbeing; and the development of ethical goods
and services pose at local level and which many cities or local communities need to
address.

While a number of the issues mentioned here would have found their place in other
parts of this document, examples of practical developments mainly supported by the EU
Structural Funds are meant to emulate new ideas and entrepreneurship.

71 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/social_innovation/social_innovation_2013.pdf.
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3.1. Deepening our understanding and
knowledge of social innovation

The two major sources of new knowledge developed during the last period are, on the
one hand, a factual Europe-wide study on A Map of Social Enterprises and their Eco-sys-
tems in Europe, which was launched by the European Commission’s Directorate-General
for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion in April 201372 and, on the other hand, the
large body of research funded by the FP5, FP6 and FP7 Socio-economic Sciences and
Humanities Programme on issues related to social innovation, including in the areas
of theory building and conceptualisation, local welfare systems and services, poverty
reduction, combating inequalities, and changing lifestyles.

3.1.1. The Mapping study

It is composed of five main tasks which are briefly described as follows:

Task 1: Identification of social enterprises - to develop an operational definition that
can be used to identify, measure and map social enterprise across Europe and thus pro-
vide the basis for carrying out the remaining research tasks;

Task 2: Measurement, characterisation and mapping of social enterprise - to collect
(through primary and secondary research) and analyse data on the scale, characteristics
and patterns of development of social enterprise in each country studied;

Task 3: Legal and standards mapping - to map (a) legal ‘labels’ and frameworks de-
signed exclusively for social enterprises where these exist; (b) corporate law aspects of
the three legal forms most commonly used by social enterprises in each country stud-
ied; (c) legal and regulatory barriers to creation and growth of social enterprise; and (d)
marks, labels and certification systems designed for social enterprises;

Task 4: Mapping of public policies and social investment markets - to provide an
overview of national policies, schemes and actions aimed at promoting social entrepre-
neurs and social enterprises and supporting the development of a conducive ecosystem
(where these exist); and, the current state and dynamics of social investment markets
in Europe; and

Task 5: Developing recommendations for EU action - to develop recommendations for
future research and policy action to support the growth of social enterprise in Europe.

This is the very first time that researchers have carried out such a systematic and broad
overview of existing traditions and legal, public policy and investment conditions for the
development of social enterprises.

72 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20131128-sbi-sector-mapping-study_
en.pdf.


http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20131128-sbi-sector-mapping-study_en.pdfgroup/20131128-sbi-sector-mapping-study_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20131128-sbi-sector-mapping-study_en.pdfgroup/20131128-sbi-sector-mapping-study_en.pdf

PART | - SOCIAL INNOVATION, A

3.1.2. Social innovation research in the European Union

The EU Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities Programme is the second main source
of new knowledge from the last period. However, in view of increasing demand from
policymakers and practitioners alike for social innovations and the emerging possibili-
ties for new research avenues on social innovation, including in Horizon 2020, a policy
review commissioned by the European Commission’s DG Research and Innovation from
experts in the field’”® has produced a systematic overview of research findings from 17
European projects in the area of social innovation. The review’* focuses on how these
projects address social innovation in terms of theory, methodology, policy areas, actors,
and level of analysis in order to bring the results to the attention of policymakers, wider
groups of stakeholders and the broader public in a comprehensive way.

The point that comes to the fore is that this report is a stocktaking exercise, undertaken
with a view to fostering the engagement of the European research community in a con-
tinuous exchange of ideas and best practices for analysing social innovation and in the
promotion of networking among researchers.

The report ends by identifying five research fields that did not draw much attention in
the projects reviewed and that are areas for further development (social innovation to
overcome the inequalities of health and re-pattern the social determinants of health;
social innovation in rural areas and societies; social innovation in the financial sector;
social innovation and the private sector; and social innovation for managing diversity).

3.2. Instruments to improve the
ecosystem

As well established by now, research in social innovation is — by nature — mainly empiri-
cal and its primary field of development is the local level, where stakeholders can more
easily be mobilised on concrete issues. In order to scan the scope of empirical develop-
ments and draw lessons on how social innovations contribute to reform local welfare
systems, this part of the report addresses some patterns of innovatory social projects
and networks to fight social inequalities and stimulate social cohesion at local level.

3.2.1. The social economy

According to the EU Social Business Initiative, the social economy employs over 11 mil-
lion people in the EU, accounting for 6 % of total employment. It covers bodies with a
specific legal status (cooperatives, foundations, associations, mutual societies).

The social economy can clearly play a role in regional development. For instance, the
Emilia Romagna region has published a study on the importance of the social economy

73 Jane Jenson and Dennis Harrisson in Social innovation research in the European Union — Approaches, findings
and future directions - Policy Review http://ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/social_innovation.pdf.

74 |ts first results were presented and discussed at the conference Approaches to Research on Social Innovation:
Learning from One Another for the Future, which was organised by the FP7 project WILCO jointly with the
European Commission’s DG Research and Innovation on February 2013.
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for territorial and social cohesion. Its main conclusions are that public policies are the
fruit of the combined contribution of public authorities and social economy organisa-
tions in the provision of public utility services, in which the joint participation of both
players is an essential requirement to ensure quality; and that public-private partnership
is a tool to deliver more effective and efficient primary social services, which have so far
been historically provided by the welfare state. At the same time, it helps identify and
deliver services in new and additional fields. In so doing, new forms of cooperation are
established with civil society and stakeholders.

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) supports the development of social
enterprises as it does for other types of businesses. Financial support can be delivered
directly to individual companies, through social enterprise intermediaries, such as so-
cial enterprise or cooperative development agencies, and through financial institutions.
There are increasing numbers of financial institutions that specialise in investing in so-
cial enterprises and many of the new ethical banks specialise in this type of investment.

The European Social Fund (ESF) also supports social enterprises. Firstly, it can strengthen
administrative capacities and support structures which promote social enterprises. This
can be carried out in particular through education and training, for example, through
the integration of social entrepreneurship in the curricula of specific vocations, or the
provision of training improving the business skills of social entrepreneurs. Networking
and the development of partnerships, as well as the setting up of business development
services for social enterprises can be supported too. Secondly, the ESF can mobilise extra
funds targeted at the development of the social economy and the promotion of social
entrepreneurship and easily accessible for social enterprises.

The social economy has different traditions in different parts and Member States of
Europe. Some countries, like France, have a strong tradition of ‘économie sociale et sol-
idaire’. They are gearing up with social innovation in its ‘newer’ meaning and initiatives
are sprouting, often linked with the Structural Funds. For example, Avise’® has launched
a call for proposals with the aim to accelerate social innovation in the social economy,
and thus help to find new answers to unmet needs in fields like employment, housing,
ageing, childcare, etc.

Market access for social enterprises is still restricted (even if the provisions of the new
directives on public procurement’® adopted by the European Parliament and the Coun-
cil in early 2014 will noticeably improve the context). Sometimes they are unable to
compete for public tenders against other small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
because of interpretations of national rules. Member States and Managing Authorities
and other public contracting bodies can use the purchasing power of large and small
ERDF projects to stimulate social innovation in employment and inclusion of marginal-
ised groups. The example below from the City of Nantes illustrates how a procurement
framework has opened a space for social enterprises to work directly with the private
sector in helping disadvantaged people into employment. Similar examples exist in other
parts of the EU.

75 http://[www.avise.org/.

76 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014L0024; http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014L0025; http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/
HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014L0023.
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Using public procurement in an innovative way: The City of Nantes

The medium-sized city of Nantes (285 000 people) in north-west France has been known for nearly 15 years
as a leading innovator in using social clauses in public procurement to provide entry level jobs for the long-term
unemployed.

France revised its public procurement rules in 2006 allowing the condition that part of the work must be delivered
by a specific target group with a need for professional insertion. Nantes Metropole and surrounding suburban
administrations awarded contracts using this clause. Work has included swimming pools, roads, bus routes, and a
media centre. The types of trades comprise mason assistants, carpenters, painters, building workers, pavers, green
space maintenance staff, plumbers, metal workers, plasterboard, and external cleaners.

The city has also encouraged the development of support structures for individuals. The ‘Entreprise d’insertion’
trains and prepares them to get jobs that open up in the private sector. In 2008:

183 contract operations contained a social clause;
483 beneficiaries were able to work under an employment contract;

345 000 hours dedicated to insertion (about 200 full-time equivalent jobs), a further 92 000 hours of work for
disadvantaged people were produced benefiting266 employees;

133 enterprises were mobilised through these works;

75 % of beneficiaries were accompanied by a local insertion company (a type of training and employment social
enterprise).

The Nantes example illustrates how public works contracts can deliver a double benefit: the work that
needs to be done, such as a road, as well as jobs for excluded people.

3.2.2. Microfinance

Whereas microcredit refers specifically to one type of microfinance - the act of provid-
ing loans for business start-up and growth — microfinance is a broader concept in which
a range of products are developed to increase financial inclusion. These products may
include savings, financial education and literacy, personal loans and insurance.

Microfinance was slow to take off in Europe. ADIE”” in France was one of the first to
start up in the late 80s (it is now one of largest with around 20 000 borrowers in 2010).
There are now over 100 microfinance institutions of which around 80 are members of
the European Microfinance Network (EMN), which is supported with EU funds under the
PROGRESS initiative.

Although there are variations, in all EU Member States over 95 % of all businesses are
micro businesses employing less than ten people. They form the bottom of the enter-
prise pyramid and are the seeds from which most SMEs and even large companies grow.
Microenterprises in Europe employ around one-third of private sector employees and
produce about 20 % of output.

As mentioned in another part of this survey, the EU funds and instruments for support-
ing microfinance are:

77 http://www.adie.org/.
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e JASMINE, which provides technical assistance for microfinance organisations that
are close to becoming banks or have high levels of financial sustainability (JASMINE
is a joint initiative of the Commission, the European Investment Bank (EIB) and Eu-
ropean Investment Fund (it is financed out of the ERDF);

® The ERDF, which provides support for setting up and growing microfinance;

e The EU PROGRESS Microfinance facility - a fund managed by the European Invest-
ment Fund with a total fund of EUR 160 million. It invests in microcredit providers,
which may be banks or NGOs. It does this either by issuing guarantees, thereby
sharing the providers’ potential risk of loss, or by providing funding to increase mi-
crocredit lending;

® The ESF mostly provides flanking measures for business start-up and business sup-
port. Over EUR 2 billion have been allocated to ESF business support measures in
the current period. Part goes to micro-businesses - especially at the start-up stage.
The German Griinder coaching programme’® is a good example of a national coach-
ing scheme for start-ups that is co-financed by the ESF.

In 2011, a European Code of Good Conduct for Microcredit Provision’® was developed in
partnership with the microfinance sector.

There are also many microfinance organisations in Europe and elsewhere that have de-
veloped innovative approaches to lending to specific groups. The Microcredit Foundation
Horizonti® in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, for example, has developed
an innovative good practice ‘Housing Microfinance for Roma and marginalised people’.
The initiative started in 2007 with the aim of providing affordable housing to the Roma
community.

The Kiut Programme, self-employment and microcredit for Roma in Hungary

Kiut aims to support Roma to work in the formal economy by starting up a business. The microcredit programme
provides assistance by lending start-up money for small businesses to generate enough revenue to service the loan
and to produce additional income for Roma families.

The clients receive continuous administrative, financial and business advice and assistance. An explicit and important
aim of the programme is to encourage the participation of women (with a set target of 50 % female members in
each group).

78  http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2014/nrp2014_germany_en.pdf.
79 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/thefunds/instruments/jasmine_cgc_en.cfm.

80  http://www.microfinancefocus.com/microcredit-fdtn-horizonti-receives-201 1-european-best-practices-award/.
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3.2.3. Incubation

The world of social innovation has a number of incubators and centres which are crucial
for testing new ideas and bringing together partnerships.
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A Social Innovation Park in the Basque country

Denokinn brings together social enterprises, public authorities and the private sector to scale up successful
innovations after they have been piloted. They have launched the first social innovation park in Europe near Bilbao.

Denokinn received EUR 300 000 from the social experimentation part of the EU Progress Fund to develop a social
inclusion dimension to their Hiriko electric car concept. The result was a plan to adopt a decentralised assembly in
which the cars could be put together in work inclusion social enterprises by those excluded from the labour market.

The Hiriko car was launched by President Barroso on 27 January 2012. He said ‘Hiriko is European social innovation at its
best ... Firstly, it is a successful example of how to give a new lease of life to traditional industrial sectors by contributing
to address major modern societal challenges, in that specific case, urban mobility and pollution. Secondly, it is a great
combination of new business types of cooperation and employment opportunities with a strong social dimension. Thirdly,

it is an excellent illustration of the finest use that can be made of European social funds’.

3.2.4. Workplace innovation

Workplace innovation focuses on how to improve aspects of work organisation and in-
troduce modern management techniques that involve workers. Workplaces with flatter
hierarchies and the possibility for workers to contribute are more creative and ultimately
more productive and open to addressing both social and technological challenges. Work-
place innovation concerns not only the private sector but also large parts of the social
economy such as charities and foundations as well as the public sector. Celebrated
examples include Google, which allows employees to spend 20 9% of their time on their
own projects, and IKEA, which practises stand-up round-table meetings among other
innovative practices allowing employees to tackle problems as they arise with minimum
management interference.

In the Netherlands and Belgium, workplace innovation is called ‘Social Innovation’ and
has been supported for over a decade by the Structural Funds. The approach as such is
strongest in northern Europe, especially Scandinavia.

The ERDF’s business support measures can be used to finance such innovations helping
both management and employees to explore more productive ways of working.

Results-based entrepreneurship in the Netherlands

Results-based entrepreneurship (RBE) aims at stimulating technological and social innovation within SMEs.
Advisers work with management and staff combining strategic advice with social innovation (improving
communication, raising personnel involvement, etc.) and so stimulating technological innovation. The improved
teamwork promotes a collective ambition for the company’s success encouraging new ideas, products and
services.

Business support is given through Social Innovation vouchers. Firms can use these vouchers to hire an expert to help
them implement the method. The voucher covers 50 % of the cost up to a maximum of EUR 20 000. The minimum
voucher is EUR 3 000 (with a grant of EUR 1 500). By buying a voucher, a company receives double the amount of
support that it would obtain if it bought the same consultancy on the open market. As companies contribute to the
cost, the scheme ensures their support and commitment.
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3.2.5. Changes in governance

Governance is one of the key issues when it comes to social innovation. Among the
many experiments in this field, the latest include the one led by Santa Casa da Miseri-
cordia (SCM)2! in Lisbon (Portugal).

The Santa Casa da Misericordia de Lisboa (SCML) and the Banco de Inovacao Social (BIS)

The SCML is one of the oldest and most important private charities in Portugal. It was founded in
1498 as the first coherent social care system in Lisbon. In the 18th century, the Queen granted the SCML the right
to run the first lottery in Portugal. Since the state granted the concession for lotteries in Portugal to the SCML, which
uses its proceeds to finance the SCML’s activities, the concession and activity is highly regulated.

The BIS, which also means ‘twice’ in Portuguese, is an informal, collaborative, and open platform, not an official
institution. It seeks to use social innovation as a tool to introduce systemic change in society at all levels: institutions,
economy, education, culture.

Portugal has to restore economic growth, employment, and make long-term structural reforms at all levels, but
especially at institutional and economic levels (public sector, public services, competition, etc.).

To help address this challenge, and even though its action is limited to Lisbon, the SCML opens up to the world,
collects best practices and collaborates with other institutions in the country and abroad to introduce change.

The SCML started its BIS programme about a year ago by inviting 26 other institutions to contribute their assets
(knowledge, experience, funds, people, etc.) to the BIS project and bring social innovation to Portugal. The first
institutions to be invited were the government itself, municipalities, universities, etc. to address all kinds of societal
needs in Portugal.

These new forms of governance (collaborative, informal platforms or programmes) are believed to be the best way
to foster social innovation. By bringing people and institutions together and work collaboratively, it will show people
in Portugal how to govern in a different way.

To support and promote creativity, a call for ideas has been launched, where ideas can be debated. Many people
have already sent ideas to address social needs. Social experimentation was also implemented (a current example is
the United at Work project, an innovative way to address senior and junior unemployment through intergenerational
entrepreneurship). The BIS also promotes social business by bringing together people who have interests in sustainable
business. There is also an ongoing workstream on education, in schools, and a creativity competition was held in about
250 schools.

A social investment fund is being launched, which is necessary and the main current concern for the BIS. A key
obstacle is the lack of Portuguese legislation in this area so far, in spite of the EU initiative.

3.3. Specific examples of actions from
the field

In this section of the report, real life examples of projects financed by the European
Structural Funds are tabled, showing how local initiatives, all of which are different and
almost unique, are able to rely on EU funding to develop and achieve their goals.

8L http://[www.scmlpt/.
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3.3.1. Social inclusion

Large sections of the European population are excluded from the benefits of economic
and social progress. The different forms of disadvantage related to educational attain-
ment, gender, age, physical status or ethnic background have been exacerbated by the
crisis. Among them, blindness is a disability subject to specific constraints, as explained
in the example below.
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I-Cane: Mability solutions for blind and visually impaired people for global use

Today Europe counts approximately 13 million blind and visual impaired people, who rely on ‘old fashioned’ aids,
e.g. the white cane and guide dogs. The traditional solutions do not offer navigation outside the memory constrained
zone. This enforces the social and economic isolation of this fast growing population of which the majority is over
50 years of age.

Developing high-tech solutions for a group of people with both limited financial means and also working with a user
volume considerably lower than the requirements of high volume electronics manufacturers is not an easy market
choice, it needed a particular approach. In 2004 the |-Cane foundation was initiated. Through this foundation
funds were raised from charities and the public sector (province of Limburg NL and the EU ERDF fund) to execute
a feasibility study and to deliver the proof of principle demonstration. In 2008 I-Cane succeeded in navigating a
blind person on an unfamiliar route without hitting obstacles. In this demonstration invented by I-Cane, tactile
human-machine interface also demonstrated its value since test persons were still able to listen to the environment
parallel to receiving instructions via their fingers, a unique human-machine interface.

From 2008 the social enterprise |-Cane Social Technology BV continued the work of the I-Cane foundation. A
development time of 5-8 years must be expected for mobility tools for disabled people but is unattractive for those
who seek a quick return on investment. Via support from the Social Economy network in the Netherlands, Belgium
and Germany, the funds were raised to meet the matching requirements of EU ERDF (OP Zuid) and national grant
arrangements.

Today this combination of public and private funding has resulted in an Euregion based platform of SMEs, with
European-wide knowledge institutes (such as the University of Delft, RWTH, Fraunhofer IPT, IMEC, TNO, ESA/Estec)
and end cross-border user organisations, led by I-Cane Social Technology BV and the I-Cane Foundation. In 2012
the first large-scale tests with I-Cane systems started, followed by a market introduction in 2013.

The I-Cane case demonstrates the combination of funding, close user interaction and cooperation between social
enterprises and knowledge institutes can deliver world-class break-out solutions.

3.3.2. Migration

In recent years, population movements, especially immigration from non-European are-
as, have become a more sensitive issue in the EU. Beyond the economic impact this may
have, the immigration that European countries have to cope with creates many social
issues. Due to their complexity, the human dimension which is still theirs, and their local
specificity, some of these situations have to be handled through practices that often
involve social innovation.

Public sector innovation - immigration policy in Portugal

Towards the end of the 20th century Portugal’s immigrant population doubled within a few years, and most of
the new arrivals were not Portuguese speakers and had no historical links with this country. For the first time,
public administration experienced considerable difficulty in communicating with the immigrant population and
understanding their needs. At the same time, large migrant populations had to cope with the challenge of social
integration in an unknown linguistic, cultural and bureaucratic setting.
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This major shift catalysed the Portuguese one-stop-shop approach in immigration policy and the National Immigrant
Support Centres (CNAI) were opened to the publicin 2004. The centres responded to a number of challenges identified
by migrant clients by providing various immigration-related services in one space, applying an identical working
philosophy, and working in cooperation. Indeed, participation is the core of innovation at the CNAIs in addition to
the integrated service delivery. The implementation of the one-stop-shop approach was based on the incorporation
of intercultural mediators in public administration service provision, who play a central role in service provision
because of cultural and linguistic proximity to the service-users and facilitate interaction between state services
and the immigrant population by forming an integral part of the procedures of Office of the High Commissioner for
Immigration and Intercultural Dialogue (ACIDI). Intercultural mediators usually come from immigrant communities
themselves and speak fluent Portuguese as well as at least one other language. Following training and an exam,
they are employed by certified immigrant associations, which receive grants from ACIDI. The certified associations
participate in the definition of immigration policy, immigration regulation processes and consultative councils.
ACIDI invests in the empowerment of immigrant leaders through training for immigrant association leaders, in
partnership with universities. The mediators also play a fundamental role as integration outreach workers. Because
they are immigrants themselves and normally reside in migrant neighbourhoods, they disseminate information
about the rights and duties of immigrants in Portugal even outside the one-stop-shop building, reaching places and
persons that the public administration would never reach if it never left its headquarters and operated exclusively
through public servants.

3.3.3. Urban regeneration

Most cities in Europe have poor communities living in difficult environments. Over the
past 20 years, the ERDF has financed integrated approaches to urban regeneration link-
ing economic, social and environmental aspects. In the 1990s, the Community-led Eco-
nomic Development priorities in the disadvantaged neighbourhoods of the UK were at
the forefront. In the 2000s, Germany was a leading practitioner.

The State of North Rhine-Westphalia ‘Socially Integrative City’ programme: supporting
neighbourhood renewal

Since 1999, the government of North Rhine Westphalia has been developing integrated policies to support 80
neighbourhood regeneration programmes in cities within its State. An Integrated Local Action Plan (LAP) outlines
how the development, reorganisation and upgrading of an area is to take place. The approach is decentralised with
clear responsibilities for each level.

55 Municipalities are responsible for the preparation and implementation of the LAP, applying for funding and
ensuring the neighbourhood plan meets the needs of the city as a whole.

The district governments (regional administration units of the federal State level of NRW) advise the
municipalities on funding matters and authorise payments.

The federal State ministry for urban development arranges and controls the programme and commissions
evaluations.

The EU provides funding through the ESF and ERDF operational programmes.

In addition, there are private housing and retail companies involved as well as foundations, welfare organisations
and other stakeholders.

The neighbourhood management offices work on a wide range of tasks which include stimulating networking;
promoting a changed image of the neighbourhood; supporting bargaining processes; setting up communication
structures; informing the population and administration; organising offers of cultural activities; promoting the local
economy; forming a link between the neighbourhood, city and other levels of decision-making; and developing
projects.

A disposition fund (form of participatory budgeting) made up of 5 euro contributions per inhabitant finances small-
scale projects decided by a local citizens’ body. These projects have an immediate impact such as neighbourhood
parties, tree-planting in a school yard and outings for children whose parents cannot normally afford them.
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3.3.4. Health and ageing

The European Commission has identified active and healthy ageing as a major societal
challenge common to all European countries, and an area which presents considerable
potential for Europe to lead the world in providing innovative responses to this challenge.

The Innovation Union strategy addresses the health and ageing issue by aiming to en-
hance European competitiveness and tackle societal challenges through research and
innovation.

One way to achieve this is through Innovation Partnerships, fostering an integrated ap-
proach. Their unique strength is that they will address weaknesses in the European
research and innovation system (notably, under-investment, conditions which are not
sufficiently innovation-friendly, and fragmentation and duplication), which considerably
complicate the discovery or exploitation of knowledge and, in many cases, ultimately
prevent the entry of innovations into the market place.

The European Innovation Partnership on Active and Healthy Ageing pursues a triple win
for Europe:

1. enabling EU citizens to lead healthy, active and independent lives while ageing;
2. improving the sustainability and efficiency of social and health care systems;

3. boosting and improving the competitiveness of the markets for innovative products
and services, responding to the ageing challenge at both EU and global level, thus
creating new opportunities for businesses.

This is to be realised in the three areas of prevention and health promotion, care and
cure, and active and the independent living of elderly people. The overarching target of
this partnership will be to increase the average healthy lifespan by two years by 2020.

The ERDF is another answer to the challenge of active and healthy ageing, as illustrated
by Finland, which has used this fund to co-finance a living lab focused on health and
welfare services.
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The Living Lab on Wellbeing Services and Technology, a social innovation that produces
user-driven innovations

This Living Lab was a finalist of the RegioStars 2013 competition. It is an innovation platform that enables a new
way of producing services for elderly people in a functional Public-Private-People partnership. Users participate
actively in product development, service design and usability testing processes. The testing of welfare services and
technologies takes place in real life contexts, in elderly people’s homes and service homes.

The new collaborative structure consists of different stakeholders such as municipalities, suppliers, citizens, the third
sector, universities, regional developers, specialists, financiers and regional, national and international networks.
The created concept has increased trust between the actors.

The Living Lab Testing Process is a systematic and concrete tool, which contributes to
the development of user-driven innovations and enhances cooperation between munic-
ipalities and business. The new cooperation Model improves business opportunities for
companies and attracts new companies to the area. It enhances innovation and eco-
nomic development strategies in a concrete way.
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3.3.5. Social innovation and the environment

Social innovation can tackle environmental challenges®? and is proving popular in this
domain. There are a number of environmental drivers that are already instigating social
innovations such as waste issues, transport and pollution problems, as well as declines
in biodiversity and degradation of ecosystem services, for example, flood protection
through wetlands. Although these drivers are environmental, they have social reper-
cussions, such as health problems caused by air pollution, resource depletion due to
inefficient waste disposal, exacerbation of flooding from damage to natural defences
and food insecurity and agricultural issues exacerbated by poor soil quality or lack of
pollination. In other words, societal and environmental issues are often interlinked and
mutual solutions are possible. Some examples of forms of environmental social innova-
tion include wood recycling social enterprises, organic gardening cooperatives, low-im-
pact housing developments, farmers’ markets, car-sharing schemes, renewable energy
cooperatives and community composting schemes ®

In some sectors social innovation can shape technology, as evidenced by the grass-
roots entrepreneurs and do-it-yourself builders of wind turbines and solar collectors
in Denmark and Austria respectively® These socially innovative groups instigated the
commercial development of these technologies and continue to influence their design as
they become more mainstream.

The application of local knowledge via community and social action can create adap-
tive and flexible solutions that are appropriate to solving environmental problems. The
SPREAD Sustainable Lifestyles 2050 project®® was a European social platform that in-
vited a range of stakeholders to participate in the development of a vision for sus-
tainable lifestyles by 2050. In its research it identified social innovators as one of the
gatekeepers that can enable the shift towards more sustainable lifestyles. It proposed
that the intentional and voluntary effort of social innovations to change lifestyles is an
indispensable bottom-up driver for change, as they often champion new and promising
behaviour. As such, it suggested that social innovations should be given the opportunity
to test small-scale initiatives, which could be scaled up into large-scale sustainable
solutions and participate in planning and decision-making.

The SPREAD project also highlighted the important role of social innovation and the sup-
portive function of policy. It used scenarios and backcasting to outline a number of poli-
cy implications and recommendations on facilitating social innovation in this area. More
generally the report suggested the need for an open transparent governance system
with local participation to create ownership of decisions and ensure implementation.

Policy implications and recommendations on supporting social innovation to achieve
sustainable living from the SPREAD project

Using effective policy instruments, which could include regulation, economic incentives and public participation.

Acknowledging that one size will not fit all. Instead, allowing for combinations or hybrid models and accepting
provisions for dynamic structures that allow for change in order to fit the diversity of contexts across Europe.

82 (f. http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/IR10.pdf.
83 (f. Seyfang & Smith, 2007.
84 cf. Ornetzeder & Rohracher, 2013.

85  http://www.sustainable-lifestyles.eu/publications/publications.html.
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Up-scaling promising practices like Transition Towns, cycling cities, local currency systems, car sharing, and
neighbourhood gardening. Providing institutional support to those initiatives, as well as to social entrepreneurs.

Facilitating breakthrough and creative thinking by establishing free thinking ‘designLabs’ which are physical and
intellectual spaces that encourage and facilitate cooperation and the co-creation of meaningful and innovative
solutions to complex problems.

Providing opportunities for societal actors, businesses and policymakers to leave their own ‘comfort zone’ and
experiment and test new solutions in collaborative, open-sourced platforms.

Creating partnerships with other sectors, such as the health sector, to change environments into those facilitating

more active and healthy lifestyles.

Finally, one of the inputs of the SPREAD project was to underline that social innovation can
complement technological innovation and policymaking to achieve systemic, long-lasting
changes in lifestyles and society to tackle environmental issues. When citizens and com-
munities instigate change themselves and develop the innovation, it is more likely to be
successful and endure.

3.3.6. Regional strategies

Regional strategies that incorporate social innovation are only beginning to emerge.
Many French regions already integrate social innovation in some form in their strategies
for innovation and economic development, as a recent survey from Avise and the ARF®®
shows. Most of them consider social innovation to be linked to the social economy and/
or work organisation, but it also combines various forms of incubation, co-creation with
citizens, initiatives in the health and care sector.

Basque Country: Social innovation linked to the regional innovation strategy

The Basque Country is a good example of how a region can use a wide range of approaches to achieve social
innovation. Innobasque is a non-profit private company created in 2007 to coordinate and promote innovation across
the Basque Country. It acts as a regional innovation partnership. The Board brings together 57 leading actors from
the region. It includes the rectors of the three universities, the chief executive of the cooperative group Mondragon,
representatives from three ministries as well as chief executives from leading enterprises in the region.

Innobasque works at the policy level on many aspects of technological innovation but also brings in the general public
through reflection groups and workshops such as its world café events, which focus on ways to promote societal
transformations. The OECD has described Innobasque as leading work on social innovation and fostering collaborative
action and joint research in the region. It is also exploring strategies to support the creation of new social firms (work
integration social enterprises).
Examples of the achievements of this public-private partnership include:

Lifelong learning via a participatory process with citizens.

Social contract for housing: participatory process with public and private agents defining housing policy for the
next 15 years.

City XXI: Engagement on how a 21°t century city could be developed, its urban planning and its values.

Ageing and new in-house services to help people to live in at home as they get older with a good quality of life
and services.

Social contract for immigration involving all organisations and institutions to achieve a social contract for coexistence.

86 Association des Régions de France (http://www.arf.asso.fr/).
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3.3.7. Lessons learned from social innovation achievements

The abovementioned examples illustrate how social innovation works and succeeds in var-
ious areas in different European countries. What further lessons can we draw? The answer
could be summarised in an important contribution aimed at understanding how social
innovations grow at local level and how they contribute to changing local welfare systems.
These issues are illustrated by 77 case studies in a 400-page e-book on Social Innovations
for social cohesion: Transnational patterns and approaches from 20 European cities, devel-
oped as part of the WILCO project.?”

Summary of the main findings of the WILCO project

Innovations in services to address users

The majority of the social innovations identified in the survey as important and promising are service innovations. The
main differences between the service innovations analysed in the WILCO project and services established in the post-war
welfare traditions or the more recent managerial culture of public and private services are the following:

investing in capabilities rather than spotting deficits;
preference for open approaches, avoiding targeting with stigmatising effects;

service offers that connect otherwise separated forms of support and access, allowing for personalised bundles
of support;

creating flexible forms of ad hoc support;

developing offers that meet newly emerging risks, beyond fixed social and participation rights and entitlements;
and

working through ‘social contracts’ with individuals and groups.
Innovations in modes of working and financing

While this is in itself banal, it represents quite a challenge when it comes to disentangling what is ‘innovative’ about a
project and development and what is just an effect of the deconstruction of or regression in existing welfare models
and regulations. The kinds of arrangement for cooperation in social innovations are much more diversified than in the
public or business sector, including not only various forms of casual paid cooperation but also many forms of voluntary
and civic contributions, ranging from short-term activism to regular unpaid volunteering with a long-term perspective,
and from ‘hands-on’ volunteer work to constant inputs by civic engagement in a board. Therefore, from what is reported
on the various social innovations, one gets the impression that working fields are taking shape here that are innovative
in two respects. First, they are innovative because they balance very different arrangements for networking, paid work,
volunteering and civic engagement. And secondly, it is at least remarkably new to see how much the demarcation lines
between those who operate inside the organisation and those that get addressed as co-producers are often blurred (e.g.
innovations in housing and neighbourhood revitalisation).

Innovations concerning the entity of (local) welfare systems

One of the aims offset by the EU authorities for the WILCO project was to look at the possible contributions of social
innovations to changes and developments in local welfare systems. Speaking about a welfare system usually means
including, besides the local welfare state/the municipality, the welfare-related roles and responsibilities of the third
sector, the market sector and the community and family sphere. The cases of social innovations studied bear testimony
to the mutual relations that exist between all of these four components of a (local) welfare system.

In conclusion, one of the central messages of these case studies on local social innovations is that they are the opposite of
quick-fix solutions; using their full potential requires nothing less than a combination of ‘the deep strategies of chess masters
with the quick tactics of acrobats’. The lifecycles of social innovations (processes of emergence, stabilisation and scaling up)
are very conditional and are not available simply at the press of a button.

87  http://www.wilcoproject.eu.


http://www.wilcoproject.eu

PART | - SOCIAL INNOVATION, A NEW PATH

3.4. Social entrepreneurship to revive
the social economy

Beyond the priority measures in its short-term action plan, the Social Business Initiative
(SBI) has engendered powerful and sustained momentum for social entrepreneurship.

One of the most iconic stages of this phenomenon was an unprecedented event held
jointly by the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC), the European Commis-
sion and the city of Strasbourg® on 16 and 17 January 2014. More than 2000 social en-
trepreneurs and supporters representing the rich diversity of the social economy came
together to affirm that social enterprises must play a bigger role in the future of Europe
and to identify new ways of boosting the sector. They called for new, innovative funding
sources, business support, networking, and clearer EU-wide regulations.

The event concluded with the Strasbourg Declaration, a milestone that covered a wide
range of areas where social entrepreneurs want to see further changes:
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‘A call to action to realise the potential of social enterprise

Governments and public bodies have started to recognise the power of social entrepreneurship. Steps are being
taken in many Member States and regions to encourage the growth of social enterprises. At EU level, the SBI has
made a positive start in promoting eco-systems for social enterprises but we must not lose momentum. Therefore,

1. The EU must follow through on all the actions in the SBI. It should develop a second phase of the SBI that broadens
its scope, deepens its partnership with Member States, regional and local authorities, civil society organisations and
key players in the ecosystem.

2. The European Economic and Social Committee, the next European Commission (with a dedicated inter-service
structure) and the next European Parliament must take full ownership and deliver on the actions suggested in
Strasbourg.

3. There must be a stronger engagement at EU, national, regional and local levels with the social enterprise
community in the co-creation of new policies to support social enterprise, suited to the local context.

4. The Commission must ensure that its commitment to create an ecosystem for social enterprise is mainstreamed
in its policies.

5. In partnership with the social enterprise sector, Member States, regional and local authorities must fully support
the growth of social enterprises and help them build capacity. For example through legal frameworks, access to
finance, business start-up and development support, training and education and public procurement.

6. The European institutions and Member States should reinforce the role of social enterprises in structural reforms
to exit the crisis, notably where the social economy is less developed.

7. The Commission, the Member States and regions must boost cooperation between social enterprises across
borders and boundaries, to share knowledge and practices. Similarly, all public authorities should cooperate better
between themselves and enhance their capacity to support social enterprise growth.

8. Public and private players must develop a full range of suitable financial instruments and intermediaries that
support social enterprises throughout their lifecycle.

9. Social enterprise still needs further research and national statistical collection for a better understanding,
recognition and visibility of the sector, both among policymakers and the general public.

10. In this new Europe, all players need to look at growth and value creation from a wider perspective, by including
social indicators and demonstrating positive social impact when reporting social and economic progress.

88  http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/conferences/2014/0116-social-entrepreneurs/index_en.htm.
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The EESC was committed to the organisation of the Strasbourg event and is actively
involved in social entrepreneurship through a substantial number of opinions and the
Social Enterprise Project. Pursuing its interest, it has launched Make it happen, a new
project designed to keep the Strasbourg Declaration alive by promoting policy directions
and concrete actions to be forwarded to the new Commission and Parliament in Autumn
2014. Nine EESC members are directly involved in Make it happen through actions that
involve strengthened cooperation with social enterprise supporters, the participation of
the project group members in European events, and the consultation and involvement of
various social economy stakeholders and supporters of social enterprise.

To further unlock the potential of this sector, the EESC has called for a more supportive
environment for social enterprises and for their better integration into all EU policies. It
believes that partnerships with regional and local authorities, as well as social entrepre-
neurs themselves, will play an important role.

The main actions points guiding the Social Enterprise Project are therefore as follows:

1. Co-creation of new policies to support social enterprise
2. Partnership to support social enterprises
3. Development of a second phase of the SBI.

Following an ongoing local strategy, the Social Enterprise Project is also taking part in lo-
cal events spread around Europe to conduct fact-findings missions, collect best practices
and investigate policy ideas and recommendations for the EU institutions.



‘Europe has a head-start. It is ideally placed to take a lead and capture
first-mover benefits when it comes to implementing social innovations by
pro-actively and effectively trying to fully (and fairly) realise both eco-
nomic and societal benefits. With its strong legacy in social democracy,
solidarity, civic participation, justice and fairness, Europe arguably con-
stitutes especially fertile grounds when it comes to sustainably enabling
and growing social innovation.™®

Not only does the EU undoubtedly offer fertile ground for social innovation but, as a
good gardener, it has taken good care of it, by nurturing it adequately. In 2010, in the
first BEPA report, barriers and challenges to social innovation were identified according
to the scope and level of ambition of the innovations: responding to social demands,
societal challenges or engaging systemic change. Going systematically through the bar-
riers identified then, it seems that a large number of them have either been or are being
addressed effectively through EU policies. Milestones have been reached for instance
with respect to the availability of funding for social entrepreneurs (e.g. EUSEF, EaSI,
public procurement, crowdfunding). Progress is being made through innovative finan-
cial schemes, the interest of a large community of financial actors and a wide-ranging
and active debate (within GECES, G8, etc.) on the establishment of a methodology to
measure the impact of social enterprises on the creation of socio-economic benefits and
their benefit for the community; the development of hubs is securing seed funding to
promote and test pilot cases; networks of hubs should facilitate the building of ecosys-
tems and the harnessing of contributions to expansion capital from a variety of sources.
The Social Business Initiative has also addressed the question of the status of social
enterprises (mapping) and the idea that innovations have ‘social’ roots is progressing
among mainstream innovation corporations and public and private stakeholders. This
was particularly clear during the annual EU Innovation Convention 2014.%°

As a result, the EU landscape for social innovation is less fragmented today; it is gener-
ally more visible and the programmes, initiatives and instruments created recently have
considerably contributed to setting up aspects of a European-wide ecosystem.

83 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/social_innovation/social_innovation_2013 pdf.

90 http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/ic2014/index_en.cfm.
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Nevertheless, as underlined by the OECD, EU policy could gain in coherence: One example
lies in the fact that one of the most powerful instruments to address issues related to
social innovation, the ERDF and territorial and cohesion policy, makes no direct reference
to it. Also, Social entrepreneurs and actors of social innovation who gathered in Stras-
bourg saw this event as a beginning and not an end. Michel Barnier, the Commissioner
responsible for the Single Market, confirmed that this should become a regular event.

Moreover, prospective studies recently published on the future of Europe in the medium
term are proving to be valuable lessons on the path that lies ahead for Europe to take
full advantage of its actions to promote social innovation.

Europe’s Societal Challenges
A major source of inspiration comes from the report prepared by RAND Europe enti-

tled Europe’s Societal Challenges,®* and commissioned by ESPAS.%? It acknowledges the
many challenges facing the EU and suggests ways to mitigate current downward trends.

According to the report, the world in 2030 could be characterised by the following sig-
nificant changes.

Regarding demographic change

The world’s population will be more urbanised: for the first time in history, more than 50 % of the population will
live in urban zones. Specifically, about 80 9% of European society will live in cities, which will become increasingly
important actors.

We will also observe further ageing of the world’s population. This trend is already apparent in Europe and it will be
the region with the highest average age globally. European population ageing will have direct consequences for the
working population and social welfare systems, health services and pensions in terms of demand and expenditure.

Regarding immigration patterns

Immigration patterns will change, becoming more inter-regional (south-south rather than south-north). However,
Europe will continue to be a destination region for its neighbouring regions.

Regarding the growing middle class and the empowerment of individuals

The growing middle class will be a structural change in the world to come. The global middle class will increase
from 1.8 billion in 2009 to 5 billion in 2030.

Gender equality and the empowerment of women will improve as a result of more egalitarian access to education
and the role of technology. Greater access to further education is likely to drive and be influenced by increased
individual empowerment. This in turn may generate greater support for increasing gender equality and the em-
powerment of women.

Poverty will fall globally and so will inequalities and access to wealth among states. However, there is a risk
that inequalities among citizens/individuals will increase in terms of revenue, especially in Europe and the
United States.

The internet divide will persist within and between countries - in terms of access to networks and the internet.
This means that technological development could potentially accelerate socio-economic inequalities between
individuals/countries, since it essentially benefits the highly qualified, the connected and those in the higher
income groups.

91  http://europa.eu/espas/pdf/espas-report-societal-trends.pdf.

92 European Strategy and Policy Analysis System (http://europa.eu/espas/).
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Regarding the rise in inequality leading to vulnerability

Across the spectrum of expected problems is a surge in inequality. While inequalities between European countries
are decreasing, within countries they are rising.

Earnings/gains from productivity growth tend to be heavily concentrated among high-income workers. At the
same time, projections suggest a considerable surplus of low-skilled workers, which could lead to long-term and
permanent joblessness among young people without secondary training and older workers who cannot retrain
to meet requirements for new skills. As a consequence of this skills mismatch, income inequality is projected to
expand.

Regarding quick technological development

The development of new technologies will continue right through to 2030. Innovation will continue to depend on
R&D investment, which should continue to increase in advanced economies and to further develop in China. In
Europe, however, R&D expenses will decrease notably because of the increase in China, even if the 2020 objec-
tives are met.

In order to stimulate innovation, more than one source of funding is needed: education, cooperation among uni-
versities, business, and financial institutions organised around innovation ecosystems will be important.

Innovation will also depend on the social and political organisation of society: democracy and open societies seem
to favour innovation. There seems to be a circular relationship here, since innovation (particularly the develop-
ment of technology) will also change the way citizens are organised.

These scenarios, should they materialise, would be accompanied by an undoubted polit-
ical impact, which may be presented as a complex picture of paradoxes:

® |n anincreasingly complex world, there is an increasing loss of confidence in the in-
stitutions and an increasing aversion to risk. This could translate into a crisis of polit-
ical action linked to the lack of understanding of global complexities among citizens.

e A steady fall in confidence in public action and in political engagement - be it at
national or EU level — which could, once again, be exacerbated by the role of tech-
nology and access to unverified information.

e The advance of technology leads to a plethora of actors, just as much as it does to
new ways of relating to each other (as groups or as citizens), individualistic tenden-
cies (countering the formation of groups) and the radicalisation of society.

e Arguably, the pressures described above will call for substantial efforts in the field of
social innovation. Yet, innovation may be slowed down by a culture of risk aversion.

e The interaction of the widening skills gap, digital divide and unequal benefits of
technological innovations could lead to a vicious cycle for vulnerable groups, such as
young people, the older poor, low-skilled workers, migrants and their children.

So what future for Europe and which solutions?
RAND Europe suggests four very interesting routes to explore:

® Preparing a new growth paradigm, focused on the wellbeing of citizens while offer-
ing opportunities for business to thrive: Europe’s economy is expected to continue
its decline, and policymakers should focus on a ‘new growth paradigm’ centred on
society, not growth. Instead of focusing efforts on creating wealth, European nations
are advised to prioritise the health of societies. The successor of the current Europe
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2020 Strategy should aim to invest in human capital and avoid sluggish produc-
tivity growth, achieved at the expense of social inclusion, public health, education
and skills, security or freedom. This will include improving the innovative capacity of
SMEs; bridging the digital divide between Member States; matching migrant skills to
the labour market, as well as those of the young unemployed.

® |nvesting in citizens, including protecting the most vulnerable: Aside from fixing the
economy, the report argues that the real challenge for European policymakers will
be to break the trend of rising poverty risks, increasing income inequality and long-
term unemployment without relying on economic growth as a panacea. Investing in
health and education, preferably as early as possible (e.g. through early childhood
education and care interventions) will help reduce costs in the long term, avoid ex-
clusion, and equip citizens with the skills that are in demand in the labour market.
There is also a need to bridge the gender gap and address inequalities in access to
technology.

e Adapting public sector and government institutions to the 215 century: This includes
mitigating increasing pressure on the affordability of welfare states, particularly
health and pensions.

® Bringing citizens back into the European project: A serious and long-term effort is
required from the EU institutions and its Member States to support the development
of a European identity from the earliest age — a sense of belonging that would
reinforce a sense of solidarity and loyalty to democratic ideals. Several EU policies
that deal with employment, education, health and technological development could
be used for this purpose. Similarly, more transparency in decision-making processes
and structural/institutional reforms that recognise the emergence of new actors/
stakeholders on the scene (NGOs, civil society, business associations, etc.) and new
forms of communication will be necessary.

What will social enterprise look like in Europe by 20207

The second of the aforementioned studies is the British Council’s ‘think piece’,®> commis-
sioned to contribute to the previously mentioned Strasbourg event. It provides a basis
for discussing what will shape social innovation and the growth of social enterprises in
the near future.

How will social enterprise respond to economic conditions, social and environmental
challenges, government policies, technology and investment over the next years? Social
enterprises are on the rise throughout the EU, with governments and investors increas-
ingly recognising the sector as a valid alternative to both private and public sector busi-
ness.

By 2020, associations and charities will be part of the ‘social enterprise spectrum’, gen-
erating most of their income through trading activities. Enterprises from the private sec-
tor will have to demonstrate their credentials, and could be better at this than traditional
social enterprises. Public, private and social economy organisations will be encouraged
by investors, funders, and governments to produce social value results in the long

93 cf. Mark Richardson, Richard Catherall — What will social enterprise look like in Europe by 20207 — British
Council, January 2014.
http://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/britishcouncil.uk2/files/what_will_social_enterprise_look_like_in_europe_
by_2020_0.pdf.
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term. As a consequence, social impact measurement and comparison (covering eco-
nomic, environmental and social issues) will become mainstream in the social economy.

From grants to investment: one of the most important drivers will be the development
of the social finance sector. The traditional model of foundations will become out-
dated since more and more enterprises will try to maximise their social impact while
delivering a financial return. Hybrid models of social investment (Social Investment
Bonds, Social Impact Bonds) will emphasise new tools (‘investment readiness’, ‘impact
reporting’) with two consequences: pressure on investors to consider social impact in
investments and growing involvement of social enterprises on financial services delivery.
But the context will also be constraining: new national and EU funding priorities could
exclude innovative social investments; innovative social enterprises will have to make
an international impact thanks to social franchising.

Complex networks: social enterprises will be more concerned with the importance of
their impact (through changing government practices and business, through developing
effective solutions that work). This consciousness will result in highly networked mi-
cro-social enterprises. Social entrepreneurs will be connected with micro-social struc-
tures and work with public, charitable, academic and profit-oriented sectors. Thus, this
collaborative approach (crowdsourcing, funding, etc.) will be an interesting alternative
to traditional political investment. Indeed, effective social enterprises will be consid-
ered as models and will spread more rapidly than classical mechanisms (e.g., social
franchising). And European funding will encourage this kind of collaboration across in-
ternational boundaries.

The way forward

The European Union is at a decisive moment in its history in terms of the policies it
intends to take tomorrow and the future it wants to design. With reference to social
innovation, we are not yet in midstream. Over the past five years, we have seen how
awareness has grown; how experiments have developed and how policies have begun
to assist and foster this trend. With regard to the outcomes, expectations that have
emerged and changes that could occur in Europe in the coming years, we need to meas-
ure the distance still to go to achieve the major challenge of social innovation and move
beyond the expanding myriad of small initiatives and projects with limited results — as
successful as they are — to achieve a real systemic change that puts social innovation at
the heart of all processes and policies.

From where we stand today, building on the gains that have already been made and
in addition to the abovementioned suggestions from RAND Europe, we believe that the
following three key areas for reflection, exploration and action should be prioritised and
explored.

Improve governance in relation to social innovation

In this field, the levers for improvement and action mainly concern the following three
areas: globally speaking, a wider, more permanent support for the role of the public
sector (at European, national, regional and local level) in terms of innovation, especially
social innovation; fostering the link between social innovation and the private sector, in
particular by improving framework conditions to enable the development of enduring
partnerships; making corporate social responsibility a systematic and essential element
of analysis and operating mode of all businesses.
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Clearly, to reach these goals, the European Commission should keep improving synergies
between its different services.

Focus on knowledge

Improvements in recent years to impact measurement and mapping have demonstrated
their value. Today we should continue in this direction and further enrich knowledge in
these two areas of research. Other hitherto unexplored areas deserve to be investigat-
ed, especially the interactions between social innovation and health. Research on social
innovation must continue to move forward, in order to test new models, focus on best
practices or favour bottom-up approaches. Finally, the growing role of information and
communication technologies (ICT) in social innovation should be better incorporated in
the way we understand and treat this topic.

Support, encourage and improve the business environment

The Single Market Act (I & Il) and the Social Business Initiative have already made
many improvements for European businesses that want to promote or participate in
social innovation. All possibilities for going further in this direction should be explored
and exploited: improve regulations in this field, mainly with regard to accessing finance;
encouraging partnerships to support social innovation; using public procurements as a
genuine social policy instrument; and developing a second phase of the Social Business
Initiative.

Ultimately, the addition of these initiatives, the effect of these policies and the gradual
(possibly irreversible) evolution in the way we look at social innovation could lead to side
effects of unexpected magnitude.

e What is at stake is the ongoing struggle against inequality. We see that it continues
to rise and tomorrow it may be even more central to the issues that European poli-
cies will have to face and fight.

e What is also at stake is the emergence of a different conception of the economy, a
shared economy that is not focused exclusively on growth.

¢ Finally, empowering the citizen remains at the very heart of social innovation issues.
This fundamental issue cannot be ignored by European policies.
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THE POWER OF VISION

Jesse Stoner, Ken Blanchard,
and Drea Zigarmi

hen leaders who are leading at a higher level understand

the role of the triple bottom line as the right target—to be
the provider of choice, employer of choice, and investment of
choice—they are ready to focus everyone’'s energy on a com-
pelling vision.

The Importance of Vision

Why is it so important for leaders to have clear vision? Because

Leadership is about going somewhere.
If you and your people don’t know
where you are going,
your leadership doesn’t matter.
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Alice learned this lesson in Alice in Wonderland when she was
searching for a way out of Wonderland and came to a fork in the
road. “Would you tell me, please, which way I ought to go from
here?” she asked the Cheshire Cat. “That depends a good deal on
where you want to go,” the cat responded. Alice replied that she
really did not much care. The smiling cat told her in no uncertain
terms: “Then it doesn’'t matter which way you go.”

Jesse Stoner conducted an extensive study that demonstrated
the powerful impact of vision and leadership on organizational
performance.! She collected information from the team members
of more than 500 leaders. The results were striking. Leaders who
demonstrated strong visionary leadership had the highest-
performing teams. Leaders with good management skills but
without vision had average team performance. Leaders who were
identified as weak in vision and management skills had poor-
performing teams.

The biggest impediment blocking most managers from being
great leaders is the lack of a clear vision for them to serve. In
fewer than 10 percent of the organizations we have visited were
members clear about the vision. This lack of shared vision causes
people to become inundated with multiple priorities, duplication
of efforts, false starts, and wasted energy—none of which sup-
ports the triple bottom line.

A vision builds trust, collaboration, interdependence, motiva-
tion, and mutual responsibility for success. Vision helps people
make smart choices, because their decisions are being made with
the end result in mind. As goals are accomplished, the answer to
“What next?” becomes clear. Vision allows us to act from a proac-
tive stance, moving toward what we want rather than reactively
away from what we don’t want. Vision empowers and excites us
to reach for what we truly desire. As the late management guru
Peter Drucker said, “The best way to predict your future is to cre-
ate it.”

18
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Effective Versus Ineffective Vision Statements

A lot of organizations already have vision statements, but most of
them seem irrelevant when you look at the organization and
where it's going. The purpose of a vision statement is to create an
aligned organization where everyone is working together toward
the same desired ends.

The vision provides guidance for daily decisions
so that people ave aiming at the right target,
not working at cross-purposes.

How do you know if your vision statement works? Here's the
test: Is it hidden in a forgotten file or framed on a wall solely for
decoration? If so, it’s not working. Is it actively used to guide
everyday decision making? If the answer is yes, your vision state-
ment is working.

Creating a Vision That Really Works

Why don’t more leaders have a vision? We believe it’s a lack of
knowledge. Many leaders—such as former president George H.
W. Bush—say they just don't get the “vision thing.” They
acknowledge that vision is desirable, but they're unsure how to
create it. To these leaders, vision seems elusive—something that
is magically bestowed only on the fortunate few. Intrigued by the
possibility of making vision accessible for all leaders, Jesse Stoner
teamed up with Drea Zigarmi to identify the key elements of a
compelling vision—one that would inspire people and provide
direction. In “From Vision to Reality,” Jesse and Drea identified
three key elements of a compelling vision:?2

 Significant purpose: What business are you in?

* A picture of the future: What will the future look like
if you are successful?

19
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¢ Clear values: What guides your behavior and decisions
on a daily basis?

A vision must include all three elements to be inspiring and
enduring. Let's explore these elements with some real-world
examples.

Significant Purpose

The first element of a compelling vision is a significant purpose.
This higher purpose is your organization’s reason for existence. It
answers the question “Why?” rather than just explaining what
you do. It clarifies, from your customers’ viewpoint, what busi-
ness you are really in.

CNN is in the “hard spot news-breaking business.” Their cus-
tomers are busy people who need breaking news on demand.
Their business is to provide hard news as it unfolds—not to pro-
vide entertainment. According to CNN, the typical family today is
too busy to sit in front of the television at 7 p.m. Dad has a second
job, Mom is working late, and the kids are involved in activities.
Therefore, CNN'’s purpose is to provide news 24 hours a day. This
helps CNN employees answer the questions “What are my priori-
ties?” and “Where should I focus my energy?”

Walt Disney started his theme parks with a clear purpose. He
said, “We're in the happiness business.” That is very different
from being in the theme park business. Clear purpose drives
everything the cast members (employees) do with their guests
(customers). Being in the happiness business helps cast members
understand their primary role in the company.

A wonderful organization in Orlando, Florida, called Give Kids
the World, is an implementation operation for the Make-A-Wish
Foundation. Dying children who always wanted to go to Disney
World, SeaWorld, or other attractions in Orlando can get a
chance through Give Kids the World. Over the years, the organi-
zation has brought more than 50,000 families to Orlando for a
week at no cost to them. The organization thinks having a sick
child is a family issue; therefore, the whole family goes to Orlando.
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When you ask the employees what business they are in, they tell
you they're in the memory business—they want to create memo-
ries for these kids and their families.

On a visit to Give Kids the World, one of our colleagues passed
a man who was cutting the grass. Curious about how widely
understood the organization’s mission was, our colleague asked
the man, “What business are you in here at Give Kids the World?”

The man smiled and said, “We make memories.”

“How do you make memories?” our associate asked. “You just
cut the grass.”

The man said, “I certainly don’'t make memories by continu-
ing to cut the grass if a family comes by. You can always tell who
the sick kid is, so I ask that youngster whether he or she or a
brother or sister wants to help me with my chores.”

Isn’t that a wonderful attitude? It keeps him focused on servic-
ing the folks who come to Give Kids the World.

Great ovganizations have a deep and noble sense
of purpose—a significant purpose—that inspires
excitement and commitment.

When work is meaningful and connected to what we truly
desire, we can unleash a productive and creative power we never
imagined. But purpose alone is not enough, because it does not
tell you where you're going.

A Picture of the Future

The second element of a compelling vision is a picture of the
future. This picture of the end result should not be abstract. It
should be a mental image you can actually see. The power of
imagery has been described by many sports psychologists, includ-
ing Charles Garfield in Peak Performance: Mental Training
Techniques of the World's Greatest Athletes. Numerous studies have
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demonstrated that not only does mental imagery enhance per-
formance, but it enhances intrinsic motivation as well.?

CNN'’s picture of the future is not something vague like being
the premier network news station or being “number one.” It’s a
picture you can actually create a mental image of: “To be viewed
in every nation on the planet in English and in the language of
that region.”

Walt Disney'’s picture of the future was expressed in the charge
he gave every cast member: “Keep the same smile on people’s
faces when they leave the park as when they entered.” Disney did-
n't care whether a guest was in the park two hours or ten hours.
He just wanted to keep them smiling. After all, they were in the
happiness business. Your picture should focus on the end result,
not the process of getting there.

At Give Kids the World, their picture of the future is that in the
last week of the lives of youngsters who have been there, they will
still be laughing and talking to their families about their time in
Orlando.

Some people mistakenly use the Apollo Moon Project as an
example of a vision. It is a wonderful example of the power of cre-
ating a picture of the future, but it's not an example of a vision.
In 1961, when President John F. Kennedy articulated a picture of
the future—to place a man on the moon by the end of the 1960s
and bring him home safely—the United States had not even
invented the technology to accomplish it. To achieve that goal,
NASA overcame seemingly insurmountable obstacles, demon-
strating the power of articulating a picture of the future.
However, once the goal was achieved, NASA never re-created its
spectacular achievement, because it was not linked to a signifi-
cant purpose. There was nothing to answer the question “Why?”
Was the purpose to “beat the Russians” or to “begin the Space
Defense Initiative” or—in the spirit of Star Trek—“to boldly go
where no one has gone before”? Because there was no clear pur-
pose, there was no way to guide decision making going forward
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and answer the question “What next?” The second element—a
picture of the future—is powerful, but it alone does not create an
enduring vision.

Clear Values

The third element of a compelling vision is having clear values.
High performing organizations have clear values. Values define
leadership and how employees act on a day-to-day basis while
doing their work.

Values provide guidelines for how you should proceed as you
pursue your purpose and picture of the future. They answer the
questions “What do I want to live by?” and “How?” They need to
be clearly described so that you know exactly what behaviors
demonstrate that the value is being lived. Values need to be con-
sistently acted on, or they are only good intentions. They need to
resonate with the personal values of the members of the organi-
zation so that people truly choose to live by them.

The values need to support the organization’s purpose.
Because CNN is in the journalism business, not the entertain-
ment business, its values are “to provide accurate, responsible
journalism and to be responsive to the news needs of people
around the world.” These values help reporters and producers
make on-the-spot decisions about news coverage and would be
quite different if CNN were in the entertainment business.

Robert Johnson founded Johnson & Johnson for the purpose of
alleviating pain and disease.