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20 THE THREE WELFARE-STATE REGIMES

analysts would agree that a reformed poor-relief tradition qualifies as a
welfare-state commitment. Some nations spend enormous sums on fiscal
welfare in the form of tax privileges to private insurance plans that
mainly benefit the middle classes. But these tax expenditures do not
show up on expenditure accounts. In Britain, total social expenditure
has grown during the Thatcher period, yet this is almost exclusively a
function of very high unemployment. Low expenditure on some prog-
rams may signifiy a welfare state more seriously committed to full
employment.

Therborn (1983) is right when he holds that we must begin with a
conception of state structure. What are the criteria with which we
mmmm_,a judge whether, and when, ‘a state is a welfare state? There are
three .m@?dmn:mm to this question. Therborfi’s proposal is to begin with
the historical transformation of statg actiyities. Minimally, in a genunine
wellire state the majority of its daily routine activities must be devoted
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Smmﬁ_n_:mn:m Em_mm:w :.mm;n_,mbm :ozmm_EEm..H_:mn_.:m:omrmmmm?
reaching ncnmmncnzunm 1 we simply measure routine activity in terms of
spending and personnel, the result is that no state can be regarded as a
real welfare state until the 1970s, and some that we normally label as
welfare states will not qualify because the majority of their routine
activities concern defence, law and order, administration, and the like
A,;mq_uoa: 1983). Social scientists have been too quick to accept
'nations’ self-proclaimed welfare-state status. They have also been too
quick to concludé that if 5@ m»mmama social _programs have been

Q introduced, the welfare state has been born.

! b e v

“The mmno:n_ conceplual “pjirdach derives from Richard Titmuss’s
u (1938) classical distinction between residual and institutional welfare
states. In the former, the state assumes responsibility only when the
family or the market mm__m it seeks to limit its commitments to marginal

and mmmm?_zm social groups. The latter model addresses the entire
ﬁcwc_m:on is universalisti¢, and embodies an institutionalized commit-

‘ment to welfare. It will, in principlé, extend ‘welfare commitments to all
areas of distribution vital for societal welfare.

The Titmuss approach has fertilized a variety of new developments in
comparative welfare-state research (Myles, 1984a; Korpi, 1980; Esping-
Andersen and Korpi, 1984; 1986, Esping-Andersen, 1985b; 1987b). It is
an approach that forces researchers to move from the black box of
expenditures to the content of welfare states: targeted versus universa-
H% programs, the conditions of eligibility, the quality of benefits and

services, mnmﬁ,vnz.mum most impoftitly, the extent to which employ-
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ment m:& .,m.n.:.E:m \E.m are munca_ummmmn_ in the state’s nﬁmnm_cm. of
ologies makes simple linear

;;
%
_,
H
F
o

| [

THE THREE POLITICAL ECONOMIES OF THE WELFARE-STATE 21

welfare-state rankings difficult to sustain. Conceptually, we are compar-
ing categorically different types of states.

The third approach is to theoretically select the criteria on which toi

judge types of welfare states. This can be done by :um.m.mmmm.m, m.m»mm_

welfare states against some abstract madel and then scoring prografus,

e b

or entire welfare states, accordingly (Day 1978; Myles, 1584a). But this
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is akistorical, and d6&¥ ot necessarily capture the ideals or designs that
historical actors sought to realize in the struggles over the welfare state.
If our aim is to test causal theories that involve actors, we should begin
with the demands that were actually promoted by those actors that we
ammﬁ critical in the histary of welfare-state development. It is difficult to

hﬁmmﬁm that anyone struggled for spending per se.

A Re-Specification of the Welfare State

Few can disagree with T. H. Marshall's {(1950) proposition that social
citizenship constitutes the core idea of a welfare state. But the concept
must be fleshed out. Above all, it must involve the granting of social
rights, If social rights are given the legal and practical status of property

R T e Dy o i
rights,
citizenship . rather ™ thafi performance, they” i_m ntaif_ de-

if they are inviolable, and if they are granted on the basis of
nmafi.mm_mmmm. on of thie status of En_sa:m_m vis-G-vis :ﬁfm_ummmm.mlm.:ﬁ
the concept om social E:Nmnm?n also E<02mm mcnarmsﬂm:mom:om one's

status as a citizen will compete with, Jor_even replace, one's_class

e S e i lven:

_uo..m.m.m_.mn.

H:n. welfare state cannot be understood just in terms of the rights it
grants. We must also take into account how state activities are interlgck-
ed with the market’s and the family's rol& T 56¢Tal BFGY L.m.io.a These are
the three main principies that need to be fieshed oul*prior to any

theoretical specification of the welfare state.
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RIGHTS AND DE-COMMODIFICATION

In pre-capitalist societies, few workers were properly commaodities in
the sense that their survival was contingent upon the sale of their labor
power. It is as markets become universal and hegemonic that the
welfare of Ea_sa:m_m comes to depend entirely on the nmm: NEexLs.
mEﬁvEm society of the institutional layers that mcE.mEmna moEE
reproduction outside the labor contract meant that people were com-

modified. In turn, the introduction of ‘modern social rights implies a

Hcommqmwm. of the pure commodity status. De- ncEEc&mnm.mw: oecurs
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when a service is rendered. as.a_matter.of right, and when a person can
maintain a __<a:=ooa without reliance on the market.

The mere presence of social assistance or insurance may not neces-
sarily bring about significant de-commodification if they do not substan-
tially emancipate individuals from market dependence. Means-tested
poor relief will possibly offer a safety net of last resort. But if benefits
are low and associated with social stigma, the relief system will compel
all ‘but the most desperate to participate in the market. This was
precisely the intent of the nineteenth-century poor laws in most
countries. Similarly, most of the early social-insurance programs were
deliberately designed to maximize labor-market performance (Ogus,
1979).

There is no doubt that de-commodification has been a hugely
contested issue in welfare state development. For labor, it has always
been a priority. When workers are completely market- -dependent, they
are. m_mmn:: to mobilize for solidaristic action, Since their resources
:E.S_. Emlﬂ& inequalities, divisions emerge between the ‘ins’ and the
‘outs’, making labor-movement formation  difficult.  De-
noEBon:mnm:c: strengthens the worker and weakens the absolute
mcﬁron:\ of the aEEowm_.. It is for exactly this reason that employers
hayve always opposed de-commodification.”

De-commodified rights are a_mmqg:m:w developed in contemporary
1) welfare states. In social-assistance dominated welfare states, rights are
not so much attached to work performance as to mwio:m:mc_m need.
Needs-tests and typically meager benefits, however, service to curtail

Em anbli,ﬁma_@ﬁmnmmnwﬂrcmE:Eno:mirmﬁﬁ_:mEon_m_a
dominant (mainly in the >hm_o-mmxc: countries), the result is actually to
strengthen the market since all but those who fail in the market will be
encouraged to contract private-sector welfare.

7 u. A second dominant model espouses no::u:_ch state social insurance
“f with fairly strong entitlements. But again, this may not automatically
secure substantial de-commodification, since this hinges very much on
the fabric of eligibility and benefit rules. Germany was the pioneer of
social insurance, but over most of the century can hardly be said to havé
brought about much in the way of de-commaodification through its social
programs. Benefits have depended almost entirely on contributions, and
thus on work and employment. In other words, it is not the mere
presence of a social right, but the corresponding rules and precondi-
tions, which dictate the extent to which welfare programs offer genuine
alternatives to market dependence.

» The third dominant model of welfare, namely the Beveridge-type

o
citizens’ benefit, may, at first glance, appear the most de-commodifying.
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It offers a basic, equal benefit to all, irrespective of prior earnings,
contributions, or performance. It may indeed be a more solidaristic
system, but ot necessarily de-commodifying, since only rarely have
such schemes been able to offer benefits of such a standard that Emw

?dSmn recipients with a genuine om:o: to working.

"De-commadifying welfare states are, in practice, of very recent date. !
A minimal definition must entail that citizens can freely, and without
potential loss of job, income, or general ‘welfare, o_uﬁ out of work when
they themselves consider it necessary. With this definition in mind, we
would, for example, require of a sickness insurance that individuals be
guaranteed benefits equal to normal earnings, and the right to absence
with minimal proof of medical impairment and for the duration that the
individual deems necessary. These conditions, it is worth noting, are
those usually enjoyed by academics, civil servants, and higher-echelon
white-collar employees. Similar requirements would be made of pen-
sions, maternity leave, parental leave, educational leave, and unem-
ployment insurance.

moEn nations have moved towards this level of de-commodification,
but’ only Hmnmnzf and, in many cases, with significant exemptions. In
almost all nations, benefits were :ﬁmamma 1o nearly equal normal wages
in the late 1960s and early 1970s. But in some countries, for example,
prompt medical certification in case of illness is still required; in others,
entitlements depend on long waiting periods of up to two weeks; and in
still others, the duration of entitlements is very short. As we shall see in
chapter 2, the Scandinavian welfare states tend to be the most de-

noaiom&._:m, the Anglo-Saxon the least.

The Welfare State as a System of Stratification

Despite the emphasis given to it in both classical political economy and
in T.H. Marshall’s pioneering work, the relationship between
citizenship and social class has been neglected both theoretically and
empirically. Generally speaking, the issue has either been assumed
away (it has been taken for granted that the welfare state creates a more
nmm_:m:m: mon_ns‘v or it has been approached narrowly in terms of

income distribution or in terms of whether education naoﬂoﬁmm upward
social mobility. A more basic a:mm:o: it seems, is what kind of
stratification system is promoted by social policy. The welfare state is
not just a mechanism that intervenes in, and possibly corrects, the
structure of inequality; it is, in its own right, a system of stratification. It

is an active force in the ordering of social relations.
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distinguishing between the ‘deserving’ and the ‘undeserving' poor tended {o
fall upon the officer dealing with the applicant in the field, just as it had fallen
upon the relieving officer in the past. While the politicians and administrators
whu framed the Act would not have wished (o have espoused the notion of
the *undeserving poor’, they felt unwilling to risk the public criticism that
would have resulted from an approach to poverty that involved ignoring the
potential waste on the ‘work-shy™ and the fraudulent application in order
adequately to meet the needs of the majority of applicants.'

This has continued to be true of many aspects of social security palicy.

This source of implementation problems is closely related to another
of saiitc importance. Sometimes the political ambivalence about a policy
is reflected not so much in the policy itselfl as in the constraints that are
set upon the implementation process. ‘The simplest form of constraint
here is. of course, the failure to provide the means, in money and staff,
to enable a policy to be implemented properly.

Another example of a quite deliberately imposed implementation
problem is the adoption of administrative procedures that are explicitly
designed to affect the impact of a policy. Thus Deacon has shown how
‘the genuinely seeking work test' was manipulated in the 19205 to make
it difficult for unemployed people to establish their claim to benefit.2 He

“describes it as imposed as a quite explicit deterrent, without reference to
the actual availabitity of work.

It is imporiant. while acknowledging that many policies are made
complex and ambiguous by (he conficts within the policy-making
process. to recognize that it is intrinsically difficult 1o specify some
policy goals in terms that will render the implementation process quite
clear and unambiguous. This is one important source of discretion for
implementers. Jowell has drawn attention o examples where the
concern of policy is with ‘standards' that are not susceplible to precise
factual definition.® He argues that standards may be rendered more
precise by ‘criteria’, facts that are to be taken into daccount, but that ‘the
feature of standards that distinguishes them from rules is their flexibility
and susceptibility to change over time”. Questions about adequate levels
of safety on the roads or in factories, or about purity in food, are of this
kind. So are many of the issues about need in social palicy. Discretiofi-
ary judgement is likely 1o be required by policy, alongside the more
precise rules that it is possible to promulgate,

If a policy is a complex and ambiguous phenomenon, with aspects
that go ‘too far' for some people and ‘not far enough’ for others, it is
important to acknowledge that the dissensus that attends its ‘birth” will
no:.:::m to affect its implementation. It may therefore provide oppor-
Lunities for some implementing agencies to develop new initiatives that
were perhaps not originally envisaged. However, policies also often
comtain ‘footholds’ for those who are opposed to their general thrust, or
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who wish to divert them to serve their own ends. Bardach has developed
an extensive analysis of the various ‘implementation games' that may be
played by those who perceive ways in which policies may be Qn_mwma._.
altered or deflected.? While some policies contain few features that their
opponents can interfere with — laying down, for example, a clear duty to

&

-provide a particular service or benefit — others, such as the DHSS
. commitment to the development of community care for the mentally ill,

depend heavily upon the commitments of implementers. and are
relatively easily diverted in other directions or even rendered ineffective.

It is important to raise questions about the ways in which policies are
expressed, and the evidence required to establish the extent of
implementation. Policies may be conveyed Lo local maﬁ_nEmEm.qm in a
range of ways from, at one extreme, the explicit imposition of duties and
responsibilities to, at the other end of the continuum, the very loose
granting of powers which may or may not be used. We can contrast, for
example, the comparatively strict ways in which regulations under the
1986 Sccial Security Act instruct local authorities in the administration of
housing rebates, with powers given {originally in the 1963 Children m.:n_
Young Persons Act, now in the 1980 Child Care Act) to local authorities
lo make money payments, in exceptional circumstances (o prevent
children being taken into care, where no atteipt has been made to
prescribe how this should be done. .

In this discussion it has been hard to draw the line between issues that
are essentially ‘characteristics of policy’ that affect implementation, and
points that are really observations about the characteristics of either the
relationships between central policy makers and local implementers, or
of the organization of the implementing agencies. While it is helpful to
make a distinction between ‘policies’ on the one hand and the implemen-
tation process on the other, this must raise problems at the margin.
Policies are formulated with the implementation process in mind, and
often it is more realistic to see policies as products of implementation
rather than as ‘top—down’ inputs into the process. )

THE 'CENTRE-PERIPHERY' RELATIONSHIP
It is possible to some degree to distinguish between those implemen-

tation issues that arise essentially from the ‘distance’ between what we
may describe as ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’ and those that are facets of other

3 aspects of relationships within complex organizations. The latter, which

- separate organizations

will be discussed in the section after this, are of course considerably
-complicated by the preblem of ‘distance’, particularly when two or more
are involved.
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I British public administration the ‘centre’ will generally have been
involved in the policy-making process. But where implementation is
delegated to other organizations the ‘centre’ gencrally maintaing an
interest in the implementation process. Equally. the ‘periphery’ has an
interest in policy making and can be expected to contribute to a
feedback process from implementation inte policy elaboration, How-
ever, there are several different kinds of centre—periphery relationships
that significantly influence the implementation process. The simplest
model is clearly that in which the centre and the periphery belong to the
same organization. The most complex occurs where policy implemen-
tation depends upon co-operation between separate aulonemous organ-
izations, and particularly where responsibilily at the periphery is (a)
delegated to several organizations with separate territories and (b)
dependent upon co-ordinated action between two or more local organi-
zations.

Even the more straightforward implementation systems tend o
invoive a complex organizational structure. The DHSS has, at head-
quarters, a Regional Directorate to channel policy directives on sociul
security maltters to the regions and local offices. This was set up in 1972
to cope with the fact that. in the words of the director of the regional
organization.

Maore and more instructions, more and more complex in their nature
descended more and more frequently upon local offices, hut without any
adequately effective co-ordination at the Headquarters level to ensure that
those in the outficld had a clear enough idea of what their order of priorities
should be as they became less and less able to deal effectively with the totality
of their responsibilities.”

Previously when bettlenecks arose in the benefit delivery system
regional or local decisions had to be made that might affect implemen-
tation; now there is a central ‘directorate’ which is likely to be involved
in the examination of policy feasibility and which plays an important
part in determining how poliey is implemented, Crucial as this inngva-
tion may have been for co-ardination, it has contributed to an increased
sense of ‘distance’ between policy makers and implementers in a policy
system that operates primarily in a unified, top—down, manner.
Recognition that there may be issues to consider about ‘levels’, even
in the social security system, emphasizes the importance of this dimen-
sion for the study of implementation where separate organizations are
involved. It is clearly important to identify not merely the issue of the
relationship between different levels of elected government but aiso the
existence of a variety of organizations whose relationships to either
central or local government. or both, is ofien ambiguous: the health

S . R
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authorities, the Manpower Services Commission, the University Grants
Committee and the universities, the New Town Corporalions m:n._ 5 0.
It is important Lo bear in mind the wide range of w:._n_,-:mn:nw linkages
that may be necessary, withoul reference to the subject matter of thase
linkages. Pressman and Wildavsky have made a lentative attempt to
draw attention to what may loosely be described as the mathematics of
implementation, the way in which the mere ncm_:.:w of agreements
necessary may, even when all parties are committed to a _uorﬂ_.
undermine or delay effective action.” Hence it is necessary to give
attention to the following issues about centre-periphery relations:
| the relationship will be likely to involve two or mare organizations
al either the ‘centre’ or tlie ‘periphery’ or both. Effective implemen-
tation may depend upon co-operatoion not merely between the two
‘Jevels' but also between dilferent organizations at the same level;
7 the centre-periphery relationship may be mediated through one or
more intermediary or regional body;
3 relationships between agencies will in practice involve a _EHU.E. of
dilferent issues, and the symmetry that it is possible to draw in an
abstract model will not be the same for each issue.

In reality any organization will be involved in a web of relationships,
which vary in character and intensity according to the issue. Hence,
local authorities have to deal with a number of different central
government departments, but the extent Lo which this is the case varics
from issuc o issuc. Equally, some activities require nc:mw.n_mamchn
co-operation between ‘peripheral’ agencies wihtile others require very
fittle. However, it may be misleading to lose sight of the overall pattern
since the outcome of one relationship will alfect responses to another.
Relationships are ongoing; each will have a history that nomm::c:m
reactions to any new issues. Equally, each organization E___. have
developed its own sense of its task, mission and role in relation to
others. These will affect its response to anything new.

One issue deserving of attention, if only because of the importance it
assumes in the United States implementation literature, is the ‘special’
agency set up to concern itsell with policy making m:a._ implementation
in a specifically limited policy field. Schon has described government
agencies as ‘memorials to old problems’.” It has long been qnnomn_wma in
the United States that there are difficulties in getting old agencies to
implement new policies. A crucial innovation strategy has therefore
involved the creation of new agencies for this purpose. However,
students of this process have pointed out that these new onmmamm:o.:m
then face problems about there relationships to older agencies.® ﬁ:.ia
new organizations may possess a strong commitment to a new policy,
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and may have powers that enable it 1o bring together the resources for
its implementation that were not possessed by any single previous
orgitnization, it stitl has 1o relate to @ world in which other apencics have
a great deal of power to influence its success.

One of the crucial issues, to which the creation of ad hoc agencies in
the United States is a response, is the problem. at all levels but
particularly at local level. of *overlapping gavernments’. There-are so
many ways in which different government agencies can veto or
neutralize other agencies’ initinlives that a new agency, with more
precisely defined policies. is seen as offering. perhaps in desperation, a
new way to ‘pet something done’. While it would be foolish to supgest
that a comparable problem does not exist at all in Britain, it is important
to recognize that ours is a more simple system in which individual
agencies have more clearly defined powers and more definite bounda-
rics lo their responsibilities and sphere of infAuence. Only rarely,
therefore, can we identify examples of agencies set up explicitly to
circumvent problems of this kind. Moreover, when they do occur they
are more often allowed to operate in territories (in both a spatial and a
policy sense) in which others’ intervention is limited.

The New Towns are examples of successful British innovations in this
sense. What is interesting about them is that. while the development
corporations scquired powers that gave them a great deal of aulonomy
within their own territories, there is today a variety of questions to be
raised about the extent to which their ‘success’ was secured at the
expense of ather policies to which they *ought’ to have related. While
the New Towns often built up relatively successful and prosperous new
communities, they have done little to relieve the problems of the least
priveleged in the old communities from which they drew, and hence,
while by providing for ‘overspill' they have helped 1o solve some
inner-city problems, they have exacerbated others.

While the use of the New Town device is now being discontinued,
British governments continue to experiment with approaches to urban
renewal which bypass existing agencies. The Urban Development
Corporations are the latest such devices, spawned by a central
government which sees the local authorities as likely obstacles to-local
economic development.

Three motives can perhaps be identified for the creation of special
agencies in Britain, although there are of course dangers in taking
ostensible motives as real ones: o create an eflective separate and
accountable ‘management system’, to reduce political ‘intericrence’ and
to provide for the direct representation of special interests. The
development of a separate manpower policy agency seems to have been
carriecd out with all these motives in mind. The University Grants
Committee has been seen as serving the second and third purposes.
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Doubts are being expressed about whether :m. successor, the C:Znﬂ:mmm
Funding Council, will do this. Clearly, the special character of the Zm:o_.i_
Health Service structure owes a great deal to the .,..:cnm:.d of mcnn._ud
intercsts, though its reorganization in the 1970s owed much to Em_:mmn:m“
thinking. It is also interesting as perhaps the key example of a mﬁmﬂa E\mﬁ::_
designed to minimize political influence at the local level, since loca
authority involvement is only indirect and slight. o .

Two of the lhree ‘molives’ outlined above are of special importance Lo _.:n
study of implementation, since the removal of some aspects o.ﬁ policy
making from direct political influcnce and a.cqnqn:nn._a mﬁnn_a._iaqm.ﬂm
both introduce complications that make it ?:.:n:_m.:w_ difficult to distinguish
palicy making from implementation. These agencies may be secn alterna-
tively as implementers that affect :.ﬁ the n.ruBn.H_. of _u.o:Q or as
independent creators of policy forever in a qn_mm_osm:_n of tension E_.E the
‘centre’. It is this tension that can then sometimes be seen as ._nag_:m {o
central efforts to curb the independence of :mnznmmm ;._Emm :::m._ feedom
was provided by government. All three E the agencies _._._.m:_._c:.ma in the _mﬂ
paragraph have recently been the subject of central limitations to their
activities or curbs upon their freedom!

THE ORGANIZATIONAL CIHARACTERISTIC OF IMPLEMENTING
AGENCIES

In the study of agencies concerned with policy m:dm_nan:_m:oq two
significant bodies of literature can be drawn upon. There are studies by
organizational sociologists that suggesl :.ﬁ imitations upon the 635_
control of subordinates by means of rules,” und the behavioural m.E.a_nm of
law enforcement, which have emphasized the significance of cmqmm_:__%m and
discretion in the activities of the police and other _.Em.-nzmoqnmﬂm. moE
suggest that there are finite limits upon the .Emmnlv:o: .oq m:_uo:_,:m:w
behaviour. Very detailed rule-making is a 9:,_0.:.: and time-consuming
activity. If it has to be backed up by close supervision and control a _wc::
may be reached where such activities are mm:.ammm.m::m. _._“ the .w:_uo_d_:mﬁ
has to be so elaborately controlled the supervisor might just as well
undertake the task. Conformity to rules relies primarily upon no:,__.u__m.:nm.
upon a willingness to work within a regulated ﬁﬁam.io.ar E_:n.: mﬁ_o:._ has
suggested rests either upon acceptance of a ._._.:_:m_._m: financial cm.qmm_z or
upon a ‘normative’ commitment.'" A key point about the F:._.:.u« is that it
also invokes in praclice some measure of ,E_nEzmn. on both m_n_n.m“ some
concept of ‘trust’.'? This applies limits to the things the supervisor can
require the subordinate to do, and invelves acceptance by the superior of
limited deviations by the subordinate from Lhe activities that arc expected.
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It is not necessary to elaborate this diversion into industrial sociclogy
unduly. The general point is that the mindless conformist implemen-
tation is rare. More common, even in a wide range of situations in which
subordinate staff are primarily motivated by ‘utilitarian’ rather than
‘normative’ considerations. is some concern about the justification for
the policy that is ta be implemented. Indeed, as the recent coneerns of
trade unions in. for example. the health services and in social security
supgest. there seems to be a growing ‘rank and file’ interest in policy.
This extends beyond a tendency to influence policy delivery by the
characteristic ‘insubordinate” responses of evasion, delay and so on, into
a desire to feed back views into the policy-making process.

The studies of rule enforeement particularly indicate that in most
tasks, and particularly in the more elaborate tasks, there will be a strong
elememt of discretion. In the last section three sources of discretion

“were identified, arising from (a) a deliberate recognition of local
autonomy, {11} ‘political” difficulties in resolving key policy dilemmas,
and (c) 'logical’ problems in prescribing ‘standards’. This discussion
adds a fourth, the inherent limits to the regulation of tasks.'? In
practice, prescriptions lor policy implementation convey discretionary
pawers to ficld-level staff lor reasons that are combinations of these four
sourees’ of discretion. An alternative way of looking at this phenom-
enon is 1o see the field official as a ‘street-level bureaucrat’.™ His or her
job is characterized by inadequale resources for the task, by variable
and aften low public support for the role, and by ambiguous and often
unrealizable expectations of performance. The official’s concerns are
with the actual impact of specific policies upon the relationships with
specific individuals: these may lead to a disregard of or failure to
understand the wider policy issues that concern those ‘higher up’ in the
agency. The ‘street-level’ role is necessarily uncertain. A modicum of
semi-professional training defines the role as putting into practice a set
of ideals inculcated in that training. Yet the ‘street-level’ bureaucrat is
also the representative of a government agency, one that is itselfl subject
to conflicting pressures. In day-to-day contact with clients and with the
community at large, he or she becomes to some degree locked into the
support of individuals and groups that may be antipathetic to the
employing ngency. In such a situation of role confusion and role strain, a
person at the end of the line is not disposed to react to new policy
initiatives from above as if he or she were a mere functionary. New
policies are but factors in @ whole web of demands that have to be
managed.

1t is interesting how many of the social workers who regard them-
selves as identified with their clients, sharing some sense of oppression
by the ‘burcaucracy’ that weighs vpon them both and working therelore
ta kelp the clients receive resources [rom the “system’, have a view of
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" social security field staff that is directly in contrast to their view of their

own position. They see social security stalf as biased E.,:_. ?&:Enna
against the poor and only too ready to evade their responsibility to help.
They demand, therefore, that the social security bureaucracy m:oEa
more effectively control and discipline its subordinates. Without taking
sides on these views it can be acknowledged that there are ‘two faces’ to
street level bureaucracy. It may be scen as the effective adaptation of
policy to the needs of the public, or it may be seen as the Em.::ur_m.zoa of
positions of power to distort policy lowards stigmatization, discrimination
and petty tyranny. Which it does will vary according to the palicy at stake,
and the values and commitments of the field workers, but it will also
depend upon the scope accorded by the organizational control system. for
this phenomenon is not necesarily independent of ‘biases’ _.E_: into Em
policy delivery system. Social workers can manipulate their ‘system’ in
favour of some clients because their agency grants them licence to deploy
such commitments. Social security officers can discriminate negatively
because they are encouraged to be vigilant to prevent fraud and abuse.

Consideration of discretion and of the roles of 'street-level bureaucrats’
must also involve looking at the implications of professionalism for
implementation. For Etzioni the compliance of Eo?mmwozm._m 1o their
organizations rests upon ‘normative’ commitments. ' But policy makers
may be said to have Lo ‘pay for' a lessening of day-to-day control problems
with concessions in the implementation process; professionalism tends lo
involve participation in the determination of policy outcomes. In the
health service, for example, doctors have been able to secure a very full
involvement in policy making within the service as one ol the prices for
participation. Three interrelated points may be made about profes-
sionalism:

| that it may entail a level of expertise thal makes lay scrutiny difficult;

2 that _uqomm.mmmo:m_m may be, for whatever reason, accorded a legitimate
autonomy;

3 that professionals may acquire amounts of power and influence that
enable them to determine their own activities.

These sources of professional freedom clearly have a differential impact
depending upon (a) the professional involved, (b) the organizational
setting in which professionals work, and (c) the policies that 5.3\ are
required to implement. The importance of the _m<n._ m:, expertise for
professional power has led some writers to make a distinction between
professions and semi-professions,’'® with doctors and lawyers in the
former category but social workers and teachers in the latter.

Point (1) has been the subject of controversy about the impact upon
professional activitics of organizational, and particularly public, employ-
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ment, the conclusion to which would seem to be. in short, that it
depends on the profession and upon the arganization’. On point (c),
onee again. a good deal depends on the nature of the policy involved,

There are a large number of situations in which it is expected that
professional judgement will have a considerable influence upon the
impiementation process. Clearly explicit in many policies is an expecta-
tion of this. This applies to many decisions mwade in face-to-lace
relationships between professionals and their clients. Many of the issues
involved are increasingly the subject of controversy. involving argu-
ments about ‘rights’ versus 'discretion”. Within these arguments dispules
occur about the significance of expertise and about the scope [or
effective limitation of discretionary power. The effective resolution
would also impose many difficult policy questions — about moral rights
to choose ([or example. with reference to abortion) and the best way to
allocate scarce resources (for example. with regard to kidney machines)
~ which are at present partly masked by prolessional discretion. There
are alse some important questions here. which are very hard to resolve,
about the wiy to link together professional autonomy in dealing witl an
individual relationship with a client. and a policy-based concern (or
‘public concern’} about the way in which professionals allocate their
services as a whole,

A further important complication for the study of implementation
introduced by the involvement of professionals is that some activities
depend upon the co-operation of two or more professional groups.
Studies of attempts to co-ordinate the efforts of various professions
concerned to protect children from injury by their parents have sug-
gested that particular professional practices. activities and terminology
may intensify communication problems.'” There are also. clearly, some
key problems about the boundurics between the various professional
‘territories’.

Itis important to recognize the extent to which professional involve-
ment with policies implies not merely scope to influcnce implementation
but also an impact upon policy itself. Within the health service the very
direct influence of the doctors has been subjected to considerable

attention by policy analysts.'® What has perhaps been accorded [less

attention has been the ways in which palicy and implementation have
involved a feedback from impiementation as policies have been found
inadequate to meet the demands of ‘good professional practice’.
Packmian has examined the way in which social workers in children's
departments gradually found that good child earc practice required not
merely the control and care powers possessed under the 1948 Children’s
Act but also preventive work to keep children out of ‘care’. They
innovated as far as possible under the 1948 Act but eventually secured a
further Act. in 1963, which legitimated ‘preventive’ work. A similar
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concern to extend social work practice, to enable integrated work with
whole families, led, as Hall has shown, to further legislation in 1970
bringing all local authority social work within one department.?”

The discussion in this section has developed the key points about
inter-organizational practice by means of consideration of the rules—
discretion dichotomy. But to end it three issues must be raised, which
have been implicit rather than explicit within the argument so far: the
relevance of the lack of clarity within much palicy. the significance of
value conflict; and the importance of rewards.

The first of these points does not require much further emphasis at
this stage. A lack of clarity in policy has already been identified as one
explanation for discretion. But equally when the relationship. within a
system of rules, between means and ends is far from evident, :ﬁ.:
implementers may be more disposed to break rules, and their supervi-
sors may be disinclined to enforce them.

A lack of clarity about policy goals and conflict about values, as
already sugpested, often go hand in hand. Burton Clark has written of
‘precarious values’.?' Policics may have among their goals objectives
that lack support in the community. Implementers will be aware of the
contraversial character of the policies and may not themselves subscribe
to the goals entailed. The social sceurity official required to secure the
delivery of benefits to one-parent families, but also expected to prevent
abuse, may well take the latter consideration more seriously than the
former, letting his or her conception of morality and stereotypes about
the social behaviour of the claimants influence behavour.22

But the implications of Clark’s analysis go further than this, seeing the
problem of precarious values as affecting not merely day-to-day beha-
viour but also the way in which a whole organization may conceive its
tasks. In particular, an organization that is given a task that is
controversial and unpopular in many quarters, such as an organization
charged to promote racial and sexual equality or one providing help to a
stigmatized group such as vagrant alcholics, may find that it is given an
unclear mandate and is placed in a position in which it finds it hard to
acquire ‘legitimacy’ for its activities. This may lead to the adoption of
‘safe’ and uncontroversiai activities, organizational security being put
before any movement lowards potentially disruptive poals.

The problem of ‘precarious values’ may also be related to the problem
of rewards. We return here to Etzioni’s analysis of the distinction
between ‘utilitarian’ and ‘normative’ rewards. Clearly the official placed
in a position of ‘role-strain’ between the demands of superiors and the
expectations of the public, or of ‘value conflict’ between his or her own
ideals and those embodied in policy, will be influenced by rewards of
both kinds. Benefits now and hopes of advancement may curb an
inclination to deviate from the requirements of superiors; a feeling that
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some parts of the job are ‘worth doing’ may be even more influential.
But the substitution of ‘unofficial” or ‘official” goals may be o produoct of
recognition that more “worthwhile™ activitics may thereby be under-
taken. The motivation of field-tevel stalf is an important issue even
within the most integraled organization. Where, however, ‘control’ is
attenuated by a gap between those concerned with policy and the

implementing agency. it may assume crucial significance.

THE S0CIAL, POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT

Policies are evolved in a wider environment in which problems emerge
that are deemed to require political solutions, and pressures occur {or
new political responses. Implementing agencies conlinuously interact
with their environments. Much has already been suaid that has a bearing
upon the underlving significance of the environment.,

Whatever the relationship between state and society, policies may be
interpreted as responses to perceived social needs. Government is
concerned with ‘doing things to”, ‘taking things from’ or ‘providing
things for’ society, or for parts of it. Pulting policies inlo practice
involves interactions between the agencies of government and their
environment. Those who do that are, of course, themselves a part of the
social environment in which they aperate.

However. in looking at social policy we must also question whether
the distinction between the policy system and its environment can be
eastly made. In chapter | it was established that it is misleading to see
any sinpgle equation between the activities of the social policy system and
the enhancement ol social welfare. But just as the policy delerminants
of welfare are mulliple, and sometimes unexpected, so individuals'
welfare is influenced by phenomena that have nothing to do with the
activily of the state. The determinants of an individuals’ wellare can be
broadly classified as depending upon their own capacity to care for
themselves combined with (a) market activities and relationships, (b)
the behaviour of ‘sipnificant others’ as providers of ‘informal care’,
amongst whom family members are likely to be the most important, and
(c} the rale played by the state, To study welfare requires attention to all
‘determinants’. and changes in the way in which welfare is provided are
particularly likely to involve shifls in the roles played by these ‘determi-
nants’ and shifts in the relationships between them. In other words, the
process of interaction between policy sysiem and environment is a very
active one, and those interactions occur across an ambiguous and
shifting boundary. To give a cancrete example, personal social services
care is only one clement in individual care systems in which family,
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neighbour and purchased care are likely also to play a part. A shift m.:
the availability of, or character of, any one of these care ingredients is
likely to have un impact on the others. Day Lo day policy implemen-
tation in the state-provided sector invalves the management, or indeed
mismanagement, of its relationships to the other elements.

Accu.ngly studies of social policy have conceived of the system as a
‘mixed economy ol welfare.?* Furthermore, *social divisions of welfare’
have been identified recognizing not merely that there are different
sources of welfare for individuals but also that individuals differ in the
access they have to different welfare systems. Titmuss,** who originated
the notion of ‘social divisions of welfare’, identified alongside main-
strean ‘public welfare’ ‘fiscal welfare’, the system of relief from Exmmo:
(of which the relief for morigage interest payments and pension
contributions are among the most impartant examples); and ‘occupa-
tional welfare' (the range of fringe benefits available to some employ-
ces). Titmuss, together with others who developed his work such as
Sinficld and Townsend, > 2% argued that these other welfare systems may
provide large benefits additional to, or quite separale from, the benefits
provided by the more central institutions of the welfare state. H.rn« may
operate in a dircction quite contrary lo any egalitarian iendencies in Em
mainstream policies. The ‘social divisions’ theme has been taken up in
another way by some recent feminist writers who have been concerned
to show not merely that many welfare provisions discriminate against
women, but also that female services within the family and neighbour-
hood form crucial separate welfare systems, enhanced in importance
when other systems fail or are withdrawn.”

These points have been emphasised in this chapter because the
implementation of many contemporary policy initiatives — privatization,
the limitation of social expenditure, the extension of community care —
involve changing the balance between the various ingredients in the
‘political economy of welfare’. Where government withdraws or reduces
its direct contribution to welfare it may still make an indirect contri-
bution if the social security system subsidizes private provision, or it
may have to acquire a new range of regulatory concerns u_un:.: the
quality of private services, or it may face increased problems in the
other areas of concern because of the new pressures placed upon
individuals and families.

Those who are directly affected by policies, the- public, may be
crudely divided into unorganized and isolaled public — who pay taxes,
receive benefits, seek planning permission, visit doctors and so on — and
the organized public, the organizations upon whom policies have an
impact. These relationships may be studied with a view to ascertaining
whether implementation proceeds in terms of the even-handed justice
that Max Weber suggested is, or should be, characteristc of bureaucratic
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Criosti a Lteft ‘maji bt N%E#%EM hospodirské prosperity. Kiehkou rovnovihu mezi
‘dostategnou motivaci pro uplatnéni na trhu price a dostatecnym socidlnim zajigté-
“nfm nenf lehké udret. :

A Nerovnost je vidv holi o dvou koncich: ten prvad pfedstavuje funkéni diferen-
ciaci nutho k motivaci vfkonu a ten druhy pfelnané rozdily vedouci kk chudobé a
dezintegraci spolefnosti. Subjekty hospodafeni nejsou jen podniky a mafie, ale také
domécnosti a pifbuzenské klany. Nejde o problémy nezndmé, nicméné piece jen
zasuté. Zuzana Mikovi se zabyvi ekonomickou subjektivitou domécnosti, jejf akti-

-vitou v ‘rychle se ménicim prostfedi. M&li bychom pripustit, Xe pohliZet na doméc-
nosti jen zvenku, pouze optikou "prahf tolerance” je riskantnf. S4m jsem se pokusil
uvést do girétho kontextu tematiku chudohy, fe$enou zatim jen v jedné poloze ptij-
mového minima. Nebylo dostaiek sil, abychom i v jinfch polohéch zpracovali
vysledky jiZ tf vizkum® "Ekonomickgch oekdvini a postajii", zabgvajicich se véji-
fem obecnych ndzori a specifickych reakef na nové problémy. Tento dluh splatime
jinak.

Jsou viak i dal$i témata, v nichZ se sociologie dotyk4 socidlnich problémil a
socidlnfho zdravi. Proto jsme do tohoto &sla zafadili ¢linek Jifiho Kabeleho
(pochézejici jeité€ z predrevolucnich dob jeho plsobeni ve zdravotnictvi) a
vizkurané visledky &. psychiatri Kubitky, Csémyho a KoZeného o &_ﬁ.orc.mmac
Zen. Upozorn€me i na zprivu ze zaseddni Vyboru pro socidlni stratifikaci ISA
v Praze, kde problémy sociélni politiky sice nebyly ptfmo dotéeny, kde viak fungo-
vala sekce v&novand ekonomickfm nerovnostem a mj. byl formulovén pokus pev-
.H.Hm.mm propojit sociologickd data a v§zkum s ekonomickfmi. anmmmaﬁ. méla m.Sm
pokradovinf na konferenci vénované pifjmové nerovnosti v komparativni cm:nm
“(Lucemburk, ervenec.1991), kde byla sociln{ politika jednim z nejdiilezit&jsich

- témat. Z této konference ostatnd pochézi i Barriiv pifsp&vek. Na jin§ aspekt soci-
4l problematiky, otdzky rozvoje mé&st a bydleni, poukazuji recenze knih, které
ziskdvé knihovna pro sociologick4 a sociilni studia z nadace Rockefeller Brothers.

. Necht je tato &islo vfzvou k pokratovéni a diskusi problémi socidlni paliti-

ky, k v&t&mu angaZmi sociologie do této tematiky. .

. Jiff Vedernik
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Tii politické ekonomie socialniho statu .
GOSTA ESPING-ANDERSEN

The three political economies of the welfare state
Abstract: The protracted debate on the welfare statc has failed to produce
conclusive answers about the nature or caunses of welfare state development,
This arlicle has three aims: 1) {o reintegrate the debate into the intellectual
tradition of political cconomy, thus pulting into sharper focus the prineipal
theoretical question involved; 2) to specily the salient characteristics of welfare
states, because the conventional ways of measuring welfare states in lerms of
their expenditures will no longér suffice; 3) to "socivlogize" the study of welfare
states. Most studies have assumed a world of lincarity: more or less power,
industrialization or spending, This article insists that we understand welfarg
states as clusters of regime-types, and that their development must be explained
interactively.
Saciclogicky Gasepis, 1991, Val, 27 (No. 5: 545-567)

Ovod

Vlekld diskuse o socidlnim stdtu zatim neposkytla jasné odpovédi na povahu a pii-
Ciny jeho vfvoje. Tento &linek md tii cile: 1) znovu napojit tuto diskusi na inte-
lektusln tradici politické ekonomie a postavit jeji zdkladni teoretické otizky do
centra pozornosti; 2) stanovit hmatatelné charakteristiky socidlnich stdtf, nebot jiz
nelze vystatit s konvenénim zpfisobem jejich hodnoceni podle vynaloZenych nékla-
di}; 3) "sociologizovat" studium sociflnich stitd. Vétsina pract vychézela z predpo-
kladu linearity svéta: vice nebo méné moci, indusirializace & spotieby. V tomto
&lanku Mrm%anﬂw socidlnf stity jakoito urgitd seskupeni typickjch reZimft, jejichz
vyvoj je nutné vysvétlovat interaktivné.

RIS ]

Qdkaz, klasické politické ckonomic
V soutasné diskusi o socidlnim stitu jsou kladeny dvé otdzky. Prvnf otizka zni:

miz{ tfidni vyhran®nost socidlntho obdanstvi? Jinfmi slovy, miife socidlni stat
zdsadné transformovat kapitalistickou spolegnost? Druh4 otdzka: jaké kauzalni sily
ovlivituji v§voj socidlntho stitu? Tyto otizky nejsou nové. Zformulovali je jiZ poli-
Licti ekonomové 19. stoleti, tedy sto let pfed tim, nes se d4 viibec o vzniku jakého-
koli sociflniho stitu hovofit. Klasiéti politici{ ekonomové - af ug liberdlni, konzer-

vativni nebo marxistické orientace - byli pffli§ zaujati vztahem mezi kapitalismem a

1) Clanek byl poprvé olistén v Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropelogy, & 2/1989 a
piejat jako kapitola do knihy The Three Worlds of Welfare - Capitalism, Polily Press 1990,
Redakee vystovuje svoji vd&énost panf J, Rosemary Vanderkamp, Production Manager of the
Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology, Universily of Guelph, Ontario, Kanada,
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- blahobytem. Jejich odpovédi se obvykle rozchdzely, nicméné jejich analfzy nedvoj-
" smysIn& sméfovaly ke vztahu mezi trhem (a vlastnictvim) a stitem (demokracif).
- Jejich otdzka byla prevAZn& normativni povahy: jaké je optimalni rozdélent odpo-
. v&diosti mezi trhem a stitem?

V soutasném neoliberalismu jsou patrné prispévky klasické politické ekono-

mie. Pro Adama Smithe byl trh hlavnim prostfedkem odstranénf tfid, nerovnostia .
privilegif. Nechdme-li stranou nezbytné minimum, stitn{ intervence spile potladuje ..
vyrovnévici proces dany konkuren¢ni sménou a naopak vede k monopoliim, pro-
tekcionéfstvi a neefektivnosti. Krétce feteno, stét uchovavi tiidy, zatimco trh miZe .

potencidlng vést k odstranéni t¥idnf spolenosti [Smith 1961/11: 232-6].

Liberalnf politi¢ti ekonomové nebyli nezbytng jednomyslni v obhajobg politi-
ky. Nassau senior a pozdéji manchester3ti liberdlové zdlraziiavali Smithilv poukaz
na "lajssez-faire" a odmitali ka¥dou formu sociflntho ochrandistvi. I. 8. Mill a
"reformovani liberlové” naopak smétovaii k minimu politické regulace uplatiiova-
né na trh. Avak vSichni byli jednotni v tom, Ze cesta k rovnosti a prosperité by
méla byt dldZdéna maximem volného trhu a minimem stdtniho vméSovéni.

Tak nadiené pojeti tr¥niho kapitalismu se nynf mit%e zdit neoprdvnéné.
Musime oviem vzit v iivahu, %e stét, se kterfm byli konfrontovéni tito rani politicti
ekonomové, byl poznamendn dédictvim absolutistick§ch privilegif, kupeck¢m pro-
tekcionAfstvim a byl prostoupen korupci. Napadali systémy moci, které potlagoval AN
idély svobody a padnikni. Jejich teorie byla tudiZ revolucnia z tohoto hlediska.’

—~

4

.- miZeme pochopit, pro¢ Adam Smith n¢kdy pi¥e jako Karel Marx2.

Pro mnoho liberdld byla demokracie Achillovou patou. Jejich idedly svobody'
a demokratické participace vychézely ze svéta malgch vlastnik, nikoli z rostoucich’.y
nemajetnych mas. Liberdlové se obfvali principu vEeobecného volebntho priva, ]
nebot boj o prerozdéleni je Zivnou pldou pro neefektivnost a zvrhnutf se trhu.

- Mnotzi liber4lové dodli k nézoru, Ze demokracie bude v rozporu s trhem.

Tento rozpor chépali jak kenzervativni, tak marxistitti ekonomové, navrho-
vali véak zcela opaZn4 tedenf. Nejkoherentngjii konzervativni kritika nezasahovan{
ptisla z némecké historické $koly, zvI4§té od Friedricha Lista, Adolpha Wagnera a
Gustava Sc

i

)
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ollera. Tito ekonomové odmitali v&fit, Ze kapitalistickou vikonnost
=.@u.~m_u.m zajist{ status d&lnfki jako &isté komadity. Naopak se domnivali, Ze patriar-
chalnf Tisoabsolutisimus poskytne takov§ prévaf, politick§ a socidlnf rémec, kiery
 zajisti kapitalismus bez tfid T . ST

© 7 Jedna mwmnnmmsna konzervativni $kola navrhla "monarchisticky socidlnf stat”,
r§ m&l bezprostfedné zajistit sociélni jistoty, tfidni ha

niho boje.

rmonii, loajalitu’ a produk-

 kte
S

“kterd prosadila bezplatnou moZnost pretifténf anku v Sociologickém  &asopise.
‘7. nedostatiu Zeské terminologic picklidame "welfarc state” jako socidlnf stdt (pozn. piekl.)
. 2) Adam Smith je &asto citovén, ale mdlo &len. BL( vhied do jeho dfla odhalnje noance a
 fady omezenf vidéi delirickému nadZeni pro poZehnéinf kapitalismu.

3) V dilc "Bohalstvi nérodd" [Smith 1961/I1: 236] pojedndvd o slitech, kde pretrvivaji
privilegia a ochrana majetnfch takio: "..stnf moe, v rosahu v jakém je zffzena pro ochranu

lastnicivi, ve skutetnost hajl _uo__m:.m ..WE_ chudgmi, ty, co majl n&jaky majetck, proli 18m, co
B A e I R e e TR
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wwsla Lsprig-Andersen) 11§ politicke ekonamis sociainilio statu

tivitu. Vykonnost méla bft garantovéna disciplinou, nikoliv konkurenci. Stét (nebo

cirkev) byl instituct nejlépe vybavenou k tomu, sladovat konfliktnf z4jmya.

Konzervativni politickd ekonomie se abjevila jako reakce na Francouzskou
: revoluci a PafiZskou koemunu. Byla zjevn& nacionalistickd, protirevolugni a usilova-
=5 la o zadrZeni demokratického impulsu. Obivala se socidlni rovnosti a d4vala pfed-

nost spoleCnosti udrZujici si hierarchii a tfidy. Stavéla na tom, Ze tfidni konflikty

nejsou prirozené, Ze demokratick participace a zruden! piehrad v postavenf a sta-
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Pro Marxovu politickou ekonomii je ovdem kli¢ové jeji odmitnuti liberdlniho

ni, Ze trh je zdrukou rovnosti. Akumulace kapitilu, jak to formuloval Dobb

" ly. Role stitu ani nespotivd v neutrdini dodroginnosti, ani nenf zdrojem emancipa-
B | - . . s .
M ce, stét existuje proto, aby héjil majetkovd prava a moc kapitédlu. Podle marxismu je

kapitalisticky stat zdkladem tefdni nadvlddy. Nejen pro marxismus, ale pro celou
souasnou diskusi o socidlnim stéty, je Gstfedni otfizkou, zda a za jakgch podminek
mohou bt tfidni rozdily a socidlni nerovnosti produkované kapitalismem odstrans-

ny parlamentni demokracii,

i
Sy
|

Liberdlové se obdvali, Ze demokracie povede k socialismu, a proto nebyli
zv]Asté naklonéni jejimu roziifovani. Socialisté se naopak obédvali, #e parlamenta-
rismus bude st&¥ vic neZ préizdnou formou nebo, jak naznadoval Lenin spide
"Zvanirnou™[Jessop 1982]. Tento smér anal§zy, opakovang v sougasném marxismu, _
vede k zivéru, Ze socilnf reformy plynou z reakce na nezbytné potieby kapitalis-
tické reprodukee a nez touhy po osvobozenf pracujicich tiids. ) -
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4) Tato tradice je pro anglosaské &lendfe skoro neznfimé, ncbol’ se mélo pickladi. Kiitovim
textem, ktery znaéné ovlivnil vefejnou diskusi a pozdgji socidlnf legislative, byly "Rede fiber
. dic Soziale ‘Frage” od Adollfa Wagnera [1872]. Pichled télo tradice politické ekonomic

v angli¢ting podiva Schumpeldr [1954] a zvI4518 Bower [1947).

Zikladnf texty z katolické tradice jsou dvé papeské encykliky Rerum Novarum [1891] a
+ Quadrogesimo Anno [1931]. Ve prospéch katolické politické ekonomic nejvice hovoif jeji
., sociflnf organizace, kde silnd rodina je integrovdna do nadifidnich celkd, kierym stit poméh4
~ na zéikladi dotaénich zdsad. I soutasné diskusi viz Richter [1987].

Konzervativai polilié ji, podobné jako liberalové, své soufasné, byl mensf

L

ili€tf ckonomové maji, po
~ohlasy. Ofivena byla fafistick4 koncepee korporativatho ("Stindische”) stitu Oltmara Spanna
v Nemecku. Dotaénim principem sc stile idf mnoho némeckjch kiestansko-demokratickfch
% 1 politildd [viz Richter 1987]. :
2 EPTakovouto analyzu prosazuje hilavnd némeckd Skola "odvorzeni od statu” [Miiller, Neusiiss
111973; Offe 1972; O’Connor 1973; Gough 1979], a_také price Poulantzase [1973]. Jak se
%t Skocpol a Amenta [1986] zmfnili ve svém pichledu, tento piisiup mé daleko
=~ k_jednorozmérnosti. Offe, O’Connor a Gough ukézali, #¢ funkef sociglnich relorem je také

: M Socialistickd opozice k parlamentnim reformdm spodivala méng v teorii ne? v realitg,
< August Bebel, velky viidee nEmecké socidlni demokracic, odmital Bismarckova pionfrskou
» | socldinf legislativit ne prolo, Zo by nefandil socidlnf ochrang, ale pro kiiklave antisocialistické a
STz el Gzl Ty, TR B8 % 8% AR 4

vyhovovat po¥adavkiim mas a % jsou potencidlng rozporné.
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Mezi socialisty zatala pteviZovat pozitivagjsi analjza parlamentarismu aZ po
rozéifeni plné politické formy obZanstvi. Teareticky nejpropracovangjsf byly pfi-
spévky austromarxistl jako byli Adler a Bauer a némeckych socidlnich demokrati,
via§te pak Edvarda Heimanna. Podle Heimanna [1929] nebyly konzervativn{
reformy motivovény nitim jingm nez touhou potlagit mobilizaci price. Jakmile viak
byly zavedeny, plisobily protikladng: rovnoviha tffdnich sil se podstatné zménila,
kdyz délnfci dostali socidlni priva. Socidlni mzdy snizuji zdvislost délnfka na trhu a
zam&stnavatelich a stdvaji se ledy potencidlnim zdrojem sfly. Podle Heimanna,
sacidlni politika vni#f do politické ekonomie kapitalismu cizi prvek. Tato intelektu-
ilnf pozice se t&§[ jisté renesanci v soucasném marxismu [Offe 1985; Bowles,
Gintis 1986].

Jak jsme uvedli, socifing demokratick§ model neopousti nutné ortodoxn{
predpokiad, Ze zdkladni rovnost si vy#aduje socializaci ekonomiky. Historickd
zkugenost brzy ukfzala, Ze socializace je cilem, kiery nelze redlné dosihnout
prostfednictvim parfamentarismus. '

_ Socidlné demokratické zahrnuti parlamentnich reforem jako dominantni
strategie pro dosaZeni rovnosti a socialismu, bylo zaloZeno na dvou argumentech.
Za prvé, pro délniky jsou nezbytné socilni a zdravotni zabezpedeni a vzdélini, aby

[ se mohli efektivn zapojit do demokratizované ekonomiky. Za druhé, socidlni poli-

! tika nevychizi jen ze soucitu, ale je také ekonomicky efektivni [Myrdal a Myrdal

1 1936). Podle Marxe je strategickfm pifnosem socidlni politiky napomahéni rozvoji

" vyrobnich sil v kapitalismu. Ale zajimavost socidlné demokratické strategie spocivi
také v tom, Ze socidlnf politika zajistuje mobilizaci moci. Vymjcenim chudoby,
nezaméstnanosti a odstrandnim dplné zdvislosti na mzd8 zvyiuje socidlnf stét poli-

i L b, o s g

pracujicich. o
Es!m_ﬁm%naown_:nﬁ model je tedy olcemijedné z_hlavnich hypotéz mccruL
w_ iskuse o sociiInim statul parlamentni mobilizace tffd je wamnmn.mwma k realiza-

cf socialistickych idedl rovnosti, spravedinosti, svobody a solidarity.

. Palitické ckonomic socidlniho slétu

Predkové politické ekonomie uréili kigové proménné fako jé tfida, stit, trth a
demokracie, a formulovali zdkladni tvrzenf o obdanstvi a tF{dé, vfkonnosti a
rovnosti, kapitalismu a socialismu, Od klasické politické ckonomie se soutasnd
socidlni véda oddgluje na dvou védecky Zivjch frontich. Za prvé se delinuje jako

- woﬁﬂ«:m véda a apouiti normativni pfedpisovan{ [Robbins 1976]. Za druhé, klasiéti

politicti ekonomové méli mal§ zdjem o historickou proménlivost; své isili se snaZili
dovést k systému univerzilnich zdkon{. Ackoliv soutasnd politickd ckonomic se

6) Uvidomil si o pomohly dva lypy zkufcnosti. Prvni zjistén, zaznamenané Evédskym
socialismem 20, Jt bylo, 7c ani délnicka t#ida neukédzala mnoho nadfenf pro socializaci. KdyZ
syl socialislé zaloyili zvIaEini komisi, aby pFipravila plin socializace, dospéla po 10 lelech
vizkumil k zévéry, e je nemoZnd ji provest. Norti socialisté a vlada Blumovy Lidové [ronty
v roce 1936 zaznamenali zkusenost druhého Lypu, kdy? zjistili, 2o radikdlnf ndvrhy molly bjt

s

jmmmge_Slpan Jeapilglistisnadno_spbotoviny diky jeiich moZnostem zaslavil ,_m=<9_wmnnm a Sl_mi

tické schopnosti a zmeniuje socidlni rozdily, jez jsou bariérou politické jednoty

...... s {r—
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stile jedté nékdy drZi viry v absolutni pravdy, komparativni a historickd metoda
vede k odhalovini proméniivosti a prolinani.

Navzdory témto rozdiliim je dnes studovin vzlah mezi stitem a ekonomikon
tak, jak byl definovén politick§mi ekonomy 19. stoleti. Vzhledem k obrovskému
R ritstu socidlniho stitu je pochopitelné, Ze se stal hlavnim testovacim pripadem pro
e kontroverzni teorie politické ekonomie.

o Dile budeme posuzovat piispévky srovnidvaciho vizkumu vivoje socidlnich
. stitll ve vyspélych kapitalistickfch zemich. Cheeme ukézat, Ze v&tSina badéni byla
o Spatn& nasmé&rovéna, hlavné proto, Ze se odtrhla od svych teoretickfch zdkiadd. Pro
-~ adekvitni studiuvm sociilniho stdte musime vzit znovu v dvahu metodologii a
, koncepei politické ekonomie. Na to se zaméfuje posledni ¢ist tohoto ¢lanku.

Ve vykladu socifiniho stitu dominuji dva typy m.mmﬁ.:m._.w. Prvni zdiiraziiuje

L T

struktury a celé systémy, druhy instituce a akiéry T

e T ity g mm 1 et 17
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Systémovd & strukturalistickd teorie se snaZi uchopit logiku vjvoje holisticky.

_ Zaméfuje se na funkéni potieby reprodukee spolegnosti a ekonomiky. M4 tendenci
. zdliraziiovat spiSe globilni podobnosti neZ rozdily.

eI W . R : N e

PPNt o S wr - e ra s - * . ) - .
(Jedna variantd'za&ina teorif industridlnf spole¢nosti a dokazuje, Ze industria-

lizace &ini socidlni politiku nutnou a moZnou zdroveil. Socidlni stit se stivd nezbyt-
1" . nosti, protofe predindustrislni zptsoby. spoledenské reprodukee jako jsou radina,

.ﬂ Y R nmwwﬁunocmmmmm .ovmmmw.m cechovni mcf&mn_ﬁwcwmwmimm:w socidlni mobilitou, urba-
. trth nenf

—een g

LN adekvitni ndhradou, protoZe se stard pouze o ty, kdo jsou schopni na ném partici-

\ - T o s oni m——

povat. "Socidlni funkce" je proto vlastni ndrodnimu stétu.

" nizaci, individualismem a trZnf zévislostf. Podstata problému je v tom, Ze

ST T

moderni byrokracie jakoZto racio-

Socidlni-stét byl rovnéZ umoZnén vznikem byr

nalni, univerzilnf a G&inné formy organizace. Je prosttedkem pro sprivu spoleg-
, nfch véci, ale také centrem jeji vlastni moci'a podporuje sklony k jejimu rozrista-
. ni. Tento zpOsob uvaZovini zformoval perspektivu tzv. "logiky industrialismu’,
podle které socidlnf stit.yznikd soutasn€ s tim, jak moderni industridlni ekonomi-
~  Kanitf tradidnf socidini instituce [Flora a Alber 1981; Pryor 1969]. Pra tuto tezi je
v h..? ale problémem vysvétlit, pro¢ vlddni socidlni politika vznikla aZ padesit nebo
A" dokonce sto let poté, co byla traditni spole€nost skuteéné znitena. Zikladni odpo-
.} o« vé&d slavi na Wagnerové zdkonu z roku 1883 [1962] a na Marshallovi [1920], podle
+ kterfch teprve uréitd droveil ekonomického rozvoje a tedy piebytku umoZiuje
.wf vy&lenéni omezenych zdrojii z produktivniho uZiti (investovéni) na secilni spotfe-
¢ bu [Wilensky, Lebeaux 1958]. Uvedend perspektiva tak sleduje stopu starjch libe-

rélQ. Sociilni redistribuce ohroZuje vfkonnost, a pouze na jisté ekonomické drovni

se Ize vyhnout negativnimu vysledku [Okun 1975].

n—

ﬁ@@wﬁm@wmmnmnwm‘ﬁmmﬁb.m,igcmw.um piekvapivé paralelni. Opousti teorii kla-

sik@i zamé&Fenou na jedndni a analyticky vychizi z pojetf socidlnfho stitu jakoZto

nutného produkiu kapitalistického zplisobu viroby. Akumulace kapitilu vytvaii

rozpory, které miZe zmirnit socidlni reforma {O'Connor 1973]. V této tradici
- —gmarxismy, steind jako v_ppjeti "logjky industrialismu”, socidln{ stit nemusi byt

—eTEN ¥ TR
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prosazovin jednotlivimi akiéry jako jsou odbory, socialistické strany, humanisté
nebo osviceni reformétofi. Jde o to, Ze stit jakoZto takovy je vytvoren tak, aby slou-
#il kolektivnim potfebim_kapitdlu. Tato teorie tudiz vychdzi ze dvou klitovjch
predpokiadii: prvni je ten, 2e moc je strukturovand, a druhf ten, Ze stt je "relativ-
n&" nezévisly na tiidnich direktivich [Poulantzas 1973; Block 1977] k souCasnému
kritickému piehodnocenf této literatury viz [Therborn 1986; a Skocpol a Amenta
1986).

Perspektiva "logiky kapitalismu" pFind3i obtiZné otdzky. JestliZe, jak argu-
mentuje Przeworski [198(1], je souhlas délnické tfidy zaji§t&n na bazi materidlni
hegemonie, tj. podiizeni se systému z vlastni vile, je obtfZné pochopit, pro¢ se
musi aZ 40 % hrubého nirodniho produktu pouZit na legitimiza&ni aktivity socidlni-
ho stitu. Jingm problémem je odvodit aktivity stdtu z analgzy "vfrobniho zplsobu".
Vychodni Evropu asi nelze oznadit za socialistickou, nicménd nenf ani kapitalisti-
cka. Aviak i tam nalézdme "socidln{ stity". M4 snad akumulace své funkéni poZa-
davky bez ohledu na zplisob, jak§m se uskutediiuje? [Skocpol a Amenta 1986; Bell,

1978].

Iostituciondln plistup

Klasiéti politicti ekonomové objasnili, pro¢ maji demokratické instituce ovliviiovat
rozvoj socidlniho stitu. Liberdlové se obdvali, Ze plnd demokracie miZe dit
v sdzku trh a zavést socialismus. Svoboda si vynutila chrinit trh pfed politickym
ymé&%ovanim. To je v praxi o, &eho chee stit "lajssez-faire" dosfihnout. Tento

‘rozkol politiky a ekonomiky byl motorem institucionalistickfch analfz. V pojeti

wm_mw:w_.:oGciu.mmm:_wmmmpzwnrm::-mmﬂoﬁmﬂn@nrmx@o:m:”mrmmﬁoanwmwwog
institucionalni pifstup zdirazituje, Ze jakdkoli snaha o izolaci ekonomiky od
spoleCenskych a politickjch institucf znidf lidskou spole¢nost. Ekonomika musi bfit
zakoiveni do spoleenskych struktur, aby mohla piefit. Polanyi tudi¥ vidi socidlni

politikii jako nezbyinou vfchozi podminku pro reintegraci sociflni ekonomiky.

Zajfmavou soudasnou variantou institucionalismu je nézor, fe socidlni stéty
vznikajf sndze v, malfch, otevienych ekonomikich, které jsou zvl45té zranitelné na
mezindrodnich trzich. Jak ukdzali Kalzenstein [1985] a Cameron [1978], jsou zde
v&t3i sklony k regulaci tffdnich rozd&lovacich koniliktd, snaha sladit viadni a parti-
kuldrni zAjmy v situaci, kdy podnikéni i price jsou mimo dosah domdci kontroly.
Vliv demokracie na socidlnf stit je pfedmétem diskuse od &asii J. S. Milla a
Alexise de Tocquevilla. Je typické, Ze se neodkazuje na Zddného konkrétntho soci-
dlnfho aktéra nebo (fidu. Privé v tomto smysiu je argumentace institucionalni.
V klasické formuiaci §lo prosté o tezi, Ze vétdinové skupiny budou podporovat
socidlni rozdglovini, aby kompenzavaly slabost trhu a trZni rizika. Budou-li se
ndmezdné pracujici dozadovat socidlnf mzdy, buddli pravé tak kapitalisté ndchylni
doZadovat se ochrany ve formé tariffi, monopolf nebo dotaci. Demokracie je insti-
tuce, kterd neumf odoldvat vétsinovim pozadavkiim.

V modernich formulacich mé teze o demokracii mnoho podob. Jedna identi-

' fikuje stadia budovanf stitu, ve kterém musf rozfifovani piného ob&anstvi zahrnout

i SOOIt DrAvA-TMarsh el 1950: Reodix 1064- Rokkno-10701.Badle drishéuariante .,
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Zivit intenzivni stranicky boj o primérného volite, co? dile povede k riistu vefej-
nfch vidaji. Napfiklad Tufte [1978] tvrdi, %e k nejv&tdimu ristu stitnich zdsahi
dochdzi v obdobi kolem voleb v souvislosti s mabilizaci volic.

Uvedeny pifstup m4 znaéné empirické problémy [Skocpol a Amenta 1986].
Jestlife se socidlnf st4t rozvijf tam, kde jsou rozfifena demokratick4 préava, potom
je podivné, Ze prvni v&8t3 kroky k socidlnimu stitu demokracii piedchézely a byly

T

vyrazng ‘motivovany touhou zabrdnit jejfmu nastolenf, To byl uréit& piipad Francie

2 e g e Wy e e i g ST Wit

za Napoleona I, Némecka za Bismarcka a Rakouska za Taaffeho. Naopak,/

rozvoj socidlntho_stitu nejvice zaostival tam, kde demokracie pfila nejdiive, jako
| socldlnind statu nej oKracie pris/a nejarly |
)

ve Spajenych stitech, Australii a Svjcarsku. Tento zjevny rozpor Ize vysvétlit, aviak

—dtfm imetitucim-eerastiedleonfing

jen odkazem na ttidni a socidlnf strukturu. Zemé, ve kterjch se demokracie abjevi- |

la nejdfive, byly previiné agrarnf s pfevahou drobngch vlastnfkd, ktefl ugfvali!
svjch volebnich priv ke snifovini dani a ne k jejich riistu [Dich 1973]. Naproti

tomu vlddnouci tfidy v autorititskych stitech mély lepsi pozici a mohly uvalit vysa-
ké dané i na nepovolny lid.

. P w.,..,
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“Socidlni t¥ida jako politicky Einitel ]
R STR . : ¢ \ﬂt_.r\.“.

Uvedli jsme, Ze teze o %E:.wf-.:!m._msmmwwmm lfva ze socidl .m demokratické owmn_& ,

ekonomie. Li3{ se od strukturalistické a institucionalni anal§zy dirazem na socidlni
tfidy jako hlavni aktéry zmén a ndzorem, Ze rovnoviha nmmaﬁmgm_mmmw
rozdéloyint. [iiiraz na aktivni tfidni mobilizaci nepopird nutné dileZitost struktu-
rované nebo hegemonické moci [Korpi 1983]. Plat{ ale, Ze parlamenty jsou zdsadnd
efektivni instituce k ptevadéni mobilizované moci do Z4douct politiky a reforem.
Parlamentnf politici jsou pak schopni nedbat na hegemonii a lze je ptimét k tomu,
aby slouZili z4jm{im, které jsou vii¢i kapitdlu antagonistické. Teorie t¥{dni mobiliza-
ce dile predpoklddd, Ze sacidlni stity mohou délat vice ne? jen zmirfiovat b&né
-neduhy systému: "socidlng demoakraticky” socidlni stdt bude sdm vytvatet zdroje
moci pro nimezdné pracujici a tudiz posilovat délnické hnuti. Jak pfivodné uved|

Heimann [1929], sociln préva zatlauji hranice kapitalistické maci.

Otézka, pro¢ je socidlni stit sdm o sobé zdrojem maci, je pro aplikovatelnost \
teorie zdkladni. Odpavédét Ize, Ze nhmezdnd pracujici jsou na trhu atomizovéni a
rozvrstveni, Ze jsou vystaveni nejistoté a jsou z4visli na rozhodnutich a sildch mimo
iejich kontrolu. To omezuje jejich schopnost kolektivef solidarity a mobilizace.
Sociflnd priva,.ptfimovd jistota, vyrovndni a odstranéni chudoby, o néZ univerzali-
slicky. socidlni stat usiluje, jsou nutné podminky sily a jednaty, kieré kolektivai
mocenskd mobilizace vyzaduje [Esping-Andersen 19852]. T
NejobtiZné&j§im problémem je specifikovat podminky mocenské mobilizace.
Moc je zdvisld na zdrojich, které plynou z volebnich vysledkil a z kolektivniho
dohadovéni. Mocenskd mobilizace potom z4visi na Grovni odborové organizovano-
sti, podilu volebnich hlash a poétu kiesel v parlamentu a ve vIadg, kters jsouv dr-

Zenfi levicovfch nebo délnickych stran.

Proti tezi o tifdni mobilizaci existuje nékolik opravnénych nimitek (Za prvé, )

-

centrum rozhodovén{ a moci se mit¥e posouvat od parlamentii k neokorparatistic-

=findl [SRrrSald 2005 Qelirtthar a+T b e
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zovéna strukturou moci pravicovch stran. Podle Castlese chm“. 1982] je m.ﬁ.:_,umm
jednioty Konzervativnich stran diileZit&j$i ne? aktivovand moc HﬂSnm. .Huo&.m jingch
autorlt konfesnf strany (obvykle socidlné katolické) v zemich jako je ZHNcnmw:m.
Italie a Némecko mobilizujf rozsihlé sloZky pracujicich tiid a usilujf o mR:_.; socidl-
» nf programy, které se piili§ neli$f od socialistickfch konkurentl Hm.an&ﬁ 1982;
Wilensky 1981]. Teze tfidnf mobilizace byla proto oprivnéng “ﬂmn.ﬁo&um pra
védocentrismus, tj. pro sviij sklon definovat proces mocenské mabilizace prede-

v&im na zdklad® spfie v§jimetné §védské zkuenosti [Shalev 1983].

.H.u;o. mm_..E:Q miti na zikladni omyl tfkajici se formovini tiid: :m_.:mmn:”_m
predpoklddat, Ze socialismus je pfirozenou bizi pro Eo_uENmE.m :mammn__”_m pracujf-
cich. Popravdé fefeno, podminky, za nichZ se pracujfcf obraceji k man_wrmm.:r ._mw&”
nebyly adekvitng dokumentovdny. Historicky byly pfirozenymi organiza&nimi

zékladnami mobilizace pracujfcich -predkapitalistickd spoledenstvi, zvl43t& cechy,.

ale také cirkev, etnika nebo jazyk. Prefabrikované reference na fale$né vé&domf
nemchou vysvétlit, pro se holandsti, ital3tf & ameriétl pracujfcf stéle :ETENE”H na
nesocialistickfch principech. Pfevaha socialismu u §védské délnické tt{dy je stejnou
hidankou, jakou je dominance konfesionalismu v Holandsku.

" Snad nejzisadngjd je-nfimitka tretf, tfkajict se linefrnfho pohledu na moc. Je
problematické trvat na tom, Ze &fselng nérfst hlast, odborovfch svazl, nebo .ﬂm._._mw-
mentnich kfesel se promitne do siln&jitho socidlnfho stitu. Za prvé, pro socialisti-

cké i jiné strany se magicky "padesitiprocentnf” prih parlamentnf v&t3iny jevi prak-

e -

reprezentuji pracujfct

vEtdinu, a jeji role se rychle st4v4 okrajovou?.
Pravd&podobné nejslibn&jii cestou, jak vysvétlit kombinovang EoEm.mam.
azity a minority. délnické tifdy spodivi v aplikaci Barington-Mooreovy teze mezi-

tiidni koalice na transformaci moderntho stdtu [Weir a Skocpol 1985; Gourevitch

et

1986; Esping-Andérsen 1985a; Esping-Andersen a Friedland 1982]. Pivodnf keyne-

se proto utviii podle schopnost! (proménlivé) silngch hnuti délnické tiidy ukout

itické spojenecivi_s_organizacemi farmaft. Tak lze zdfivodnit, pro& padporova-

e o e e T e S -

ek epupieie il

cich t¥{d a biljch lime&kd.

né sociaini demokracie posléze zadala zéiviset na zformovéni nové koalice pracujt: ;

ticky nepfekonatelny [Przeworski 1985]. Za druhé, pokud socialistické strany !
-acujici tiidy v jejich tradiénim smyslu, je jasné, Ze ve svém mE:: ,
nikdy nemohou uspét. Jen velmi zifdka mi tradi¢ni délnickd tffda numerickou

i

b

Tiidn& koaliénl pifstup m4 je$td dal¥f pfednosti U dvou zemf jako jsou- .. .

Rakousko a Svédsko se promé&nné tfkajici se mobilizace pracujicich t¥{d mohou
chovat podobng, a pfesto poskytuji znaéné rozdilné politické vysledky. <Hhm to
vysvétlit rozdily v historickém formavéni koalic v t&chto zemich: prillom Svédské
sociilng demokratické hegemonie prameni ze schopnosti ukout zndmou "rudo-
‘zelenou" alianci, zatimeo srovnatelnd nevfhoda rakouskgch socialistll spofivd v si-

. T) Toto samozfejmé ncnf problémem tfkajfcim se pouze parlamenldrnf tffdn{ hypotézy.
Strukturéiln{ mardsmus Zclf stejnému problému pfi specifikaci tFfdnfho charaktern novjch

' Gdsta Esping-Andersen: T politické ekonomie soeidiniho stétu

tuaci "ghetta”, do kterého je uvrhla schopnost konzervativni koalice podmanit si
rurélnf tffdy [Esping-Andersen a Korpi 1984].

- Celkové tedy musime uvaZovat v pajmech socidlnich vztahi, nejen socidlnich

kategorif. Strukturalistické a funkcionalistické

~

vyklady identifikujl konverpentnf

;| visledky socidintho stitu; paradigma tffdni mobilizace vidl znatné, sle linedrnf

ey rozdfly; interaktivhl modely jako je koalitni pifstup se zam&rujf na odlisné redimy

- 1| socidlnfch stati.

.. .- Co jc soci&lnf std1?

- Ka2dé teoretické paradigma mus{ n&jak definovat socidlni stat. J ak poznfiime, zda 2

o

-+ kdy_saciflnf stit funkén& odpovidd pottebim industrialismu ‘nebo . kapitalistické

a legitimizaci? A jak

pozndme, Ze socidlni stdt odpovidi ﬁommaﬁ%.m_d_

-~ reprodukci

Vot [Py

. 42 - které by mohla mit mabilizovan4 délnick4 ttida?

: Priznagny pro celou literaturu je nedostatek pravého zdjmu o sucidlnf stat
| jako takovy. Studie socidinfho stitu bylj motivoviny teoretickym zijmem v jiné
jevy jako je moe, industrializace nebo protiklady kapitalismu. Konceptudlni pozor-

.+, ~ nosti se socidlnimu stdtu dostalo obyejn& poskrovnu. Li¥ se socilni stiity a jak? A

kdy je stat skutetn& socidlnim stdtem? To obraci pozornost k plivodaf otézee: co je
sacifiln{ stfit? B&Znd udebnicové definice obsahuje odpovédnost statu za zabezpede-
n{ urcitého zékladniho zabezpedeni pro své obZany. Takovd definice zakryvd, zda
mé socifilnf politika emancipaéni charakter & nikoli, zda pom4h4 legitimizaci systé-

mu ¢ nikoli, zda je v souladu & v rozporu s trZnimi procesy, a co, tng znameni '
ono "zékladni?-Nebylo by ptihodné&j3l.poZadovat od_socidlnilo stitu, aby uspokojil

vice neZ naSe zdkladni & minimAlni socidlnf potfeby? - - 7 AF STUA A - - A

{ Prvni generace srovndvacich studif zadala s timto typem konceptualizace.
Predpoklidalo se, Ze trovefi socidlnich vidaji adekvitng odra#f sociain{ zlivazky
stitu. Teoretick§m zimérem ve skuteCnosti nebylo dospét k pochopen! socidlntho
statu, ale spiSe testovat platnost sporngch teoretick§ch modelf politické ekonomie.
Véfilo'se, Ze poméfovinim st4tll podle stupné urbanizace, Grovné ekonomického
riistu a podilu stargch osob byly adekvéitng uchopeny podstatné rysy industridlni
madernizace. Alternativng, poméfovinim sily levice nebo mocenské mobilizace
pracujicich t¥id (sloZitd vaZenymi skéry odboraiské aktivity, volebni sily, vladnf
moci), se jini autofi snai nalézt dopad této mobilizace tak, jak jej formuloval
sociflng demokraticky model.

Zjiténl prvnf generace komparativistll je velmi obtiZné zhodnotit. Z4dnou
7 teorif nelze presv&dtivé dolofit. Nedostatek statistickfch dat za rfizné zemé ome-
zuje polet proménngch, které lze testovat simulting. Kdyz Cutright [1965] a
Wilensky [1975] zjistili, Ze ekonomicka troveh se sv§mi demografickfmi a byrokra-
tickfmi koreldty vysvétluje vét§inu rozdild socidlnich stitli v "bohatych zem(h",
relevantni miry mobilizace pracujicich {fid a otevienosti ekonomiky nebyly zahr-
nuty. Zavér ve prospéch hlediska “logiky industrialismu" je proto pochybny. KdyZ
Hewitt [1977], Stephens [1979], Korpi [1983], Myles [1984] a Esping-Andersen

[1985b] na3li naopak silng dikaz ve prospéch teze o mébilizaci pracujicich tF(d,

specifikace neprokiZe, Ze sc konstitnuje novA délnicks tfida, json
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.. ..OmEnmocﬁcumuﬁEnwo:oamawo:oﬁ&m:omr :nﬁEﬁm:@Emoﬁmmﬂoﬁaémmn&-
silngj&fmu alternativnimu vysvétlents.

Vétiina téchto studif tvrdi, Ze vysvétluje socidlni stit. Aviak H.m_.mn.: Nuu._mmm_.._m
na rozpottové vidaje je irelevantni, nebo v nejlepdim pfipadé wammm:om. Vedaje
jéou jen doprovodem teoretické substance mona.waro stétul. Zﬁ.hn rn.m.\_ma ro.m:o:.
ci mmwmm@ (vice & méné& moci, demokracie, v§idaji) odporuje sociologickym Emmmn_.
vam, #& moc, demokracie & socidlni oblast jsou vztahové a strukturované jevy.
Srovndvénim socidlnich stdtl na zdkladé vydaji automaticky predpokldddme, Ze
vSechny tyto vfdaje maji stejnou vahu. Avsak n&které socilnf ,mEQ. napf. wmw_.oc-
sko, poskytuji znagn§ dil privilegovanym stétnfm Nuamﬂm\mzmcﬂ. Toto Nmp.mﬁa_m
nepovaZujeme za zdvazek solidarity a socidlniho obfanstvi. Jiné zem& :mmam_..sm
vyddvaji na socidln{ vfpomoc vézanou na majetkové vm_EmQ. Jen Eu.ﬁ mn..:rmmmwn_m
analytik® by souhlasilo, Ze reformované tradice pomoci chudfm kvalifikuje socidlni
stit. Nekteré zems utrficeji ohromné sumy za fisklni davky v tomowm dariovjch
privilegif pro soukromé pojisténi, ze kterého t&2{ hlavn® stfednf tifdy. Ve .<m=mm
Briténii za Thatcherové vzrostly celkavé socidlnf vidaje, aviak témé&f vflutné v di-
sledku velmi vysoké nezamé&stnanosti. Naopak nfzké vfdaje na n&které programy
mohou byt znimkou sociflntho stitu zamé&feného na plnou zamé&stnanost.

- Oprévnéné je tvrzeni Therborna [1983], Ze musime za&it.od koncepee. stdtni

ot
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struktury. Jak4 jsou kritéria, na zikladé kterfich bychom méli usoudit, zda a kdy .ﬂ,o
st socialnim statem? K této otfzee existuji tfi pifstupy. Therborn navrhuje zagit

od historické tranéformace statnich aktivit. V pravém socialnim stAtu musi v&t§ina

e

jehs. kazdodennich rutinnich aktivit slouZit socidlnim potfebdm domdcnosti. Toto

et T Ty

Kritérium mé dalekosahlé disledky. Z méfen rutinnich aktivit pomoci v§dajl a
personélniho zajidt&ni plyne, Ze a# do sedmdesétych let nemii¥eme w.\an.% stit pova-
Jovat za skuteénd socidlnil N&které stdty, normélné ommwmoﬁmsm za sociilnf, nespl-
fiuji toto kritérium, protofe vét§ina jejich rutinnich aktivit slouf na obranu, udrZo-
vani zdkona a potdku, administraci apod. [Therborn 1983]. mwowmmm.zmwo,ﬁmaa
badatelé ptijali piili§ rychle statut socidlntho mRmE Eaﬁmﬁowm% N.mamnﬁ mm:.ucn:%.
mi. Také prili¥ rychle dospéli k zévéru, Ze existence baterie typick§ch socidlnich
programt znamend zrod socidlniho stitu. .

Druhy konceptudlni piistup se odvozuje od _.ammmnwm:o ,Hmwmwmwm.immm_wmm@m
 (Titmusse™ [1958) mezi rezidudlnim a instituciondinim socialnim  statem.
. Odpovédnost reziduiinihs ™ §ocialnihd ~stdtu “zalind ‘tam, _&m.non.msm na irhu
- neuspéje, zaméfuje se na margindlni skupiny ve mﬁo_mmnomm. .Hsmcz._o_cmuEE. u.ﬁoam_
dslovuje celou populaci, je univerzalisticky. V zisadé rozéifuje socidlni m.:gz.‘::..nmw
v&echny oblasti distribuce Zivotn& dileZité pro spoletensky EE..EEA. Institucionélni
pstup vedl k novému rozvoji komparativatho vjzkumu mom_E:Eo stdtu [Myles
- -1984; Korpi 1980; Esping-Andersen a Korpi 1984, 1986; m.m_ﬁm.m.}:a_mnmm:“ 1985b,
= -*1987]. Badatelé byli pfinuceni pdstoupit od derné skiinky vydaji ma\mnma k o_u.mm.rc
" gocidlnich stath: cflené versus univerzalistické programy, podminky pro jejich

{6to litcratury poskytlo mnoho autorfl, napf. Wilensky ot al. [1983].

-

-« Sotva miZeme nesouhlagit s _tyrzenim T, H, Ma

H;.,fﬁmamoﬂ:ﬁn jako?to ubtana soutéi s jeho tfidnf pozici, nebo ji dokonce nahrazuje

v
¢ -,

by

volbu, kvalita pifimit a sluZeb, a - snad nejdilleZit&j${ - rozsah, ve kterém stat
roziifuje obtanskd préva ve sféfe priice a zaméstnini. Diky tomu je jednoduché

linedrni sefazeni socidlnich stdtd nadile stéZi piijatelné,

Treti pistup spodivi v; teoretickém vib&ru kritérii, podle kterfch jsou socidl-
n{ stéty posuzoviny. To lze realizovat srovndnim konkrétnich socidlnich stdti s _nd-
jakgm abstraktnim modelem a ocené&iifiri programi nebo celfch socidlnich statil
[Day 1978; Myles 1984]. Slabina tohoto pifstupu spoéivd v tom, e nemd histori-
ckou dimenzi-a nutn& nezachycuje idedly a projekty, o které usilovali historiéti
aktéfi v boji za socidlnf stat. Je-li nasim cilem testovat kauzalni teorie zahrnujici
aktéry, méli bychom zaéit poZadavky, které skutetné héjili a které povaZujeme
v historii vjvoje socidlntho stdtu za rozhodujici. S1821 si lze piedstavit, Ze by kdoka-
liv bojoval za vidaje samotné.

Respectfikace socidlniho stiln?

0 souhlasit.s,. . arshalla [1950], Ze socidlni obcanstvi
i jejadrem saciflniho stdtu. Jaké jsou kli€ové principy socidlniho ob&ansiviT Za prvé,

“2 ¢ . misi Poskytovat socidlni priva, coZ znamend hlavné dekomodifikaci individua tvafi

... v tvaf trhu. Za druhé, socidlni obdanstvi zahrnuje spoleéenskou stratifikaci: status

\
e VA Wt T, LTS

. 7 thet!, socidlni stit je nutno chépat jako propojeni trhu, rodiny a stitu. N:m_mm:mm _

B b Tl o det e /

*y ~nf téchto zdsad mA pri teoretické specifikaci s6¢idlniho stitu pfednost.

Priva a dekomodilikace

Pracovnici jakoZto trZni komodita jsou socidlng zévisli vfluéné na penéznim pojivu
("cash nexus"), Otizka sacidlnich priv je tedy otdzkou dekomodifikace, tj. zajistén{
prostiedkit zabezpédeni alternativnich k trznim. Dekomodifikace se mize vztaho-

D g K L et I eiiit,

vat fak k poskytnutym sluZbdm, tak ke statusu individua, v obou piipadech je viak
dilezits, v jaké mife je rozdélovini oddgleno. od.trintho_mechanismu. Pouha

piitomnost socidlni pomoci nebo pojidténi nemusi nezbytné vést k virazné deko-
modifikaci, pokud jednotlivce podstatné neosvobozuji od zdvislosti na trhu. Vypo-
moe v chudobé vizani na majetkové poméry snad nabizi zichrannou sit’ posledni
volby. Aviak jsou-li divky nizké a spojené se spoleenskym stigmatem, vypomoc

3y

nut{ viechny, kromeé téch nejuboZejdich, k G€asti na trhu. Presné to bylo zimérem
chudinskgch zdkonit v 19. stoleti. Podobn& vétdina prvnich programil socidlniho

iy

poji§téni byla zdm&rné& koncipovéna tak, aby maximalizovala vfkony na trhu price
[Ogus 1979]. V{plata ddvek vyZadovala dlouhé obdobf placeni ptispévki a Fidila se
pfedchozim pracovnim dsilim. V kaZdém piipadé Slo o to, zabrinit demotivaci
price. ;

I

- % Dekomodifikace byla bezpochyby velmi rozpornou otézkou rozvoje socidlni-
ho stitu. Pro pracujict byla vZdy prioritnf. KdyZ jsou pracujicf plné zdvisli na trhuy, je

obtfZné je mobilizovat pro soliddrnf akce. ProtoZe zdroje jejich prostiedki odriZeji

. nerovnosti trhu, dochdzi k rozdélen{ téch, kdo jsou uvnitf a téch, kdo jsou mimo,

cenf_lzg najit v C:m:m_o._wum&. mr&.n,._.w. ﬂomwu. a Skocpol a
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" Saciclogicky Gasopis, XXVIE, (5/1997) (ST

nomw_mmw&m_.oaao,\m:_.mm_:mnrmro::::nUnroaommmwunnﬁomm_&m1385:\5=
oslabuje absolutni autorituy zaméstnavatele. Privé z tohoto dlvodu zaméstnavatelé
vidy dekomodifikaci branili.

Delomodifikovand privat jsou v soudasnych socidlnich stédtech rlizné rozvi-
nutd. V socidlnich stilech zaloZenfch na socidlni pomoci nejsou priva svizéina ani

tak s pracovnim vfkonem, jako s manifestovanou potfebnosti, V zemich, kde je
tento model dominantni (hlavné v anglosaskych), je vysledkem vlastné posilovani

tehu, nebot viichni kromé téch, kteff na trhu selhali, jsou motivovini napojit se na

soukromy socidlni sektor.

~ Druhy picevadujici model kombinuje povinné stitnf socidlni pojisténi s pii-
méfend silngmi ndroky na pobirdni divek. Aviak ani to automaticky nezajistuje

podstatnou dekomodifikaci, nebol je zde silnd zdvislost na pravidlech vybéru a

poskytovinf divek. Némecko bylo pionfrem v socifilnim pojisténi, ale po vét§inu
20. stoleti zde lze sl&Zi hovofit o vét§im piinosu ve zplisobu dekomodifikace pro-
stfednictvim socidlnfch programi. Divky zdvisely témér vfluéné na plispévcich a
Eaﬁ:m?.m_nmmN“._EmmSu:omﬂ:.1mna:.m<m8<oz<m_wo=E&::mEmnme@&mwno-

[Yvreys )

vacim systému primérné dichody pracovniki ve skutecnosti niZ8i neZ obvyklé saz-
by pomoci v chudabé [Myles 1984]. Stejné jako v modelu zaméfeného na socidlni
pomoc je ditsledkem to, Ze vét§ina pracujicich radéji zlsldvd v prici, ne aby ode-
§la do dichodu. Ne pouhd existence socidlnich priv, ale jim odpovidajici zdkony a

vychozi podminky urtujf rozsah, v némz socidln{ programy nabizeji skuteéné alter-
nativy k zdvislesti na trhu,

.\\.Vl.,. L rd - ” . - r .

hﬁw& Tieti hlavni madel socidlniho zabezpecen!, (otiZ obfanské ddvky Beveridgova
typu

1, se na prvni pohled zd4 nejvice dekomodifikujict. Nabfzf zdkladni a rovny pii-
jem vSem, bez ohledu na dfivEsi vydélky, prispévky nebo _,u,a.n.ca_ma é.wmc. Tento
systém by skutednd mohl byt solidirnéjsi, ale neni nutné dekomodifikujici, nebot
takovd schémata jsou jen ziidka schopnd nabidnout pFfjmy na takové Grovni, aby
m@.nu.._mmﬂ poskytla jinou moZnost neZ pracovat.

% Dekomodifikujici se socidlnf stdl je zeela nedivného data. Minimdlné jde o

w - e - LY L. . b3 - r'd o .
o, Zze obfane se mohou svobodng, bez pifpadné ztrity zam@stndni, piijmu nebo

£
celkového zabezpeceni, rozhodnout nepracovat, kdyZ to sami povazuji za nutné

M fﬁ@am zdravotnich, rodinn§ch, vEkovich a dokonce i sebevzdélavacich: zkritka
ﬁ.:u kdyZ to poklddaji za nutné pro své adekviétni zapojen{ do socidlniho spoletenstyi.
%wm...,.)dw Padle této definice bychom napifklad méli poZadovat nemocenské pojisténi
" zajistujici pEjmy ve v§3i normélniho vidéiku & prive zlistat doma s minimélnim
dokldddnim zdravotnich potiZi. Obdobné by byly pofadavky na penzi, mateiskou

ear

dovolenou, studijni volna a pojiiténi v :mwm:._mﬁ:mzn_m:.

Nékteré zemé se k této trovni dekomodifikace piibliZily, ale pouze nedivno
a vétinou s podstatngmi vfjimkami. Skore ve viech zemich byly socidlni déivky
- zviSeny téméf na droved normdlni mzdy koncem 60. a na poéitku 70. let. Aviak
‘v v nékterjeh zemich se pfi nemoci thned Z4dd 1ékaiské potvrzeni, jinde se musi na
.- davky dlouho ¢ekat nebo trvini ndroku je velmi kritké (napf.v USA je lhiita
.+ poskytovéini podpory v nezaméstnanosti maximdlng 6 mésicl, ve srovndni
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s 30 mésici v Dansku). Obecné tihnou skandindvské zemé k nejsilngj$i dekomaodi-
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fikaci, zatimeo anglosaské k_nejsiabsr

Socidlni stét jako stratifika&ni systém

VYztah mezi socidlnim obtanstvim a spoletenskou tfidou je stale silng zanedbivin
I T T e A S H

umw.ﬁmo_‘mnn@.;&w empiricky, a (o navzdory darazu, kter§ na n& klade jak klasick4
politickd ekonomie, tak T. H. Marshall. Problém je bud odsouvin (to, Ze socidlni

stat vytvali rovnostastgjsi spolecnost, se bere jako dang), nebo se k nému pristu-

ot -

puje N.._u_mm.:m.a, pajmech pifjmavé distribuce nebo vlivu vzdéldni.na socilni mobilj-
tu. DiileZit&js1 viak je, jak¢ druh stratifikagntho systému nastoluje socidlni politika.

Socidlni stét neni mechanismem, kter§ zasahuje do strukiury neroviosti nebg ji
koriguje: sim o sobé je totiZ stratifikaénim systémem. Aktivng a pffmo organizuje
spoledenské vztahy. “ -

Komparativng a historicky miiZeme snadno uréit alternativni systémy stratifi-.

kace, které jsou vlastnf socidlnim stitim. Tradice pomoci chuding a jeji soucasné
pokragovdni v socidlnich divkéch poskytovanych podle majetkovfch poméri jsou
zjevné fgelové stratifikacni. Trestdnim a stigmatizaci jejich prfjemct socidlnj
pomoc podporuje virazn§ socialni dualismus, zvld3té pokud jde o pracujici TFdy.

Neni pfekvapenim, Ze tento model Socidlnfho zabezpedens je hlavnim terdem dlokd
délnického hnuti.

Koam_mon&._:?om&mwﬁmamo%angm:ﬁwcﬁmﬂﬁ:«.n@i _.mmon.:mSQ_.m_S
byli Bismarck a von Taaffe, byl rovn&Z jasnou formou tifdni politiky. Usiloval ve
skutenosti o simultinnf dosaZenf dvou stratifikagnich vysledkil. Prvnim cilem bylo
upevnit rozdéleni nimezdn& pracujicich uzfkon&nim odliSnfch programi pro

PRy S

riizné tiidy a stavy, kaZdou s jejich vlastnim, vjrazné jedinetnym souborem prav i

privilegii. Druhfm cilem bylo vylvoiit loajdlnost k monarchii a dsttednf stitni
moci. Takto byl Bismarck motivavan ke stitnimu ptidavku k penzim. Hlavné zemé
jako jsou Némecko, Rakousko, Itilie a Francie usilavaly o takovyito stitné korpora-
tivistick§ model, ktery &asto vedl k labyrintu statusovs specifickfch pojistovacich
fonda.

V této korporativistické tradici bylo zvl4ité dileité zajiStén viraznd privile-
govanfch dévek pro stdtnf Gredniky ("Beamten"). Byl to z84sti prostiedek, jak
odménit loajalitu stitu, a z&4sti zpdsob, jak pro tuto skupinu vymezit jedinetng
socilni status. Méli bychom bt nicméng opatrni s tvizenim, Ze korporativisticky
model statusové diferenciace m4 svilj piivod hlavné ve staré cechovnf tradici, Neo-
absolutistiét! autokraté Bismarckova typu viddli v této tradici prostredek, jak
bojovat proti rostoucimu délnickému hauti. . ,

Délnické hnutf bylo stejng nepiitelské ke korporativistickému modelu jako
k chudinské pomoci. Aviak jeho prvni alternativy nebyly o nic méng
problematické z hlediska sjednocovini pracujicich jako soliddrni tfidy. Slo o
modely, které byly téméf bez vfjimky zaloZeny na sebeorganizujicich se spolcich
nebo na podobngeh, odbory & stranami dotovanfch bratrskgch okladnich. To
nepfekvapuje. Pracujict byli pFirozend podeziravi k reformdm, které podporoval
nepfitelsky stét, a vidéli své vlastni organizace nejen jako bizi tfidni maobilizace,

)
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Soriclogichy casopis, XXVH, (5{1991) TNk

mikrokesmu socialistického pistavu. Tyto mikrosocialistické spole€nosti se viak
dasto stavaly problematickymi tiidnimi phetty, kterd pracujici spiSe rozdélovala neZ

spojovala. Typické bylo omezenl &lenstvi na nejsingjsi vrstvy délnické tridy,

PSR e e e s

pricemz ti nejslab§i - ktefi potfebovali ochranu nejvice - zlstdvali mimo. Model |

bratrské spoleénosti byl zkrdtka v rozporu s cilem - mobilizaci pracujicich t¥id. ™ 1

Pristup "socialistického ghetta” byl také prekizkou, kdyZ socialistické strany
samy formovaly vlddy a musely pfistoupit k socidlnim reforméim, kterjch se tak
dlouho doZadovaly. Z. ditvodi politické koalice a $irdi solidarily musely svijj socidl-
ni model prestavét na blahabyt pro "lid". Socialisté proto zagali vklidat nad&je do
prificipy” univerzalismu a (s vyplijékou od liberdlt) navrhovali vlastni socidlni

ey e

model v kontutdch demokraticky rovnostdfskych a s financovinim ze stitniho
rozpodtu.
Jako alternativu k pomoci testujfcl majetkové poméry a korporativistickému

socidlnimu pojisténi nastoluje univerzalisticky systém statusovou rovnost. Viem,
obéanfim jsou poskytovdna podobnd priva, bez chledu na jejich tfidni & trinf

pozici. V tomto ohledu systém sméfuje k mezitfidni solidarité, k nédrodni.
vzdjemnosti. Solidarita rovnostiiského univerzalismu nicméné  pfedpokladad
historicky zvla§tni tFfdn{ strukturu, ve které jsou pievaZujici vétSinou "mali lidé",
pro. kierd [ze skromné divky povaZovat za adekvdtni. Tam, kde uZ takové
podminky necxistuji vzhledem k rostouci prosperitd délnické ti{dy a vzestupu
novych stiednich tifd, rovnostéiisky univerzalismus nevyhnuteln€ vede k dualismu,
protofe majetnf se obraceji k soukromému pojifténi a daldim vfhodim

dopliiujfeim zékladn{ ddvky na standard, na jaky jsou zvykli. KdyZ se takovy proces

aa o

rozvine (jako fomu je v Kanadé a Velké Britdnii), piivodné podivuhodné
“rovnostifsky duch univerzalismu se méni v dualismus podobny- stétu socidlni

e m—————

‘pomaoci; chudi spoléhaji na stit a ostataf fa trh.

Dilematu tffdné strukturnich zmén musely Zelit vSechny modely socidiniho.

liily a tim se Liily i stratifikagni vg&ledky. Ke zvlddnuii vyssich oéekévini od socidl-
niho statd byla v jistém smyslu nejlépe vybavena tradice korporativistického pajis-
t&nf, nebol’ existujici systém byl technicky schopen rozdélovat [épe odpovidajici
dévky. Piongrskou v tomto chledu byla Adenauerova reforma dfichodl v N&mec-

ku v roce 1957. Jejim cilem byle obnovit statusové rozdily, které byly smazény

e

v disledka neschopnosti sturého pajistovaciho systému nadéle poskytovat pfjmy
odpovidajici otekdvanim. Provedeni bylo prosté: od divek odstupfiovanjch podle
ptispévk(l se pfeslo k odstupiiovini podle vidélkl, aniZ by se zménil rimec statu-
sového rozlifenf. .
V zemich majicich bud' systém sociflnfl pomoci, nebo univerzalistického typu
bylo nutné tozhodnout, zda aspirace sttedni t¥idy budou predhozeny trhu nebo sti-

...E..Hmmo._uommnwmé:umﬁamwm%m.:up:ﬂ:ﬂ?iﬁEcam_m5.<m<m_wmwlﬂsm
L an v&t§ing anglosaského svéta se udruje nezbytng, skromné pojaty univerzalismus
@ stitu a trhu se ponechdvd uspokojeni stile Sirdich socidlnich vrstev pozZadliijicich
yast standard. Diky politické sile téchto vrstev se nevytviff dualismus pouze mezi
stitem a trhem, ale také mezi formami socidlnfho pierozd@lovini: jednou z nejry-
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stitu, nejen univerzalistického. Reakce na prosperitu a riist stfednl tiidy se viak
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tzv. "soukromé” socidlni zabezpeteni. Typickfm politickfm dbisledkem je, #
rozdélovaci systém vefejného sektoru je stile méné univerzalisticky a ztrfc
podporu stfednich tifd.

Existuje viak je3té dal3i moZnost, jak hledat syntézu univerzalismis a primaie
nosti vo€ trhu. Tuto cestu sledovaly zemé, ve kterfch stét zapojuje nové stiedni tf
dy otevienim druhé, luxusn{ vrstvy pojisténi vdzaného na vidélky, kiery jé nadstay
bou nad rovnostéistvim stejngch divek. Piiklady jsou Svédsko a Norsko. Tim, %
zarucené ddvky odpovidajf otekdvinim, je znovu zavedena nerovnost, pti¢em? j
ale trh’ GCinné blokovin. Toto FeSeni tisp8¥né zachovavd univerzalismus a tim
nezbytny stupeii politického konsensu pro udrfeni $iroké solidaristické podpor

vysokgch dani, které takov§ model socilntho stédtu vyZaduje.
ReZimy socidlniho sldtu

Socidlni stity se zna¢né riizni v prédvnich zékladech a stratifikaci. To vede ke kvali
tativn& riznym uspotidénim mezi stitem, trhem a rodinou. Ritzné varianty socidl

niho stétu se proto nelisi linedrng, nfbr¥ jsou seskupeny podle typé.
Jednim typem jsou "liberdlnf" socidlni stity, ve kterfch pfevaZuje socifln

. pomoc testujfcl majetkové poméry, malé univerzalistické pierozdélovéni a skromang

o

socidlnf pojisténi. Zabezpeduji previzn klientelu s nizkgmi pifimy, kters je na std
tu zdvisl4, obvykle délnickou tffdu. V tomto modelu byl pokrok socidlni reformy
omezen tradiénimi liberdlnimi normami pracovni etiky. Meze socilni politiky s
v n&m rovnaji meznimu sklonu 24dat podporu misto préce. Pravidla vzniku nérok(
jsou proto striktni a &asto jsou spojena se stigmatem; typick4 je i mald v¥e davek
Naopak stdt povzbuzuje trh, bud pasivné tim, #e garantuje pouze minimum, nebe
aktivné dotacemi soukromého socidlniho zabezpeten.

V disledku tento refim socidlniho stitu minimalizuje dekomodifikacn
efekt, iéinné ovlada socidlni prava a vyty&uje stratifikaéni stav, kde se misf relativn:
rovnost v bid¢ pifiemeci stitni podpory s tring diferencovanfm blzhobytem
prosperujicich vrstev a kde panuje tfidn& politick§ dualismus mezi ob&ma
skupinami. Archetypem tohoto modelu jsou USA, Kanada a Austrilie, bl se

k :macﬁﬁmsm_ﬁp Svfcarsko a Velkd Britdnie.

Druhy typ sestivid ze zemf jako jsou Rakousko, Némecko, Francie a Iidlie.
Zde bylo dédictvi korporativistického stitu dovedeno do nové "postindustrifln
tFidni struktury. V téchto "korporativistick§ch" stitech nebyla nikdy vfznamna
liberdln{ posedlost vfkannosti trhu 2 komodifikaci, stejné poskytovini socilnich
préav zde sotva nékdy bylo problémem. Pievadovalo zde -zachovavéni statusovfch
rozdill: priva byla vézdna tfidné a statusové. Tento korporativismus byl zabudovén
do stitu dokonale pfipraveného nahradit trh coby zdroj socilniho zabezpegent.
Soukromé pojisténi a zamé&stnanecké piiplatky hraji v tomto modelu pouze
marginéini roli. Diiraz stdtu na zachovAni statusovjch rozdilit na druhé strané
znamend, Ze jeho redistributivai plisoben{ je zanedbatelné.

Korporativistické reZimy viak byly obvykle utvifeny cirkvemi a proto jsou
ovlivnény Gsilim o zachovini tradiénich rodinnfch vzortl. Socidlnf zahezpedeni

e_nezahrnuje nepracujici._manZelkv._pFitem?_rodinné__pfidavky. i,
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matefstvi, Dennf péée o déti a podobné sluzby nejsou é.ﬁ::‘ﬁm m\ stiit Nmmu_ztm
pouze tehdy, jsou-li moZnosti rodiny postarat se o své cleny vyterpiny. u:ﬂm::w
nim piikladem je podpora v nezaméstnanosti v Némecku, KdyZ .n\“cﬁm_ﬂ vylerpd
normélni narok na poji§téni v nezaméstnanosti, dal3f pomoc zdvisi na tom, zda
rodina disponuje finanénimi prostiedky.

ﬂ\mw:‘.w nejméné ¢etny typ je v zemfch, kde byly zdsady ::?oﬁw.mmﬂ: a n_mwmw-
moditikade sociflnich prav roziifeny také na nové stfedni ttidy. zcm.m_.:m pouZit
nazev "socidlng-demokratické" rezimy, nebot' v téchto zemich byla .mon_m_:_ demo-
kracie dominantni silou mﬁm_,m_.__i reformy. Nejjasn&j§imi mmmﬁmn:.. jsou .Zo.‘mwc i
&védsko, ale patii sem také Dénsko a Finsko. ZmEmm:.u tolerovani a:u:mq.:_._ mezi
statem a trhem, mezi délnickon a stiedni tfidoy, moEEm.m %Bown:m :m;ﬁ.?.i_\c
socidlni stit poskytujici ravnost v nejvy$iim standardu, nikoli ° rovnost minimél-
nich potieb. Diisledkem za prvé bylo, Ze poskytované sluZby a amc.“.a\ se ﬁommmwaq na
droveli souméfitelnou i s témi nejvEtiimi poZadavky :o‘.a\‘.n: mqmﬁ_EnW mna a za
druhé, Ze rovnost byla nastolena garantovinfm piné participace’ pracujicich na té
firovni, které se t&sili ti zimoZngjst. .

Tato formule piedstavuje smés silné dekomodifikujicich a mnwa.m\ﬁww_,mm:c@mr
programi, které jsou nicméng piizplisobeny nEmam.:o.cé:mE.: ﬂ.u‘mm\m._c&w_.. Zu:wm.__..
né pracujici tedy ziskdvaji priva identickd s témi, .ﬁ& poZivaji .:nmn_wﬁ_\ a stitni
zamé&stnanci. Vechny vrstvy a tifdy jsou zahrnuty do jednoho ::Em_.mﬂ_m:_wo systé-
mu poji§téni, aviak divky jsou odstupfioviny _.En.:n ogam_%c_.u &En_xc. .Hm:mo.
model vytladuje trlr a diisledkem je podstatnd cm;.m_.mmm_.: mn.ur%:”m na pozadi
socidlniho statu. Vichni z néj t&Z, viichni jsou zévisli a viichni se pravdépodobné
budou citit zavazini platit.

Emancipa&ni politika sociding demokratickfch nmmm:._m_. oslovuje trh i tradicni
rodinu. Na rozdil od karporativistického dotaéniho modelu ._m.wmmmn_c: ..Emmwm\r aZ
se svépomocné moZnosti rodiny vyderpaji, nybrZ predjimat .no.a_m_:m. @aﬂm.‘am._mmﬂ
neni maximalizovat zavislost na roding, ale naopak Es.om:: Em@a.cmr: nezivi-
slost. V tomto smyslu je tento model zvlaStni fzi :rmn_rma_.u\m moﬂ.m:mu._:. z@wm._\mau
kem je socidlni stdt, kter§ zaruéuje poskytovini ﬁ.ac.mm“ma_ﬁc ptimo n_mﬁm:uw m,.mamtwu:
piimou odpov&dnost za déti, staré a hezmocné lidi. Zavazuje se nmmn _u:‘mza monE_u
nich sluZeb, a to nejen pokrjvat potfeby rodiny, ale také umoZnit Zendm, aby si
mohly zvolit préici mimo domacnost. o

Shad nejnapadn&si charakteristikou socidlné mm_.:owhm:nmﬁmwo rezimu je jeho
slougeni socidlniho zabezpeteni a price. Sacidlni stit se zavazuje k plné Nmimmﬂw?
‘nosti a sim je soudasné ping zévisl§ na jejim dosaZeni. Na _‘mn_um,, strangé _“:m privo
na praci stejny status jako zaruten§ pifjem. Na druhé strané o.w.ao,@ﬂm :n_mm:_,w na
vydrZovanl  solidaristického, univerzalistického a n_mwoaon__bwm_:nm.:c &\m:m._.:c
socislntho zabezpeteni znamenaji, Ze stat musi EmEEm_Eoém .mcna.:wp uncEan a
maximalizovat své pEfjmy. Nejlepsi cestou k tomu je, kdyZ v&t§ina lid{ pracuje a co
mozZn4 nejméné jich Zije ze socidlniho prerozdéleni. . .

Zatimeo uvedeny typ je empiricky jasng, Z4dny jednotlivy mmm.tmn_ :mm: m_mﬁw
Soci4lné demokratické reZimy ve Skandinévii mis{ kliové socialistické a liberdlnf
N TvE_leh n Xehelalr& antiERENf v nevamEstnanost] ie stdle v podstaté dobrovol-
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né. Dénské dé&nické hnuti bylo chronicky neschopné usilovat o politiku plné
zaméstnanosti, ¢4steéné pro odpor odbordl k aktivni politice na trhu price. Jak
v Dinsku, tak ve Finsku hraje trh rozhodujici roli v dichadech.

AvEak ani liberalni reZimy nejsou Cisté. Americky systém socidlniho zabezpe-
¢eni je redistributivni, povinny a ma daleko k pojitovacimu. Piinejmens{m ale-
spoii ve své prvni formulaci byl "New Deal" asi tak socifilné demokraticky, jako jsou
souéasné skandindivské socidlni demokracie. Australsky socidlni stat se naopak zd4
byt mimofidné blizkg burZoazné-liberdinimu idedInimu typu, ale do jeho podslaty
je zabudovina spoluzodpovédnost australskych odbort. Evropské korporativisticlkeé
reZimy dostaly jak liberdlnf, tak socidlné demokratické impulsy. Pliny socidlnihc
pojisténi se v Rakousku, Némecku, Francii a Itilii podstatné destratifikovaly a
sjednotily a jejich extrémné korporativisticky charakier tim byl redukovin,

I pfes nedostatek &istoty, majf-li nafe hlavn{ kritéria delinice socidlniho stitu
co délat s kvalitou socidlnich priv, spoleenskou stratifikac{ a vztahem mezi sté-
tem a trhem na jedné strand a rodinou na stran& druhé, sestivi svét z odlisujicich
se typick§ch reZimi. Srovndivini socidlnich stiéith zaloZené na mirdch jako vice nebg

wra

méné, lepEi nebo hordi, poskytuje znaéné zavidéjici vysledky.

m, Divody riiznosti sociilnich stilh

Cleni-li se socidlni stity na t¥i rizné typy refimil, jsme postaveni pied slozitgjsi
dkol: identifikovat pEidiny rozdili mezi socidlnimi stity, Jakd je explanagni sila

H\mncmﬁn@ﬁmnp _ekonomického_rlisty, kapitalismu a politické slly d&lnich ﬁm@lm.mc
objasnénf rozdfli? Prvni povrchnf odpovéd' by byla: velmi mald. Studované zenié
jsou si vice nebo méné podobné ve viech souvislostech kromé& mobilizace délnické
ﬂm_mu‘%_é%m viak nalézéme velmi silng délnickd hnutf a sirany. Teorie
Tozvoje socidiniho statu musi zvaZit svi kauzélni vchodiska, mame-li toto seskupe-

nl do t¥ typl vysvétlit. Musime zanechat nadéje, Ze nalezneme jeden silny kauzdlni
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Eomu,nmfmmamm:mnqnm.,m\n_,nmmmwmnm.._mmﬁn:p:nmn&nmsmﬂmw%hmﬁm.Zm‘.meuamam?m
uvedengch argumentth jsou zvldsté dileZité tfi faktory: povaha. tfidni.mobilizace

(zvlasté u délnické tridy), téfdné mnmnmnrm..rnwmm:n struktury a historicky on_mj

i e buprhmivyigly

institucionalizace jednotlivich reZima.
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Jak jsme uvedli, neexistuje Z4dny diivod, Ze pracujici automaticky a pfirozeng
vytvofli socialistickou tifdnf identitu. Neplati ani, Ze jejich mobilizace bude vypadat
né&jak zvlast "Svédsky". Skutetné historické utvdieni kolektivit délnické tiidy je
riznorodé, pravé tak jako jejich cile a politické schopnosti. Zasadni rozdily se
‘projevuji u odbori: i stran, Klitovim prvkem odborového sdruZovini je smésice
profesnich a odvétvovfch svazii” Profesn{ jsou néchylné k partikularismu a korpo-
rativismu, odv&tvové inklinuji k vyjadfovni Sir§ich, univerzdlngj§ich cilii. Toto
"miseni viznamné ovliviiuje pole piisobnosti pro délnické strany a také povahu poli-
tickjch poZadavkil. Dominance Americké federace price (AFL)} v USA pfed
I svétovou vilkau tak byla hlavni piekdZkou rozvoje socidlni politiky. Podobné sil-
né profesné orienlované dinské délnické hputi, ve srovnini s jeho norskymi a
§védskymi protéjiky, blokovalo aspirace socidlni demokracie na aktivni politiku na
trhu price zaméfenou na plnou zaméstnanost. Pro profesni svazy v USA bylo
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jejich privilepovanou trini pozici. Profesni svazy v Dénsku Zirlivé stfeZily svijj
monopol na vicvik a mobilitu pracovnich sil. Centralizované advétvové oawcﬂém

svazy naopak tihnou ke vinhovinf jednotné a konsolidované Idientely z délnické
tifdy do délnické strany, coZ usnadiiuje politick§ konsensus a zvySuje tCinnost

mocenské mobilizace. Teze o mobilizaci délnické tfidy musi proto vénovat pozor-
nost struktufe odbortl.

Stejné dilezitd je také politickd nebo konfesni fragmentace odbor(. V. mno-
ha zemich, napf. ve Finsku, Francii a Itilii, jsou odbordii rozdéleni mezi socialisti-
cké a komunistické strany; svazy zaméstnancil jsou politicky nazaitazené nebo se
vitlenuji hned do nékolika stran. Konfesni unionismus se silnd projevuje v Nizo-
zemi, Italii i jinjch zemich. Odbory jsou Zivotng diileZité juko béze pro stranickon

. mobilizaci, jejich fragmentace oslabuje levici a zlepSuje mocenské Sance nesociali-

stickych stran. Fragmentace miZe navic nasmérovat socidlni poZadavky k mnoha
mgﬂam. dnou. Visledkem jsou sice menSi spory o sociilni politiku mezi strana-
mi, ale miiZe to také vést k pluralité konkurujicich si principll socidlnfho stitu.
an‘;EE dotadnf princip kiestanskych odbori je v pfikrém rozporu se zdjmem
socialisti 0 emancipaci Zen.

Struktura adborového hnuti se mbZe, ale nemusi zreadlit ve formovini délni-
ckych stran. Za jakfch podminek bychom ale méli oéekdvat zformovanf uréitého
socidlniho stdtu na zdkladé specifickfch konfiguraci stran? _M.&m faktort znemoz-
finje predpoklidat, Ze by Efwo: délnickd nebo levicovd strana byla bez _uoEon_
jinych viibec kdy schopna socidini stdt ustavit. Bez ohledu na konfesni &i jiné
rozdrobeni, délnick4 strana samotnd miiZe jen za zcela v§jimeéngch historickgch
okolnost avlidat parlamentni vétdinu natolik dlouho, aby prosadila svou vili. JiZ
jsme se zminili, Ze tradiéni dénickd tiida nikdy nikde nemé volebni vétsinu. Z to-
ho plyne, Ze teorie téfdni mobilizace musi presahovat hlavn{ levicavou stranu.
Budoviin{ socidlniho stdtu tradiéné zdviselo na vistavbé politické koalice. Struktura

tfidni koalice je_mnohem dilezit&jsi, neZ mocenské zdroje kterékoliv jednutiivé

tridy. T
Fidy
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Vznik alternativnich tFidnich koalicf je z&4sti uréovén formovénim tfid. V ra-
néjSich fazich industrializace tvofily obvykle nejvets{ edst volidstva rurilni tiidy.
. Hu\r:m chtéli socidlni demokraté ziskat politickou vétsinu, museli se ohliZet po spo-
._mw._,m.ﬁ_m prévé tam. Byla to paradoxné venkovska ekonomika, kterd byla rozhodujict
prd biidoucnost socialismu. Moznost aliance byla v&t3i tam, kde na venkové preva-
Zovaly intenzivné hospodaiici malé rodinné farmy, neZ kdyZ zdvisela na vellgich
skupinich levné pracovni sily. Tam, kde se farmdfi politicky projevili a méli dabrou
organizaci (jako ve Skandindvii}, byla schopnost dohodnout politické spojenectvi
nesmirné dileZitd.
Role farmaid pfi formovin{ koalic a tudiZ v rozvoji socidlniho stitu je jasnd.
V severskych zemich vedly podminky k Siroké rudo-zelené alianci, k sociflnimu
stitu § plnou zaméstnanosti, a to za protivihu cenovfch dotacl do zemédélstvi. To
plati zviasta pro Norsko a Svédsko, kde bylo zem&dglstvi velmi rizikové a zdvislé na

. stitni pomoci. V. USA vychizel "New Deal" z obdobné koalice (iniciované demo-

Lratic _.S: :___4_:_._;;5 SAim dileZitim ro tu_m.‘n_s i ﬂ_:m mu_:_ u_r _,_owg.mﬁi
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§fmu rozvoji socidiniho stdtu. Naproti tomu venkovskd ekonomika kontinentain
Evropy byla velmi nehostinnou pro rudo-zelené koalice. Tam, kde bylo intenzivn
, zem&délstvi, byla ¢asto (napf. v Némecku a Itélii) v délnick§ch odborech a levicc
vfch strandch spatfovina hrozba. Navic se konzervativnim sildim na kontinent
podaiilo zaélenit rolniky do "reakénich” alianci, kdyZ se snaZili upevgit politicko
! izolaci délnictva.

Politickd prevaha pied 1I. svétovou vilkou byla hlavné otdzkou agrérni tfidr

sz PR

co:c@ Budovén( socidlnich statli v_tomto abdgbi proto zéviselo na tom, kterd sl
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' ©si ﬁcaam:__u rolnfky. Absence rudo-zelené koalice nutng neziamena, Ze by nebyl

- mo#né _lmmuﬁa% smérem k socidlnimu stitu. Zmovm# to napovid4, které politick
sily dominovaly pfi jeho ndvrhu. Velk4 HBritdnie je vfjimkou z tohoto obecnéh
pravidla, protoZe v nf byl politick§ vfznam agrdrnich tfid narufen uZ pred prelc
mem 19. stolet]. BritskA keoalitni logika tak ukdzala velmi brzo dilema, kterém
vét§ina zeml Celila pozdégji, totif, e nové zaméstnanecké stfedni tiidy tvoril
"zikolnik" politické vétginy. Konsolidace socidlnich stith po II. svétové vilce zad: l
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hlaVng Zdviset na politickgch aliancich noveh sifednfch 1Efd. Pro socidlni demo T

et e sy TR
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¢ii bylo 1&kym akoldm sloticit poZidavky délnické tfidy a zam@&stnancd, aniZ by ob#
ES.__m zfivazel solidarity.

ProtoZe nové stiedni tiidy se tradi¢né téSily relativné privilegované pozici n
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. trhu, byly také Gsp&sné v uspokojovini svich socidlnich poZadavkl mimo std

wf nebo - jako stitni zaméstnanci - v rdmei privilegovaného stitnfho zabezpecen

! Jistota jejich zaméstnéni byla tradiéné takovd, Ze plnd zaméstnanost byla na okry
' jejich zdjmu. Nakonec jukgkoli program drastické nivelizace pifiml by pravdé
podobné narazil na diirazng odpor stfednich tfid. V tomto ohledu se zd4, Ze vaze
stup novych sifednich t¥id zavrhne socidlné demokratické projekty a posil{ liberal

sticky model socidlniho stitu.

Politickd pozice novich stfednich tFid vSak byla_rozhodujici pro_upevndr
monmm iho stétu. Jasnd je i jejich role pfi, Eﬁﬁ:ﬁﬂw.ﬂ%: mcm_,-:dm.\mmﬁc Skand
o navsk§ nebo mmw,_mwmm demokratick§ model se téméf vfluéné spoléhal na schopnos
socialni demokracie zapojit sttedni tfidy do novéha druhu socidlnfho statu, ktery b
ﬁom_a;oﬁ__ dévky odpovidajfef ndrokiim a ogekdvdni stiednich tiid, ale nicméné b
si uchoval univerzalismus priv. Rozgifovanim socidlnich sluZeb a podtu zaméstnan
cli verejného sektoru mél socidln{ stat fakticky piimou G&ast na utvdfeni stfednic

} ttid instrumentalné oddanych socidlni demokracii.

R
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Anglosaské zemé si naproti tomu podrzely rezidudlni liberdlni model socidl
:50 stdtu privé proto, Ze se o nové stfedni tfidy neuchizel slat misto trhu.-Dislec
kem j em je (fidni m:i..:::m. Socialni stit se v zdsadé stard o délnickou tiidu a chudim

Soukromd nc.:m_m_.: ._ N;Emmﬁnm:mnwm piiplatky zaji§tujf sttedni tfidy. Vzhleder

Kk jejich volebni sile je “zeela _sm_nwm Ze dal§i roz§ifeni aktivit socidlniha stitu |
zabrzdéno. V té&chto zemich je ve skutefnosti nejvétdi tlak zaméfen na fiskaln
_ blahobyt, 1j. dafiové vidaje a dlevy na mcz_ﬁ:ﬁm socidlni zabezpedenl.
-} Treti typ, korporativisticky socidln{ reZim kontinentélni Evropy, byl rovn&
C . ot ...;wtll....ll!!; .
ulvifen novjmi stfednimi tFidami, ale jinfm Nﬁ:morﬁ: Pritina je historicka. Tyt

mm_ﬁ.ﬂuw 3@;?:: rovqh:&i_a‘?_ﬂ.ho__:_,_. :qu E_.::ru_w ?E:mi_mac.. _,w_c.c.__:.:
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stfednich tfid k zachovédni jak profesng oddélengch programi socidlniho pojiiténi,
tak politickych sil, kieré je stvorily. Adenauerova velks diichodov4 reforma v race
1957 byla explicitng navriena ke znovuobnovent loajality sttednich trid.

Zavir

PredloZili jsme alternativu k jednoduché tifdns mobilizaéni teorii rozvoje socialni-
ho stétu. Je to motivovino analytickou nezbytnosti posunu od linearniho k interak-
tivnimu pfstupu s ohledem jak na socidln stity, tak na jejich historické ziklady.
Chceme-li si studovat socidlni stiaty, musime zaclt souborem kritérif, kieré deflinuji

Ve e D VR Ly U HLIL 4 ULL B ety —

ejich roli ve Mmo_mwb.o,m..:. Tato role jist& nenf pouze vydivat a sbirat dand, ani nutné
nespocivd ve vytvoteni ravnesti. Uvedli jsme rdmec pro srovndvani socifilnich stitd,
ktery bere v dvahu principy, za které historiétf akiéti ochotnd bojovali. Kdy? sledu-
Jjeme principy VloZené do socidlnich stard, objevujeme urdité skupiny refimo, tedy

H : n Tiarg gl %! B 0y . . § i "
nejen pouhé variace nahoru" & "doli" okolo spoletného Jmenovatele.

Hiavni mm_.u\“ které vysvétlujf krystalizaci rozdili mezi reZimy, jsou navzijem

i irmac e 12 2 e Ty e inre

propajené. Zahrnujf za prvé vzorec m.nmmm_.ﬂmrc‘_,cB._oxmﬂ.nm_b._.mwm,@&, a za dru-

hé strukiuraci politické koalice 5 historickjm posunem od agrarni ekonomiky ke

e T e i e T

spolecnosti stfednich tiid. Otdzkg formovini politické koalice je rozhodujict. » .

L L prayany 4y =

Za tfeti, minulé reformy podstatng piispély k_institucionalizaci preferenct
e . NP g e o T [P gy
tiid a_politického chovéni. <..Jmc€c_.m:5m:n@nw rezimech upevnilo hierarchické
statusové.rozliSujicl socidlni pojistent loajalitu sttedni titdy k urcitémuy typu sociil-

Pt OZISUICL socialnl pojistent loaj i, 0¥ K UL el
niho stétu. ¥ liberdlnich refimech se sttednf tifdy._staly Em»mncnmmﬁﬁmrm@%w.
%ﬂ Skandindvii byly Gspé&chy socidlni demokracie po II. svétové valce (&sné
sYazany, se zavedenim socidlntho statu stfednich tid, kiery byl ku prospéchu jak
traditnf déluicke kdientéle, tak nové vrstvé zamésinancli. Z8asti fo byl nmoznéno
tim, Ze soukromy socialn? trh byl relativne nevyvinuty, a zEsti tim, Ze skandindviti
sociélni demokraté byli schopni vybudovat socidlni stit na tak vysoké drovni, aby
uspokojili prani narocngjii vefejnosti. To také vysvétluje neobycejné vysoké vidaje
skandindvskych socilnich stdth.

Teorie, kterd hledd vysvétlenf riistu socidlniho statu, by také méla byt schop-
na parozumét jeho stagnaci nebo Gpadku. Obecné minéni je takové, Ze hnut{ proti
socifinimu stétu a daiiové revolly propukajf, kdy? se bfemeno socidlnich nékladi
stdvd prili§ t€2k¢m. Paradoxné viak opak je pravdou. V poslednim desetileti byly

4 roti socidlnimu stitu <m.nc_umnmmLun.-am_um_...nmarwm&nw.M..Wm@m&.mlmmmm;:@.mm a
Al PR A NGsLneys @

ﬁm%mw@hﬁ;m:r socidinfho stdtu nezdvisi na vydajich, ale na t¥fdnim charak-
teru socidlnich statl. Socidlni stity sttednich tiid, af uz jsou socidlng demokratické

(fako.je_Skandindvie) nebo korporativistické (jako je Némecko), posiluji loajalitu

mﬂmmn,an:.m.ﬁwzmﬁ@wr liberalni, rezidualistické sociglni stity jako jsou USA, Kana-
da a stéle vice Velka Britdnie, jsou zavislé na loajalits pocetné slabé a &asto politi-

4 e L
<ky akrajové sociilni vrstvy. V- tomto smyslu t¥fdni koalice, na kterfch byly tyto (i

———— e e -

socidlni staty zalodeny, vysvélluji nejen jejich minuly vyvoj, ale také jejich budouci

_wm&ammm Lumir Gatnar a fiff Vecernfic
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Socialni politika a politika solidarity
Existujt perspektivy pro sociinl demokracil ve sifednl a vychodn! Evropé?

JOHAN JEROEN DE DEKEN*
European Univarsity Instilule, Florencle

Social policy and 1he polltics of solidarlty
Ara they any prospects for social democracy in Easl-Cantral Europa?

Abslract: Social policy affects the production of a new, or the reproduction of
an cxisting political power structure in a socicty. This paper starls by contrasting
the "conservative-corporalist” and "social cilizenship™ ideal types of social policy
regimes of Western Europe with the "Leninist” ideal type of post-war Central
and Easlern Europe. It interprets these three regimes in terms of lhree dislinet
stralegics of altaining a dilferent kind of solidarily. It addresses the question of
how the respective forms of solidarily induced or reinforced the loyally of
different actors within cach regime. 1t concludes with a discussion of the
implications of the "Leninist” regime for actors in the current Czechoslovak
political scene by examining how the organizalional and ideological legacy of
Torly years of Marxisl-Leninist mile conslrains the options available to aclors

.

who advocate “social citizenship” as a model for social policy.
Soclalagicky dasopis, 1992, Vol, 28 (No. 3: 351-368)

V tomto &lanku se zabjvame tim, jak a v jaké mife miZe socidlni politika
ovlivitaval mocenskou zdkladnu aktérd spolupracujicich v politickém reZimu.
7yla%tE se zamétime na zplisob vyuziti socidlnf politiky jakoito néstroje utvdfenf a
konsolidace mocenské zikladny socidlng demokratickch stran stfedni a vychodni
Evropy. Nejdtive ukdZeme “idedlni typy" rezimd socidln{ palitiky, tak jak jsou
rozlisoviny v literatufe o vivoji poviletné zipadnl Evrapy. Budeme se zabjval
viivy, které mély tyto typy politiky na vytvifenf novfch & reprodukei stévajicich
struktur politické moci, 4. jak zavidély & posilovaly loajalitu rizngch aktérit
v ramei kazdého politického redimu. Sire se ravnéz zabjvame minulym "leninsigim”
refimem socidlni politiky stfedni a vjchodni Evropy. Dilvodem najeho zdjmu je
skutetnost, e jakkoli se mohou zmény v roce 1989 a po ném zdit radikdlnf,
minul§ refim za sebou zanechal dédictvl uréilé organizace a ideologie. Tola
dedictvl limituje vytvafen! stavu, kiery by dnedni aktéfi povaZovali za moZng nebo
#4douc!. Nakonec predklidime nékolik dvah o rozsahu, v némz mohou sccidlné
demokratické strany pozitivné ovlivait socifini politiku.

1. Tfi "klasické” idealnf typy refimd socidlnf politiky v ziipadnf Evrop

V literatufe o socialni politice v zemich OECD se obvykle rozlisuji i typy
rezimfii. Lze je povaZoval za obménu U ideilnich typit definovanych R. Titmusem
v jeho dvodu do socidlni politiky [Titmus 1974]. Prvnl z nich pfibliZné& odpovidd

*) Vezkerou korespondenci posflejle na adresu: Johan Jeroen De Deken, SPS-Department,
Europcan Universily Institute, Badia Ficsolana, Via dei Roeceltini 9. 1-50016 San Domenico
di Ficsole, ltalia. E-mail: dedeken@illiiue.fi.enr.it.
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Socivlogicky dasopis, XxVIl, {3/1993)

4.:359.: idedinfmu typu institucionding redistributivntio modelu sociain{ politi

] _:n_._”::mn je oznatovin také jako solidaristicky, sociding QE:QESQQM _ ___Q
nuniverzalisticky s dominantn! iilohow stdtu. Je pro ndj charakteristickd, fe N,.w_ e
celou _u.s_é_unm bez ohledu na to, zda je nebo nenf socidlng _uc:‘.er_u_n_ ?mw,”.d_é..m
mm.._EE._: 1990h, Esping-Andersen 1990]). V tomto idedlnim ty, :.Emm .a—:,.
N"___:.E_._n_. celov populaci vliv statusovfch privilegif a trhit. UH.EEW..S: ,.:m.#._cm_
v principu, plodné a jsou financovany z dani. Stit je chipén .H_w.ws. ...m‘w_m_c:
ﬁqmﬁ:.mamr uskutetfiovini socidinich priv svjch obéand. Tento mmm..__:.m.__ e
nejvice bliZl skandindvskfm zemim, hlavng Svédsku v prvnich ammm..:._m_.u.ﬂn o
2. svétavé vélee, ale také do urtité miry Velké Britdnii.t Tento typ d4l : ,_.: e
fake obéansky model. Y Ee oznattieme

qum_wﬁmﬂ___m...ﬂ_”%c_“m_.Mﬁir se u.::__mE.m Titmusovu h&:ca___c:mi: vikonovén
modelu s dlng _._ iky, klery je .qc..,:mm oznacovin jako k pijmim vztaZeny
ioderni konzervati nf neho korporativad madel se sttt dominancf a je zalos _
_:m_._.u:n_é d.é_:ima dedictvl korporativniho stdtu. Vychézi z 5._4“ Mm a.m._.,\_:n_
uo:.mE-.HH:e., byt zajiftény pouze na zdkladé zasluh, _.z.mnc<:==1., ._.ﬁcr_._ i
v_._un_:_.n_,_ﬁa... Kligovym prvkem tohoto modelu je status. Dévky sm_.m_mm._»«_ﬁwmmc.sc._ i
_.:mﬂ._ A jsou financovdiny z piispévkd  zamdstnavateld a N.“Em,:_,..:ﬁ Iy
Redistributivni efekty tohoto typu socidini politiky jsou jen malé e

mm_:o_w“.m M__.dq:c,“um :J._::.Em: .E‘_w a.;c _”mmmﬂx.m“._m_nm:m utvéfeny cirkvf a kiestanskou
dem acil. To um_mﬁ:.m_:m U.qc:_ce.ma Jejich konzervativnilio postoje k roding
ery m_m.zo.i q._nﬂm_.:cz v¥ii divek pro muZe a Zeny a tim podparuje tradiénf ::._.:_.__
:u_mq:.,___.m:n_hm ﬁ.ﬁ_:d._. Tento postoj zahrnuje princip subsidiarity, podle néhos stal
moa.—ﬁq&m A zajidluje pouze ty formy sociflniho Nm_ummnmmm.:q které om_..:m_
”H“—_,ﬁnw ﬁ._‘m;n”_M_‘E cirkev, nejsou schopné poskytnout. j\:h _Szwc_.,\.:.?“m
wporativl systémy nejvice adpovidaji zemim inentdlni I3 ime
.Zmamnw: a Rakousku, ale také mm_m_._..n ﬂ.?mqg% Qﬂoﬂw_mmd;__mc MHHM_Q. N,.‘.Gl_nwu
Jako konzervativaé korporativnf model. Hosmeovn

Tietl skupina zemf je pfirovnavina k Ti
N i dvi itmusovu modelu reziduding socidint
politiky. V tomto typu se téméF vihradné spoléhs na soukromy trh a rodinu. Pouze

Maﬁm_nu@m.‘mm\_ﬁc kandly selfou, mely by nastoupit instituce socilniho
avezpeceni. Zikladem tohoto modelu je myslenka, Ze "skuteéngm cflem sociilniho

A . - - - .
:W.WMMM_.M_W_,U“«. mwm_n:,.muh....wﬁ_n:% po vilee si stile uchovava prvck "pojiglent, atkoli v zmirngaé
. oncipavin jako institueionding typ, ale plodné divky byl ; e =i
X L y byly tak nizké, #e zde #iist:
__c..a__mﬁ.cqa...._”_q: pre vicchny druby soukromgch komerdnfch aktivit, ktcrd Mnu %.M”Whﬂ
u.m_.“.uaﬁ:__wu“w_ue_.nma:M‘__._“__M__ .w.m_m_ﬁnn_._ jinfch anglosaskych vemi, 7vE818 v USA. Aviak wwm.a.___.
z stuiba ve Velké Britanii zi lilc?i \iict alrdans
Fravein & :_m_,._: zustdvd dileZitou vymodenastd odpovidajicl obdéanskému
2} V Bcelgii, stejnd jako v mnoha jiny i
\ ; Jjingch zemich kontinenldlni Evro i
' el noha 7 ! py, se pokouniel
m..mmmnncn &_.n.n zavadi| mn<nq=._mm=< H.Eu univerzélnthe systému. Stal vytvofil m._“qnn_:m_w“mmﬁn__‘
:“.M_ mE_M_a _msmw_:q whhunszn_mm:m. Rijksdienst voar Maatschappefijke Zekerficid ktery zajistoval
ol prijem viem, kdo achyli ncbo jen nedostateéng byli sieni existy
; lo nc ; yli zabezpedeni existujict
.”.wamq:n_m. 3.9:9 viak systém ziislal zalo¥en na "bismarckovském" principy pojisténd “__ nwﬂ
inancoviin pifspivky zamésinancd a zamdstnavatcld, kde déivky naddle odedfely mzdovou
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stitu jé udit lidi, jak Zit bez ného" [Peacack 1960]. Rezidudinf model pfijimi bez
dalitho nerovnost vylvifenou trhem. Dévky v tomto reZimu jsou skromné, Casto
vizané na prikaz prostiedki a stigmatizujfcf. Stat podnécuje soukromé formy
socidlntho zabezpedeni, jako je soukromé pojistént a zamastnanecké zabezpedeni.
Nejvice je tento typ pravdépodobné realizoviin ve Spojengch stitech, aviak také”
Velk4 Britdnie se k této kategorii v posledni dobg znagng piibliZila. Tento typ zde
oznacujeme jako rezidudini model.

Rozdily mezi témito tFemi typy se béhem doby stiraly. To se zejména tykd
rozdilu mezi obéansigmi a konzervativnd korporativilni reZimy zéipadni Evropy,

kterf s za minuld dvé desetileti stal méné vfraznym.3

2. K charaklcristice sotidlng politick§ch re2imé povéleéné stfednl a vfchodni
Evropy, s ohlcdem na "kiasicke® zapadocvropské idedlIni typy

Predchuzi diskuse naznacuje, ¥e obdansky a konzervativind komporativnf model mize
byt referencnim vichodiskem, uvaZujeme-li o systémech socidintho zabezpedeni ve
strednf a vichodni Evropé. Letmy pohled na tyto systémy ukazuje, Ze opravdu maji
fysy nachdzejic se v obou modelechs To viak neznamend, Ze reiimy ustavené ve
stiedni a vichodnf Evropé po 2. svétové vélce jsou jednoduie kompromisem mezi
obcanskym o konzervativad korporativiim modelem. Stiedni a vychedni Evropa si
vytvorila svij viastni druh socidlnf politiky, kterou zde nazfvime leninskm typem.
Presto se zdd vhodné tylo refimy analyzovat, za pouZitl stejnych kritéril jako
v literatute o zipadnf Gvropé: zdbér, financovanf, lyp dédvek atd.

Poviéleéné rezimy mély formdlnl snahu o univerziln pojetia skuteéné mnoho
legislativnich zmén zavidénych v povilednych letech se neslo v tomto duchu.

Finlo v roce 1948 Zdkon o ndrodnin pojistént, kier§ siednocoval

Ceskoslovensko prij
riizné zphsoby socidlng diichodového zajistént z piedviletného obdobl. Tento

zhkon rozlifoval tii kategorie na zdkladé obtiZnosti price, ale vice neZ 90 %

hyt njlépe shrnuta nazvy kapilol Baldwinovy nové knihy [Baldwin

3) Talo konvergence milfe
stilem je nazvana "Od

19%(a}. Kapilola zabgvajicf sc "univerzabistickym”  socidlnim
Boveridgeova  systému zpdtky k Bismarckavi: otdzka visluzhy'. Zabyva sc (fm, jak
skandindvské zemé zavedly dopliikovd dichody, odrdZejlel hicrarchii mezd. Jina kapitola,
msolidarila zadnim vehodem®, popisuje kontinenldlnf Evropu v 60. letech sméfujfcl k vice
univerzélnimu schémalu.
8) Musfme zdfiraznit, 7¢ tyto podobnosti jsou zalofeny na analfze, kterd védomg sluéuje
refimy v riizngch zemich stfedni a vychadnl Evropy. Je mo?né, F¢ bliFEl pohled na jednatlivé
zemé by objevil konzistentngj3f reZim. Zda se, Ze komparace s tfelim, rezidudinfm modelem
jo nciméné zufimavi (alespoil v ohdobf It 1948-1989) wzhledem k téméb absolulnimu
odstrandnl soukromého trhu ve vichodoevropskfeh spoleénostech. Pfesto nékleff aulof
zdirazijl, 7c ve vfchodnf Evropt lze nalézl Iaké prvky rezidudiniho modely, zvidste
v pEfpadé Polska, kde jo velké mnoZstvi programd vézanych na prikaz prostfedki [Morawska
1989: 11 an.]. Nicméné tylo programy se zdaji spisc srovaatelné s iradiénfm uspofdddnim
*poor-reliel, kleré nadéle existuje v- kontinenldinf zapadni Evropé vedle systému nérodniha
ifl 1aké o to, e (ylo programy vézané na prikaz prostfedki byly specilické pro

pojisténi (miic
of a vichodal Evropy pa komunistickém uchopenf

Palsko, ve kierém jaka v jeding zemi stécd

i 5

&

md ™ Eial vd esall " Throm - ndd@ls - llor). - 7w pm



.i!ln-L

| S \ '
Sociologlcky casopls, XXVIll, (3/1992)

pracujici populace spadalo do tfetf (nejméné néroéné) kategories Zdkon o
ndrodnfm pojifténf z coku 1948 byl v roce 1957 nahrazen Zdkonent o socidiniin
zabezpecenf, klery fonnding zeulil piispévkové financovinl vyplfvajicl ze Zdkona o

an

ndrodnim pojisign( a nahradil jej vieobecnfm diichodov§m {inancovinim.

Odstranéni trhu a  destrukce zprostiedkujicich instituci - spoleénosti
bezprostfedng vedly k situaci, ve které jedinfm poskytovatelem socidlnich sluZeb
byl stdt. Stejny vzorec je sledovin ve vEtSing vichodoevropskych zemi, ve kterfch
byla pro téméf kaZdého ob&ana dstavné zarucena socidlni priva podfizena tichému
nebo i explicitnimu-piedpokladu, e socidlni programy slouZf primdrné polfebim
"pracyjicich lidT" a jejich rodin. Jakmile jedinec odmitl stit se &asti "pracujiciho
lidu", vystavoval se riziku vylouceni z "univerzilnfho" zabezpedenis

Formélng vyjidfeno se tedy refimy povileéné vfchodni Evropy nejvice
piiblizily obéanskému modelu; aviak restrikce socidinich priv byla tak znaénd, Ze
1émét univerzalnf pojet{ nesloufilo emancipaci, ale piedstavovalo Gast stdtng
totalitni kantroly ob&anf. Podminkou pro obdrfeni takovfch divek bylo piijetf
zaméstnanf ve stdtnim sektoru: zdbér systému se postupem €asu zvySoval, avink
jeitd v BO.letech bylo zfejmé upfednostnéni zaméstnanch ve
kontrolovanych seklorech obecné a v uréitfeh odvétvich primyshu zvidste,

Ve svém piisobeni byla tedy vychodoevropsk4 socidln{ politika podobni spife
modelu  kornzervativné  korporativnimu net  oblanskému.  Jeji  zvliSinosti je
"vzlaZenost k prici” - nelolike diky faktu, Ze byla financovéna z pfispévkd,? ale
také proto, Ze zahrnutf do zabezpefenf zdviselo na zamédstndnf, pfedeviim ve

sttnim sektoru.

"Price pfedstavuje stavebnf kfimen marxistické ideologie stejné jako
instituciondlniho systému socialistickjch zemi. V tomto kontextu je priice
pojata jako zamastnénf v socialistickém sektoru a soudasné jako zdkladna
pro ugast v politickych a ekonomickfch systémech. Zamésindni, nikoli
chéanstvl, je klitov§m kritériem pro ndrok na socidlnf divky a zafazenf do
sociflnich programi.” [Sik, Svellik 1990: 276]

statem

5) Podlc pravnl Gpravy z roku 1952 byl Tond socidinfho zabezpefeni financovin 7o stitnfho
rozpotiu. Poplatky pracovnikd za pojisténi byly zahrnuly do dani ze mzdy a zaméstnavalclskai
¢4st byla piivodn® odvozena procentem z cclkovd vyplécenfch mezd. Aviak poéinaje rokem
1957 byly poplatky na pojitén nahrazeny 50 % danf z hrubého mzdového fondu podniki
(tyto informace byly poskytnuty International Social Securily Organizalion). Socidln
zabezpedenf tak ziratilo pHfmy§ vliv na ptispévky pracovaikit a zamésinavaicli. Je nulné
podolknoul, #¢ E. Morawska ve své zajimavé diskusi je pondkud skeptickd, pokud sc tgké
rozsahu, ve kterém Lenlo pFedstrang “nepfispévkavy” systém odrd# realilu [Morawska 1989:
9]

) Jednollivé kategorie populace, které byly vyloudeny ze socidlnich prév, se v rizngch zomich
a obdobich L[ Obcené se vEak diskriminace tka viech "neddoucich” skupin, od politickfch
disidenld aZ po pracujfcl mimo stitnf scklor. Ticbas v zemifch, jako je Madarsko,
pedstavovaly ne2édouci skupinu aZ do roku 1970 druZstevof rolalci.

7) Systém socidlnfho zabezpefenf ve stfednl a vfchodnl Evropg, jak je ji2 uvedeno
v pornfimee 5, byl financovéin 7 danl mzdovébo fondu podniki. Nékdo mide poukazoval na
_c.ANn mm wna:mm 0 J_.‘E: :Mm_._?_wosmrc linancovinl.
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Kromé toho, sociflnf davky nadéle odraZely statusové _.cnam_w.hmmn_m<mq5 mzdovou

hierarchii. Je oviem nutné mit na zieteli, Ze v zemich, jako je Ommxom_ce.n:mr.c. byla

mzdovi  dilerenciace  vskutkun mald. V. tomto kontexlu poukdzal Miroslaw

Ksiczopolski ni zajimavy rozpor povaletné vychodnf m..ﬁou._%. . ‘
"Pevné spojeni mezi socidlnimi privy a ﬁuwi:cﬂar mezi pracovnim
vjkonem a firovni uspokajeni individualnich potfeb, se shoduje se zékladnimi
principy vykonavého modelu. Aviak na n_m:_.& strang, .. tlak na zvfSeni
individudlnfho vykonu byl spojen s pomérné dspesnou snahou zbavit stejn€
jednotlivee odpovédnosti za jejich  socidln zabezpecen!. Béhem celého,
povileéného obdobi ... zajistovala mzdovi cc._:__ﬁ rumm_nﬂm zaméstnanci
sluiné Zivobyti, ale bhylo velice smw:m:m a_c.mu_.:ci vyEEl Zivotnl drovné
zvigenim individudlniho vikoou® [Ksiezopolski 1990: 55].

To naznaduje, Ze podminkou pro zahrnutf do systému mcnmm._:?c Nucmmqmmm:m _.ﬁ_.d._

vykon jako takovy, ale spise kombinace fyzické pFitomnosti na pracovisti a loajalita

oo

(&i alespoii absence zjevného nesouhlasu) viidi strané a statu.

Toto tstfedni poslaveni loajality také znamend &W:ma‘:% odklon c\p_
"wikonového" idedlniho Lypu; davky a sluZby mcn_..,.,_:mﬁ .Nu_ummﬁmnni mohly bit
pérokoviny pouze na zdkladeé pitomnosti na pracovisti a :.m_u.z_u.\ ﬁ‘aéwcf..m:w
(stitem ani pifjemei) za smluvni privo, ale spife za _dsw socialistického statu’.
Napiiklad Z. Fergeovd uvidi, Ze tomu tak bylo diky totalitnimu charakteru moci
a absenci demokracie: ) B

v.. kaZdy krok pFi zlepiovini systému sociiilnfho Nm_umnmm‘nni byl Siroce

prezentavin vefejnosti nikoli jako odezva poiadavk{l vefejnosti, ale jako

benevolentnf dar statu-strany" [Ferge 1990].
Fergeovi ukdzala, Z¢ v Madarsku lidé bez zamdstndn{ a jejich rodiny neméli ndrok
na pifjem, véetng rodinngch davek [Ferge _cc:u__. E. Morawska m<n&=. Zev Polsku
byly univerzélni plo§né divky zarutené ob&antm viastné :mm?.:,_m”. mﬁﬂ%i tam
minimélni starobni dichod jako 80 % minimélni mzdy, ale starobni m:n_::_‘z byly
(a stéle jeSlé jsou) vazdny na vjdsiky [Morawska 1989: 10]. & Palsku navic _UW@
pravné uréené dichody zvjieny preferencnimi piidaviy pro N._m_.E.mem:mm v n_,”;::n:
stuzbich, &leny bezpednostnich sil a zamésinance na "dilezitych ideologickfch
frontdch”, jako je napf. Zurnalistika nebo gkolstvi [Morawska 198%: 16].

Podobné fipravy  zahrnujict  asi 300 benelicientd . .mxmﬂcﬁ_x také
v Ceskoslovensku. O. UlG cituje pifklad byvalych élent ﬁc_:_nw.%n_.ﬂ elit, kteff
pobirali takzvanou "€estnou” nebo "osobni" penzi znafné n_..méw.émnn m::am:_mm
sociflnf zabezpedeni® Tyto dpravy nebyly stanoveny zdkonem a udélovaly se i.nm &
méné ad hoc; proto se neobjevujf v informacich poskytovangch _:”mq:mm_cnun
Social Security Association a je naddle obtfiné _u..mmm:m.am‘_uug:o:.r 0 _.Srw :& 5€
zde jednalo. Tyto pifdavky znané piipominaji privilegia :mmn_:?w v ._.qu:ﬁ_._. _“._ro
je Rakousko - atkoli v feskoslovenském pifpadé se pocet piijemet zdd bt men5i.

Z

1) Jeden z nekiiklavijifch prikladd, kiery wadi Otte UIE [1974: 53], je vm...._..mm K. Bacilka,
ministra bezpeénosti 7 doby stalinskgch procesi; ﬂcmm:mna 70. Ict pobtral dichod 2 500 Kis
za mésle, {j. dvakrit vice ne? univerzitni profesor s (Ficetiletou praxf.
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Zd4 se tedy, Ze leninsky refim socidini politiky povéletné vichodni Evro
.Bm_ prvky spoleéné s obéma modely, obéanskym i konzervativné karporativnim hm
jedné m:.u:m to byl pokus o realizaci urtitého druhu univerzélniho pojeti ._m..rsm..
Nm:._._m:: kategorii "obana” za kategarii "délnika". Uskuteéfioval to _..Sm%na.: m.n?.msﬁ
silného vefejného sekioru tak, Ze "stil” byl jedingm poskytovatelem vétginy dévek
mm m__ncmmr.m_mro“.m tento "stat” byl pod v§luénou kontrolou jediné politické _..n:r.ﬁ _M_m?u_
“.MW&H“: ﬂc_M_”%ﬁ“,rwmﬂwﬂcmn_nmﬁﬁ:u vykon uréitfeh sluZeb jingm "prevodovim

Na druhé strang, fleninsky model v néklerfch as Fi in:
waﬁn.:_m:._‘:m korporativaf typ, a to zvI4$té svim n_m_.uN_ME na ._“Mﬁ“wﬂ_x% ﬂw_wra_'__”“d_
Nm:_.:.Em -‘mmroz fyzickd pritomnost na pracovi§ti se zddla bjt dbleZitéjif net
skutecny vykon. Dalsi podobnosti s konzervativité komporativiiin modelem NJ,_:‘_:_.q
ﬁwe.:mm vazby mezi individudlnim socidlnim zabezpecenim a pracovnf Emﬂ..:n__m
atkoliv tyto hierarchie se zdaji byt vice determinoviny loajalitou k _,mmm_:.: zmm.
r.cﬂ_umﬂmizcm:.. vfkonem nebo dédiénosti® a poskytovdnim zviddtnich vihod pro
n:.i:.” sluZbu, ackoliv redlné nebyly vilastng uréeny atd.w Bylo by ﬁ_Bcl.c.—M:m
podelilé vytvifet z léchta relativnfch podobnosti uspéchané Nm_bma‘. . Mcr
u..ncc:,mzm <.1mmanr=~ma textu byly vytrZeny z kontextu a za odlignych zma_mq:cﬂ
Ewdmnr reziml mohou klidng& mit jiné vzéjemné vziahy a jiné vznamy. Nelze
:mﬁ:r_ua_. ignorovat odli$nosti viznam® kategorie "price" v Umw:ms.m?o_m
demokratickgch kapitalistickych zeml a marxisticko-leninskyjch spoletnosti.

3. Zavedend kritéria solidarcity a formovan{ identily

v :.w_.o ¢isti nehodlime vytvifel jinou typologii socidlng politickych refimi,
Cht&li bychom spffe popsat specifické prvky t&chto refimi s cflem :.im.mﬁ
konceptudlni vazby mezi rozvijenim socidln! politiky a (re)produkef politické moci
._mm.m.m:_ ze zdkladnich argumentii tohoto &lanku je, Ze rlzné reZimy monmﬂzw
ﬁc::_a\. kieré se v Evrop& institucionalizovaly v povileném obdobi, se r_
interpretovat jako i rtzné strategie dosaZent solidarity. S

) < _m._o souvislosti je dédiznost! minén lormainf, lcgdlng potvrzeny transfer statusovych
n_._an__..um“_.. v mn—o::u_i rovind hrajf samozicimé dile¥ilon roli rodinné kenexe :...:é fi
pozilivaim ovliviiovdn{ $ancf vzestupu ve spoledenské hicrarchii, o
._.3 wc&n Z v.n_”mcn.cm byla podobnos! s ebéansigm modelem pouze formélni. Uvadi, 7
nauan__‘_...mq.: dimenze skandinfivského modelu absoluind chybf v stitng aa.nm.__r.:n_.ﬂm_.”
Ec.n_n_.n sacidinfho zabezpeéent™ a "mé dokonce mnohem méné spoleéného s .,Eun.i.:_m t

reZimil v ms..cmm_.. Uzavird oznadenim lcninského socidlntho systému jako J.:.:_mcn&_:mﬁ_é
stitntho, mcn_m:mmmn_Q hicrarchizovaného, smifeného a s konzervativafmi prvky” [Fer nc,_wm
1991b: 9). erc__ Fergeovd sama srovndnf nedeld, je likavé udBlat pacalelu mezi :.mm:: .,_
formou socidin{ politiky povileené vichodnf Evropy s clsafskym Zm:.nn:n:..zm.r.:_n.m

19, stoletl. Koneckoned viechny pifvl i "antili "o i
. s ¢ . : pifviastky jako “antiliberlnf", "stdtnf" a “hierarchiz "
zdaj( bt siejné aplikovalelng na bismarckovskou koncepei manm_u_a. politiky. ORI

HJ M.u_cm. NM ﬁ ﬂ—«_ nn_nﬁ_ “:.:E;:%nr refiml viee & méné  korespondujf s Titmusovim

instituciondlnim modelem™ a jeho “industriflnim vikon " ;e Him

smienfm oo modelem, vikonovim”™ modclem; tfelf refim jo
[t e T e T A T e T A [T8 g ("
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Prvni strategie, prijatd v socidlng demokratickjch socifinich statech severni
Evropy a &asleng zavedend ve Velké Britanii ihned po vilce, vyuZivi jako
prostiedku vytvofeni solidarily socialni ob&anstvl. Rovné socidlni obeanstvi bylo
saruteno kazdému denu spolegnosti bez ohledu na jeho tfidnl plivod. Zaglenéni do
systému sociiniho zabezpeceni se jasné oddélilo od pozice ve struklufe nebo ad

vikonu pifiemce na trhu price. Tato strategie jako takovd vytvifela mezitfldni

solidaritu.2

Druhd strategie, pfijatd v konzervativng korporativnich socidlnich stitech
kontinentdlni Evropy, je zaloZena na technice "pojiténi™3 a je kombinovina
s principem subsidiarity. Tato strategie nezpochybiiovala status quo a byla
omezena na redistribuci vybranych rizik mezi socidlné rovnymi. Nevytvifela proto
solidarity mezi zaméstnaneck§mi skupinami, ale wvnif? skupin: nejednalo se o
formu mezitiidnf solidarity, ale o mezigeneracni solidaritu v rdmei 16Ze vrsivy
neho o wrifro-tifdnf solidaritu, Duchovni pfedchiidce tohoto pifstupu k utvifenf
solidarity lze wnalézt v riiznych smérech, od Bismarckovy socidlni politiky
[De Deken, Rueschemeyer 1992} pies préici Emila Durkheima [1978] a socidlnf
uieni katolické cirkve [Van Kersbergen 1991, Spicker 198G] aZ k tomuy, co se dé
nazvat "novou Zkolou" sacidini ckonomiky [Gide 1932, Dunzelot 1984].

Ttelf strategie byla uplatnéna v marxisticko-leninskfch spolecnostech stfedni
a vichodni Evropy a pokoudela se ustavit solidaritu vytvofenim "beztfidniha"
dilnického stétu. Misto zaruenf socidlnfho obganstvi viem tiidam ez ohledu na
jejich phvod, jak je tomu v obéanské strategii, se leninské reimy pokouSely udélat
2 kazdého obiana elena jedné preferované tiidy (délnické 1#idy) a v hospodéfstvi
Lontrolovaném  stitem-stranou garantovaly viem témto "délnikm"  plnou
Zaméstnanost. Socidlni davky byly proto podminéné tim, Ze jedinci akceptovali
zadlenénl do piediva tohoto "délnického stétu”.

Zatimeo  konzervativné-korporativn{  strategie povysila "korporatival”
statusovou identitu a socidIng demokratické strategie se pokusila vytvotit "lidskou”
identitu podnicenim soundlezitosti mezi d&lniky, rolniky a ostatnimi nadmezdnimi
pracovn(ky - leninskd strategie méka vtésnat kazdého Elena spolegnosti do identity

"déinfka".

Tato strategic 3la daleko za rozloZenf rizik, za organizovani socidlnich sluZeb
neho redistribuei pEjmu: podstatng zménila strukturu spoletnosti, zvl43te jeji
ekonomickou organizaci. Zatimeo strategie pfijaté v zépadni Evropé lze chépat
jako pokus vytvorit solidaritu ve sléfe spotiehy, reZimy stfednf a vfchodni Evropy
se pokusily realizovat solidaritu jiz na trovni vyroby. Z tohoto diivodu se uviidélo,

mezitiidn solidarity viz [Esping-Andersen 1987]. Ke kritice télo *"labouristické” interpretace
univerzalntho socidlntho statu viz [Baldwin 19900].

13) Koncepee "pojifténf’ mid v tomto lanku ponckud uZsi vjzoam: odpovidd systému
financovanému spRe 7 pifspivkd neZ z danf, kde dévky odraicil mzdovou diferenciaci. mezi
prispdvateli, Pojisténi tedy nent pouilo v #ir&im smyshu "rozloZenf rizika” - kdyby byl poukivén
lento vizaam, pak kaZdy systém socidlniho zabezpetent by mohl bjt vyddvin za systém

12) K diskusi o pfedchiideich socialnd demokratické ohiansky zalodené stralegic upevinjict
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Soclologicky casopls, XXVill, {3/1992)

MM._.MM Mﬁﬂﬁmﬂ@ﬁm&“ mocm_mrwrc typu mély bft socidinf zabezpeteni a solidarita
! i viech instilucl spole¢nosti a v diisledku toho by mé ¢ socid
fad malé vyuZitf pro redistributival socidinf politiku.  mel akowy socidint
uﬁammmm__ﬂ_ﬂm_pﬁz _.Mg.zau_ .mm by automaticky zmizel ... drivejsi stiet’ ekonomickgch
? :w.q.m.s—:.m_q rNL_:rF - e by nebylo potfeba oddélenfch  instituci
ﬂmE«S:S._ M:.M_:% .n.:o_i_nrm a won_m_:_. zdjmy. Socidlnl politika jakoZto
samostatnd institucionalizovand sféra by mohla byt zrugen: " sacid
zdjmy by byly jiZ zabudovany ve fungovan{ nwo:aawr%_ %M.MM _wmmnwwmc._::
Za_m;.ﬂm— dokonce ﬁ:..c:m:...n.:.? Ze 1o, co v t&chio reZimech existovalo jako socidlnf
politika, ve skuieénosti €asto mélo opaény efekt: "sociini " et

i olitika" n:
redukce nerovnosli tuto nerovnost vytvéarela [Szelenyi 1978] P .__3 namista

4. Stratcgic utvafeni solidarity, produkee a reprodukee refimu

wwﬂwmﬂmcﬂoﬂ“ﬂwﬂhﬁw @Mn ﬂ&ME _m_w_ra systém generujici stratifikaci, Napfiklad
& tistortka I, Kocky presvédiivé ukdzala, 2 L f .
vilémovského Némecka prispél f ovinios mazi sameia
a phispél k vytvafen! tid rozlifovanim mezi z i
x 14 14 mrﬁ 3
(Angestelite) a déiniky (Arbeiter).1 Vzhledem k t&mto stratilikaénim MH&MHMHM

S:N ¥ —n———.—— __ _~ g _u _u
H o [}
e [0¢ ::—._—ﬁ A Ve 5 :_Om:can: :_ mh QE_NN:CE I nu_— v n:n._:_n__lu are _:h—cuﬁn“

m:imMMM_.“ﬂmeamﬁﬂrnimnwm viddy ve Skandindvii pouzily obh&ansky zalofenou
: § plso tvafen( vaitrotiidni solidari ‘
o et vytvaienl vaitrotfidni solidarity. Navrhly reformu sociging
"byln univerzainf ve své orpanizaci a vli
H 5 ganizact a vlivu a (udiZ minimalizovala vnitroti
. rozdily a navic vytvitela kolektivn{ jidentitu” [Esping-Andersen _cm%:_ﬂ%ka:_‘
wa_m_,___wM:M Nmrﬁ.mg:?ranm_.mr_nlm:r. kterd odliZovala socidlng demokralick§ zpiisob
10 obanstvi v socidlni oblasti od jeho liber4l i (delins j
P acho Shcansivi v sockilnl. i erilnich predehiideds je tedy
. { A jako takové nenl samo o sobé cilem: spite |
- ) - . ’ m —4
prostiedek, kterym se sociilni demokracie pokougela prekonat 1mmrmmmh._vw .W_Mm_um

vlastntho formovéni, zvlasté problémy i i i
. @10 ‘ C inle . e N
prirazené politické bizi, P Y rnf diferenciace a stratifikace na jejich

V lomto ohledv miZe by hoi
, ¥t povaZavéna lechniks d na poji§té
opacnau strategii. Jak poukdzal Donzelot: " orent ma pojsieni za

"tato metods (pojistovaci technika) v #4d g
Vi ddném pfipadé neposkytuje sti
moZnost, aby byl aktérem v&domé transformace struktury m_.,o_nwmm%“:mr“__m“

aby maximalizoval elekti P o I
(Donzelot 1085] ektivni vazby solidarity wwnitf stdvajiclch strukng”

14) Podob . g i
) Podobng rozdil Ize nalézt ve francouzském a belgickém systému saciflniho zabezpedent, ve

kicrém “cadres” a “ouvricrs® maji odli
: " g s" majl odlifné schéma pojigténl. A ic " 0"
ménit inkluzivnd ve stovnanl s Angestelite [Kocka H_cm_:.r il ntegaric TKAdr se 244 b

15 i i

EV M“H__mea:nz _~m _Emzmcéﬁ hlavnf liberdlnf myslitele a politiky, jako je T. H. Marshall

cc.ﬁ._.z?ﬂ_ ge, 7a “olee” sncifilnfho m._ummz_.__s.. ackoli v jejich viasinf zemi .....mﬂ.Ec. .mrmm_a_:ﬂ
stvt amezeno povze na akademické debaty [Marshall 1950, Beveridge 1942] . "

e
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Johan Jercen De Deken: Socidin! politika a politka sandarity

Tento diiraz- na existujicl struktury vytvatl z principit subsidiarity "pfirozeng”
protipdl pejistavact metody. Princip subsidiarity pochézl ze socisinfho uceni
katolické cfrkve: Manfred Spieker to shraul ndsledovné: .

“subsidiarita je Gstfednl princip fizenl vztahu mezi stitem a spoleénostl, kter§

vyjadiuje, Ze jakdkoliv “innost stdlu & spoleénosti musi prospivat viem

chstem m_._a_umzom:. tedy nakonec i lidu. Megativné vzato stat miiZe zasahovat

do spoletnosti pouze, kdyZ schopnost jednotlived nebo jejich sdruZeni konat

ve viastnfm zdjmu se ukédZe nedostatetnd” [Spieker 1986: 222].
Koneing, ve spolednostech sovétského typu ve stFedni a vychodni Evropg byla
a na povinnou plnou zaméstnanost. Hlavni cilem bylo vytvefeni
spolednosti sestdvajlci vfhradné z "pracujfcich"1e  socidini davky byly gasto
podmingny zaméstndnim ve statnim sektoru a jako lakové byly vyulivany jako
n4stroj rozloZen{ jingch sektorl v ekonomice.?

Lze ledy advodil, Ze strategie tvorby zvld§tnich vazeb solidarity v kaZdém

z typu (Echlo (7 rezimd byly csti "$irdiho” pokusu o udrZeni, produkei nebo
reprodukei mocenskych struktur uvedenych rezimf. Socidinf politika jako takové

‘nebyla cliem sama o sobg, ale stouZila jingm cllim. -

socidlni prdva vizin

5. Jo n&jaka perspekliva cesly k :..:nm._:a cocifini demokracii ve stfednf a vichodnl

Lvropi?
V télo zivéreené ¢asti chceme prozkoumat miru mozZnosti, jaké majf socidlng
demokratické strany stfednl a vfchodni Evropy pro posflenf své polilické a
organizacnl pozice vytvafenim  sociflnilio stituy zalofeném na obZanském a

univerzilnim principu.

Socialn( obéansivi a ckanomick§ rozvoj

Pred diskusi o disledcich leninského dadictvi pro takovou strategii je nutné
odpovédét na fadu obecngjEich ndmitek. Tyto ndmitky se tykaji snadnosti zavédént
univerzalistického systému socidinfho zabezpeden( ve stfedni a vichodni Evropeg,
primArné financovaného ze stitniho rozpoétu, ktery by v podstaté poskytoval
ploiné diavky na zédkladé rovného obanstvl. Nektefl pozorovatelé pochybuji o
rozsahu, ve klerém jsou relativné chudé spoleénosli stiedni a vjchodnf Evropy

schopny nést bifm& takového univerzalistického systému.

18) Nekierf autofi uvadéif, Jc nsALnf socialismus” nevyrovnaval socidlnd ﬂErEE_m_nmen_.m
“houral®. V lomto smysiu hovoff Boguszak, Gabal a Matgjd o "destratilikaci® Zeskosiovenské
sociilnf struktury | Boguszak, Gabal, Matgjd 1990].

17) Viz napf. zpdsob palitiky uplatované prati kulekde v Ceskoslovensku v 50. letech, jak to
papisuje E. Taborsk§ [Thharsky 1961: 401].

18) Neifkédme, e Lo jo skutcind nov§ pobled. Myslenka jo samozicjmé tstfednfm Emalcm
tearil, kleré pohlffel na socidln politiku jako na prostfedek legilimizace [Habermas 1975)
ncho [Wulle 1977]. Aviak tyto teoric byly rozvadény v kontextu demokratického kapitalismu,
agkali nekick sc je dokonce pokoufcli raz3ffit na spolednosti sovétského typu [Aralo 1982].
Legilimizadnf argumenty vice pohltiejl na socidlnf politiku jako na urgity druh funkcioniinthe
ckvivalentu deprivace oslatnich sfér Zivola a ncukazujf, jak miiZe bt socidlnf politika soutastl

stralegic socidlnf vistavby mocenské struktury.
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Sociologichy ¢asapis, XXVIll, {3/ 1992

Tento druh kritiky sluénje dva aspekty: velkorysost redistribuce fako systém
(kolik pendz je shromazdovéno a vyddivino na socidlng zithezpedenl) a organizac
redistribuce sytémem (jak ison penfze shromaZdoviny a vydaviny). Asi je pravda,
Ze soutasnd ekonomickd krize v stfednf o vichodni. Evropé  znaéng omezf
velkorysost systému socidlniho zahezpetenl. V nejblizsich letech budou socidlni
dévky, stejng jako mzdy nejspide velice skromné.

Metoda financovdnf systému sociéinfhao zabezpedeni a zikladni Jogika
poskytovAni vét3iny ddvek joko takovych jsou viak na dravni ekonomického rozvoje
zmalné nezévislé. Kazd4 urbanizovand a industrializovana spolegnost musi pouZivat
¢hst svého hrubého ndrodnitho diichody na takové dtely, jako jsou starobni
diichody, bydlent, vzd&lavéni, zdravotnf péce atd. Makroekonomicky neni velkého
rozdily, jakfmi formami se uskutedfiujf.m  Penfze  mohou hyt  zfskdny
prostiednictvim systému progresfvniho zdandni a ndstedné rozdéloviny podle
jednotného vefejného programu; mohou pochizet z prispévkd zamésinavateld
@ zaméstnanclk a mohou bt nésledns alokoviny na ziklade nojiftoviciho
principu; nebo se viechno miiZe nechat na domnéle "svohodném" (rhu. Proto j
relativng zaostal4 spolecnost mize zvolit systém zaloZen§ na socidlnim oh&nstl,

Ty zipadoevropské zeméd, kieré pfijaly obéansky model, jej zavidély za
situace, kdy nebyly o mnoho ekonomicky rozvinutdjsr, nex ie dnes vétging zemi
stfedni a vfchodnf Evropy. Z porovnan! se zemémi zipadni Gvropy v dobs
vytvafeni jejich reZimd socidini politiky je ziejmé, e vyspEld ekanomika nenf
nezbytngm predpokladem  univerzdlniho socidlnfho  zabezpeden. Napfiklad
Svédsko bylo prvnf zeml, kterd zavedla univerzalnf a povinng starobni a invalidnf
diichod v roce 191320 4j. kdy tiroveii jeho ekonomického rozvoje byla (viznamng)
niz, ne byla v zemich jako USA, Belgie nebo Francie, které si v té dobe zvalily
rezidueflnf neho konzervations korporativnd maodel.z Vysokd tlrovei vyspélosti nenf
pfedpokladem univerzalismu; naopak se zdd, Ze pouze po dosafen vyEsi
ckonomické zralosti m4 univerzalistick§ systém tendenci byt dopliovin pfidaviy
odvozenymi z pFijmu, aby nedodlo k jeho oslabeni v rostoucimu  tlaku
saukromyich zabezpecovacich schémat [Esping-Andersen, Mickleright 1991].

Podivime-li se znovu na védsky pripad, uvidime, Ze 1o bylo v 60. letech, kdy
Svéd8(T socidlni demokraté pripofili k univerzilnimu plosnémn schématu povinng
od platu advozené doplitkové zabezpedenl. Ve Svidsku byl tedy obansky zaluZeny

19} Nejde o 1o, jak vidda financuje svilj rorpecel. Na makrockonomické firovn je samozfejmé -
rozdil v tom, 7da je stéitnf razpode! financovin 7 dané 7 pFifmit viech obéandt neho zlandnim
podnikatchl. ZvISNHE v pripadg sticdnf o vychodnf Evropy, kde hlavnim cflem se zds byt
piilikant zahranienich investic, by vlida nchyla schopna uvalit na podniky vysoké dand, Aviak

i kdyby byly sidtnf vidaje prevazng hrazeny pHmym a ncpifmgm rdanénfm, stile by existovala
zikladna pro urity druh mezitiidof redistribuce charakicristické pro obéansity model
solidarity. Nadéle by 1o znemozhovale razvoj korporativaich statusovich identit,

?%) Nicméng a2 do reformy v roce 1946 tento ugclovd univerzalol systém nadalc pouZival
priikaz prostfedkil pro poskytovinf davek nad stanovené minimum.

21) Nekleil dokonce uvaddjl, #c skandinfvsk§ "univerzalismus® mase bt zedsti vysvdtiovin
jakoHo "zpdlegnicks” solidarita mezi ralntky a délnfky. K diskvsi o roli agréral tifdy pii
utvafen( Svédskéha socidlnmhe systému viz |Olsson 1990],

v~ 1l L ' - ' =
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Johan Jeroen Da Deken; Soclainf polittha a palitika salidarfty

plo&ny systém piijat v dobg, kdy zemé byla v ::_m_ﬂ. stiidiu mr“:cpﬂz_“rﬂ_ﬂ HMM“._M”N._ .
a¥ kdyZ fvédskd spolecnost dosihla vy3af m_ﬂm:sw:_.n_h.m vyspé o..‘m i, n_d. .m ﬁ..._r:«.m__s
druhd Fada diichodd odvozenyeh od éa_m;:.. Jinymi m_sdr. .ﬂ.:% en n_. e,
univerzalistickéha systému ncbylo E_Eum otizkou ekonomickych predpokladd,
bz bylo spifie zileZitosti politické vile, N .

H Zﬁ:q Hﬂ_r néelem tohota €ldnku dokazoval, Ze tato _.:H__:m_& <=__ﬁm hw. n:;“w.
omezeni22 V posledni &isti budou crm._mm_:w\. %.m druhy _.__imw”&mr.. _mﬂ:mwmm:m
stfednf ‘o vychodnf Evropy zdédily po &tyficeti letech leninismu: organiz:

a ideologické dédictvi.

Oammsmﬁ_m:_.._m—:n._i o . N
Organizaéni dédictvi leninshych reZimi je _:Sw.__:m:w._a _.5: E. _,mw:ro:
Marxisticko-leningké vlidy byly formilné ::w._c._._.,_“:w ::_ﬁm_‘m.u__..;..smt..“ ..rm . M_ mkou
zikonné pozitival diskriminace :zmna_:mdm:.m:._.mn_ vysoce .:N_r%e..m p_n. _.‘ﬂmw- MOnr.”_:m
legalnf pozitivai diskriminace ve cqsmncn: :mrmn_.«nr m.:_:_:n ..m:mm”m ::m@mam_zm
politické systémy, kleré v téchio q.mm_:_nnr .<.~.=_Ew. :.ﬁw.e. ce ﬂ...:._ 18 univer _é_w
* Bylo by vEuk chybné vznacovat H...u h..:nw .@ﬂﬂﬂ;ﬁmw__mwwmwmﬁwummm“”w ._.,.._.Eizsaa:
: a formdlnl vazheé mezi "privem na socid ni zabez : o
w“mmwﬂzwh._.: ..“ kazdém pifpadé byly vataZeny k éim_rcq:.m.n To OM::H_m nebyl r__.”ozh
problém téchio reZimil vzhiedem k tomu, Ze .3._« m__zm. Nuﬂ.m__.ﬂ.mzv. .:mm““:wanﬂ
zaméstnanost a mzdovii diferenciace _.d,_n velmi omezena: mu_m.__ % vﬂa_.mm:...r
k trini ekonomice se [yto mzdové r_:.nqa:.nng_.__..,_En_._c..acr:n gw_.. ou m_..,:(.mw
v plnd zaméstnanost bude ziejmé, alespofi v kratdi persp 3

N<mmmo<a: «
i [1h Al N in M:. mﬁﬁhtvt _—ﬂﬂmﬂm.__u _h Zasadnt rA am
nalrazena m _.J:.J__ nez -m:ﬂa::_ 0] _n— m men:i
: AL

-y soucasném  systému  sociilntho  zabezpedenl, pohyb od
ohéanského typu by byl nevyhnutelny.

22) Mélo by byt zicjmé, #e 2de nonaznadujeme, Fe Nn_:”... ..w_mn,_& a %mrwn_”w—mﬂw_ﬂw H“__“““
¢ i ddsky model. Bylo by chybou si myslet, Zo (ylo r
ncho by sc mély pokusit dohnal Své y 54 myslet, o Wto zem? mulios
j J it zkufenosti oslatnich zemd, kierd se nachdzely v j ¥ A In
ot v 4 d. Tato omezenf se stejod tak vzlahufi na
fnkit jinou demografickou strukturou ald. Tato omezenf se stej 7iahuji na
S "bi ského” ncho anglo-amerického  “rezidodinihno
b vani konlinenldlnflio "bismarckovského nebo anglo-ame .
Hﬁ%ms:ﬂi.ﬁ:: jsme se Eviédskim maodelem socidlal palitiky jenom _':::_. ._E.n“_n_m:_
n_n:_cz,ﬂ.:ss,:. 7¢ obdanski model pochdzel 2 ponékud s.a__m__a__c sociilné-ckonomického
kontextu ned ten, kiery se sdm lvofil po nékolik daldich descliletd, o N
23) Existujf sumuziejme 1 jiné prekizky na cesté k sociding .._c_.:efu_.M_nm_:u:_“:.::.:..nqm.ﬂn...._wq::.h
. seng T e ne Fiujo jefich rozhor, Tento Elinck je zam ni
gnk omezend rovsah wAm mle ncomo ) ; ;
M’u_mm:mﬁ,m:_ a mm_.‘cc_cmwn_ﬁm pickazky, nebol tyto lze se VA pravdépodobrosti odstranit védomym
isabenim, ) . )
w& “Vykan™ nemust bil v refimech vichodoevropskjch zemf <_5H_:?.M_.cmzﬂn_w_._wﬂq._ﬁ“m
" (jak jeo i ¢ %) od 1idf na pracoviili nchby b
dimenze préice, nehat® (jak je ji? naznacono v A
y e fyzickd pHilomnost. Z. Konopésck v tom \
vyfadoviin vikon, ale pouze ok v tomio Korkenty widi, iak
Fi i dic kterfch byla socidlnf préve \
tyto rctimy slougily dvd bize, po byl fiva udtlovdna, sizus
" a "gh&ana", a j cenf zapfiEiniln, #c sc lyto kalegoric slaly
"zam&stnance” a “obEana”, a jak tolo slou f gone ponékod
i A g lém byl vzta¥eny k vidilkiim, nezn:
viznamngmi; {Konopasck 1991). ﬁa_:..w.n 5ys ladeny ! n !
.“unﬂvuwﬂ..rc:cmcc.aln::.ar nchol' mzdové diferenciace neodrdZely dsill zaméstnancd, ale spfic

iciieh Injatkity ke strand postiy, . - P, . v R . .
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Leninské retimy zanechal 2 j i
. ; aly systém zahrnujici vréité prvky subsidiari .
, subsmdiarily, n
M%M“__”wwﬂ MMMMQOﬁWEE& drustva byly édsteéné zodpovédné za _..mwm_._m mwnﬂ”_m__ﬂ”
{ iky. Celkem vzalo viak tyto organizace byly "pf imi ph
fp : via \ anize yly "prevodovymi pikami”
,Mw:.nad_m:nwm .m._w_ﬁsw. _uo.mEmm::n: moci lze klist otdzky, do jaké SMN :Eﬂw __n“_o
~.~WNMm_H“_MM ”:__...__n efektivnl. mccmum:m pokusy vstavit spravnf vihory mmm:.ée.m&w.mn
mmﬁx_:ahcmmm_w_mmmuﬂmm.,:_u:M:. pfijemet diichodf, finanénich instituci a sprévy
4 abezpedeni budou, vzhledem k absenci i i zjmovy
skupin, pravdépodobné ¢elit zivaZingm obtiZim. el orgnizovanfch zimogeh

AvEa inei
ha:._&:ad.ﬁa._N_Mww.q.w”mmmw_u__Mumﬂmwc.\_c_“&nsm principy  nového systému financovdnl
ocid) Hlavn pro Ceskoslavensko, pochézejicl z |
o 2 avt .. sko, ! 2 ledna 199
_M_q@wmw_:..: _Mwﬁ_zgg roﬂ_._o_.._m_e.:_ _..a:.sz fizeni. Stejny dokument h“\::_..m_(_ c_i.__:_._.
de ni nvrh _._lm_._méoﬁrc financovini, kde by stat byl pouhjm ..:.._. t "
%mw_w:»mcﬂ_ﬂ: #.cmn:w socifilnfho zabezpefenf a pfispival by do néha _.i»ﬂ ...q_d_.m:”
e Nh_‘_m,“::.\_rﬂ“_m _h”._M“.___ﬂm_dM :mw:w%cr Mn:nmoq:. jako jsou dfednici, oh&ansti Nh::m..,.wr._ﬂmm
\ améstnan{ a studenti. Tento ndvrh tedy j: P :
. : ! y jasné volf pils
wu”hmmmcm”m.znccmi_mon_.\__:mS zabezpedeni, korporativaf kontrolu b.n__daawcmh.hmﬂ
ajovou roli stite, Jinfmi slavy navrhuyj i .
ajo . b je transformaci leninskd i
na konzervativnd korporativif, s nékolika mélo dstupky ﬁEn&.qn_“: ».“:axﬁba resim

Idcologické dédictvl a nepfizniv§ mezindrodnf konscnsus

Vite | s . .
n%w@.ﬂ_ﬁw%wwﬂwnh:._wm c_.mnm:_mmn_.: dédictvi leninskych reZiml stile ponechavi
uré ystém zaloZend na socidinim ob&nnstvi; aviak id ické Skody
jejich &tyFicetileté pseudovlidy se mol et o ot
: seudoviddy s hou ukdzal natolik znidujfef, fe ile
MMM_M_E.Q .n_m:,_cw_.un_m N:.m:mi., velice malf prostor. Pm:__.:.%_m .Emrﬂwc ﬁ:_._%_m_wuﬂw
=mcM.M_m A___:“:‘_m::. <.wm_ co _.ﬂ.mn_m.__m:m pripomind socialismus. Dokonce samy ‘_1“ ,
rm:m“._.z_. a "socidlni politika” se staly nédlm, co je povaZovino za ﬁsnnﬁu.:ﬂ.w
=mo:._a ,”wh“”_.mmm :ﬂnnzmﬂw &a_mﬂd zneivotil hodnoty jako je "kolektivismus" ﬂm:ﬂ
arita”2 To mélo trvaly vliv nejen na vniman/ e 1

: T : opulace2? ¢ aké n:

akademické a politické debaty v {élo a o této oblasti. populacef? ale tnké

25) AvE inarli i
_._.q.un%omwwaq%ghnq m%d Lripartitnf uspofddénf [zc pova¥oval za druhou ncjlepdl mofnost za
B s u‘mn..wﬂ_m ﬁn_._wuwh””_ﬂ__:_“_ ...E....___m:nm:m silné, aby reprezentovaly 28jmy N“_:_ﬂm_z._h_nm wa
. AT jejich zkompromitovinf sc v roli "pFev ¢ piiky” minulého
enl p ! k jc ! i "pFevadove ik
mnhﬂﬁnaﬂﬂﬂﬁq:wm.._:zu_::mﬂ:&mw:m miZe splic pFipravit piide pro E:ﬁn?::_s“qWW.HP__H““M_.“_
demokralick rn Him ..ﬂcn_m::?: statu. V ur€itém ohledu mdZe byt takovy redim .E._..m i -
?.nncﬁ__. nﬂ_ c Ss._.mn..: ._mam_«__i.n_n-:cr_.unwn. nchot' laké vede k EAsleéné ...Lcﬁ::.:.._,.e_...__ﬂ:. n.u..
_._muc}&m_w”mwﬂﬂm_:ﬂﬂn %@Hmﬂmsm“ﬂ_:_mm na Ir¥nf distrubuct diichodt. . Piesto lakové _qw_“:_:.“_nﬂr
Ad? Zkodlivé pro dlouhodoby vihied mocenské 74k  socid
sspordgén : ro dlo 4 ské ziakladny socidlnf demokracie,
m_wu=o< WMMMMM_%Wm_Pn_n an_mrﬁ_—. tispéch rizngch druhd nacionalistickfch a populistickfch
) ﬁomn_mmara slov ﬂmmm: a v m:n.m_z.. a vichodni Evropé vibee, nebol nacionalismu
A, .?..Mh.mi_ “5‘“.” _Mn__u?.:n_. legitimnim™ kandlem, prostfedniclvim kierého q.nmwnm
atels 5 izkosl 2 disruptivnich efektdl "trinf ckonomiky bez pf i (s
Mq_.n_w_%_./\nn_mcm Klause v prflefitosti ndélenf Schumpeleravy ceny, <E_nmw__.wmuwvml<_mm;= .
Ewm:q_;“_nmwmn”mcma_ma* wrccawam volebnf preference vyjadfené v 1618 1991 Zeskoslovenskou
ﬁ.ﬂmrcm_m,ﬁ:mﬁ%nn wn.u:q % hlasit by .cm_a pro strany sc socifilng demokratickym Nua_mmn._:a.
P w mow_. .=_ ;naquun_o. (néslednfk  predvaledent  Ceskoslovenské ...anE_sw
..|w obdr¥cla 2% hlasd; Obéanské hautf 2,6 95; ﬁ.nmrcmmsé:mxm_. m_q.u:n

Johen Jeroen Da Deken: Socléin! politika & politika solidarity

Vv taéchto debatich je &asto leninismus siufovin se socialni demokracii.
Napitklad Konopések tvrdi, Ze soci4lné demokraticky model trpi stejnou "totalitné
zmatencu instrurentact” jako {eninsky reim socidlni politiky. Implicitné naznaduje,
je tento systém, zaloZeny na socidlnim obganstvi zahrnuje stejny druh libovile,
stejng druh {otalitniho zplostélého pEistupu, ktery nicl zprostfedkujfci instituce
a e socidinf obdanstul mé stejny druh atomizujicich disledkd na
né struktury atd.ze Takovy pohled mi tendenci ignorovat fakt,
Jovanj stdt funguje pongkud jinak neZ ten ktery je
Kolonizovin jedinou stranou. Je zévazny rozdil mezi tim, zda jsou socidinl diavky
a socidlnf sluzhy tizeny demokraticky kontrolovanym, responsivnim statnim
sebo Lotalitnfm stitem vedenym jednou dogmatickou stranou.

Diskreditace jokékoli farmy socialismu je zhorfena (pokud neni plné
zplisubeni) ponékud nepfiznivym mezindrodnim  konsensem, obhajujicim
negliberfini a muonctaristické fetens rekonstrukee stiedni a vichadni Evropy. Zda
se, 7e marxismus-lenismus zafind bt nahrazovan tim, co M. Glasman nazfvi
wegntm leninismem® (market feninism): leninsky téidnf predvoj opousti své pozice,
aby byl nahrazen novou, institucionilné vycvifenou a ideologicky motivovanou
elitou, klerd se vzd@livala na novych skoldch mezinirodntho fizenl v zdpadnl
Evropé a severni Americe.2® Tento "novy predvoj”, reprezentujici novy§ svélovy Fad
iransnaciondlnibo kapitalismu, bude slouzit jako “hiidaci pes" pofddku ve
spoletnostech povaZovanjch za "nevyvinuté a saostalé”, klerym se nedostivd
odbornosti & schopnosti eleklivné zavddét triné orientované reformy. Glasman
tvrdi, Ze prévé proto, Ze tito novi "komisafi’ nemajl kontakt s d&jinami a kulturou
spolefnosti, kterou regrganizujf a tvaruji, mohou stét nad politiky a konflikty,
aplikujice své videcky "neutralni® metody a "korektnf” procedury.

spolegnosti,
spolegnost, na rodin
3¢ demokraticky kontro

apardtem t

picdvalegného obdohi, 1%. Hlavnt pravicovd strana,
V. Klause, 10,8 % hlasii (vysledky vizkumil Ekonomickd
ofekdvinl « posioje pravedenych sifediskem cmpirickfch v{zkumii STEM Saciologického
astav CSAV). Neméli hychom vEak prikladat veliky viznam (&mlo picdbZnim snimkim
politického Fivaia: v pozdijsim vizkumu provedeném na rizngeh vzorcich populace #vikila
Ceskoslovenska soctilnf demokracie svij podil volebalch hlash na vice neZ 7 % a ObZanské
hnutf na vice nck 4 %. To snamend, Fe socialni demokracit se stala druhou nejsilngjéi stranou
v Ecskyeh zemich po QDS, jo ohdriela v prosincovém méfcnl 14 % volcbnich preferenct

[Mansfeldové 1992].

21) Nenf #4dnym prekvapenim,
svtdského socidlntho stélu 7 pozic Nové pravice. Konopdsc
. Popenoc {Popenoc 1991]. K Eirdi diskusi o kritice sociaing demokratic

7 povic Nové pravice viz.|Huntlord 1973].
29} Koneepee trinfho leninismu je rozvinuta a analyzovina M. Glasmancm [Glasman 1992].
Studic také obsabuje pozoruhodnou analjzu toho, juk zména mezindrodniho konsensu dnes
&l plisoblel ve vichoducvropském transfarmaénlm procesu

omcaje vibir, kter§ mohan akté
racionélng sledoval. Zkoumé omezenf kladené na raciondlnf apendu kognilival kontrotou

tohy, o tito akiéfi povatujf za rozumné.

soctalistickd, pokracovaiclka
Obtanskd demckralickd strana

3¢ tento drub argumentd sc €aslo odvolavs ma kritike
k sc odvolivA na Ehinck

kého "wellare” statu
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4, 2e populace byka Jobie poudena 0 spravoosti obou
any jako zvriceni v zésadé platnfich principi.
4rni mechanismus vznikajici trzni
akanee hude schopen zavest
po CtyFieet let. Novi
loval na normativni

k rezimu; aviak presto se zd
efli. Uchylky v praxi byly zjevné vofm

Po ohdobi transformace bude  disciplin
ckonumiky povaZovin za efektivnjsl "nfstrof”, ktery n
do praxe "oprivnéné’ distributivai zdsady vyhlaSované
komisafi trzniho leninismu” mohou nyni elcktivngé ape
orientace u populace, jejiz mysleni bylo ovlivnéno desetiletimi prapagantdy
komisafl marxismu-leninismu.

Tato | ia idei
| disledek _c_ummw“ﬂom_m.mam.__m m<o_us.._=xm__o trhu md ngkolik pFiginae Castedné fe to
cacialntha m:.,.:_ o Q..?.: ni Evropé Nowd levice a Novd pravice N::._.m: ~. _,:.W.S
byrokratizac ;n:::ﬁi.n.mm_.é‘ Zami levice obvinila socidlnf stat .wcwuﬂm“.:,nm
: vola, olonizaci  3ivé Stal, ze zZpusoln
sebearpanizuiiclc Rolomize ivého  svélan o P
o mon._.m_i _ﬂ._m_m_.rh:.mm.hﬂ_””_ ..M“m_mm histaricky pfedstavovaly socidlni uﬁma‘__”“m_“”:ﬁm
. R ok zevnitf" udinil soci4l e )
zranitelnymi vic . . \ ocialnf stit a je ar
..._cn_.m.__irw A_H\”._ﬂs :.ﬁﬂ_..m.:: :mcr: zvnéjiku. Novd pravice vzala ze ‘_é_mﬂmﬂww_.cnm imm
zabgvajicf se .ﬁr M,w_mgno,snwnr Novou devicl a ptipojila k nim svilj vl .ﬂ_:q: o
! 4 sC L ¢mi Tt k | a8
it ctngnnel zndsol J vymi efekty” progresivniho zdanéni na mrc:a:,_“nfz ) 1.:249
Jochi :ﬂ.. s .F:.c: stitnfm vlastnictvim a "pretffenim viddy", v i 1 mativaci a
vizf k "pfilisnému zasahovinf" stétu do vyroby ady", v jehoZ disledku
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Disertace se (jkd porovadni woje 5
& o "novych” socidinlch hnutlch,
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@ To vée znamend, Ze konc ¥ i
nouze o gk Hq“:ﬁ__w.“h.r__,M:er 0. let .Nm;._um m.on.._m__i slit bez aktivniho volidstva
P haret et e <:3_..M :o:._m_.:_ jej bréinit. Defenzivni pozice, do nfz b m
el Jociiiniho sl : n m.qn_.c..m:_. frustrovala jakgkoli pokus rozvinout fu .r%
—.: sosfin eko m_._“na:n._w mﬁ_:_mm:m._mwo m:mzu..:?c k neokonzervativinimu ::_“n_m_:h
it s ﬂmam.__ " :m _ vropy. _uqmm_cmm instituce sociilniho stitu hyl
i A :.d,“”q.__nr rmm_.m se szmm:m vyravaaly s n_ﬁa:sa_mn@ﬂ.ﬂ
M_::E_cs._:w jnko ...:.ﬁ:::ﬁ:. :“n”_hm_ _“M_M.“”l.%o_“w_ﬁ ..M_.._:_?M_M Tyt s e
" ny | e 5 sti. Diisledke n ahsence soci
m%%.”.s:nrm:s modelu v palitickfch debatich o _.m_no_._m:_.__ux_ﬁw‘_m_ﬁwMMMMMn<me”m“_ﬂmq
) Aktéri reformy v této oblasti se zdrahali piij
ideie ke oo 0 oblasti se z rahali piijmout sociilng de atické
e | _.ELM n. #mm_zw.qm 5:1.5 nﬁnqm a_i..,m_&.”;nr opozitnich skupin, klefi ;:M“M_“Mw_n_ﬁm
\ prominentnf socidlni demokraty (jako je Willy mﬁ._z&..m.q__“\“:
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Summary
The Hiersture on social policy in OECD countries generally distinguishes three regime
clusters:  the *Institutional Redistributive” model  of Scandinavia, he "Achicvement
‘ performance” model of continental Weslern Euvrope, and the "Residual” model of North
America, IT ane cxamines the mLeninist” model of post-war Eastern Europe in terms of the
came criterin that define those (hree Western ideal-types, it appears {o have [catures in
common with both the “"Institutional Redistributive” and the "Achievement Perlormance”
model. With the Tormer il shares a formal commitmenl lowards some form of nniversality and
a strong reliance on the state, On the other hand both the »Achicvement Performance” and
{he "Leninist" models emphsize the centralily of work, Hlowever, these apparent similaritics
scem fo be relative ooan abstraction of clements from their complex context within the
different setiing of the dilferent regimes Lhey probably have a different relationship to onc
another, and dilferent meanings. A comparison of Easlern and Western European regimes
stroduction of an additional conecplual device. The dilfcrent social

therelore requires the i
policy regimes which were instilutionalized in Europc during (he post-war cra can be

interpreted as three stratcgies aimed at altaining, solidarity. The first stralegy, the "social
cilizenship” strategy, Was adopted in [he “Institutional Redistributive” welfare states of
Seandinavia and wscs social citizenship as n means of cstablishing solidarity. Inclusion within
the sucial sceurity system is targely detached from the structural position or the performance
of the henchiciary in the labour markel. As such this strategy ereated inter-chass solidarity. The
second stralegy, Lthe “canservalive corporatist’ itratepgy, was adopted in the "achievemenl
performance” wellare states of continental Evrope: il is hascd on the "insurance” technique. 1t
dicl not create salidarity helween accupational groupings, but only within such groups: il was
nol a form of inler-class solidarily, but of solidarily belween generations of the same stratum,
or intra-class solidarity. The (hird stristegy, the "Leninist” stratcgy, was adopted in Lhe socielics
ol post-war Central and Eastern Europe, and tricd to establish solidarity by creating a
wclassless” workers stale. As such Lhis stralegy promoted what one could call a "single class”
solidarity. Instcad of granting social cilizenship Lo all classes irrespective of their background,
as in the citizenship stratcgy, the *Leninist” regimes {ricd Lo turn every cilizen into a member
of the one preferred class (the working class) and guaranteed full employment to all those
nworkers" in an cconomy controlled by the party-state. Social benefits were thus made
conditional upen (he neceplance by individuals of inclusion in the lissue of this “workers'

stale”.

Now that the "Leninist” projecl has fatlcd, one can wonder whal modcl is Hikely lo cmerge
in the socictics of Central and Eastern Europe. The organizational legacy sccms to favour Lhe
cmergenee of a »canservalive corporatist” model: the "univorsality” ol Leninism  was
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eonditional on a Tull cmployment which is bound to go with the transition towards & capilalist
market economy. Furthermore, under Leninism benelits were earnings-relfaled, which within
the context of the increased wage dilferentials of a eapitalist markel ceconomy will promole
corporatist status identities, This means that without any substantial organizationns) changes, it
scems [0 be unaveidable that the sociclics ol Central and Easlern Europe will move Further
away [rom the “social citizenship” model. The bleak prospects lor social cilizenship nre
aparavated by the fact that during (heir four decades of misrule, the "Leninist” repimes
succeeded in cifectively discrediling anything that makes even the most moderate allusion (o
socialism. They consistently abused such values as "collectivism™, "socialism™ or “solidarity”,
Forly years of Marxism Leninism has diserediled the conceptual tools of the advocates of the
"social citizenship™ model. It has lelt Social Democracy withoul a vocabulary for mohilizing its
fragmented cleclorate. The discrediting of any form al socialism is further amplificd by a
rather unfavorable international consensus thal through "Markel Leninism" imposes a sct of
neo-conservative/nea-liberal solutions Tor the seconstruction of Central amd Eastern Europe,
This unfavorable inlernational consensus has several eauses amongst which the suslained
atlack of West Eoropean wellare states from both within (the "New Lelt™) and withom {the
"New Right™) seems to be the most important one. Finally, the neo-conservative ideology
underpining "Market Leninism™ can castly reeyele the centrality of work which the "Leninist”
regimes have been promulgating, though nol consistently praciising, [or more than forty years.
In other words, Marxism Leninism appears io be more compalible with  aco-liberal
conservatisms than with Soctal Democracy.
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Origins and Development of the
Welfare State, 18801975

For many people, the welfare state is a product of the period im-
mediately following the end of the Second World War. In the Anglo-
Saxon world, it is widely identified with the (partial) implementation
of the recommendations of Sir William Beveridge's celebrated Report
- on Sodial Insurance in the first years of the post-war UK Labour
government (Beveridge, 1942). The very term ‘welfare state’ is wide-
ly associated with Archbishop Temple's wartime contrast between
the power state of Nazi Germany and the welfare state which was to be
the ambition and promise of post-war Allied reconstruction (Tem-
ple, 1941; Temple, 1942; Zimmern, 1934).! This common under-
standing may well be justified inasmuch as most of the developed
capitalist world saw a quantitative and, at times, qualitative leap in
the public provision of welfare in the twenty-five years following the
war. Yet, while the world was profoundly altered by the experience
~of world war, after 1945 as after 1918, there were important elements
of continuity with the pre-war order, not least in the provision of
public welfare. In recent years, there has been a growing recognition
that if we are to understand the experience of the ‘Golden Age’ of
the welfare state after 1945 and the epoch of ‘crisis’ after 1970, we
shall need to consider their common origins in a much earlier period
of public welfare innovation. Correspondingly, this chapter offers a
synoptic reconstruction of the history of the welfare state which

1 Ashford (1986a) attributes the first use of 'welfare state’ to A. Zimmern
{1934). It is sometimes suggested that the term *welfare state’ was already in
common usage in the UK by the late 1930s. For a differing explanation, see
Hayek (1960) p. 502.
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runs from its origins in the last third of the nineteenth century

- through to the period of its much accelerated growth after 1945,

Before the Welfare State

In fact, weifare states are scarcely a hundred years old and mass
social democratic movements little older. Significantly, welfare states
tended to emerge in societies in which capitalism and the nation
state were both already well established and these pre-existing econ-
omic and state formations have themselves prescribed the limits of
subsequent welfare state development. Capitalism in its many forms
has a relatively long history, stretching across several centuries and
touching upon, if not penetrating, almost every quarter of the glabe.
This longevity and ubiquity of capitalism has often been seen to pre-
dominate over the comparatively modern and (territorially limited)
influence of welfare administered through the state. A similar logic
applies to the relationship between the welfare state and pre-
existing state forms. Normally, the welfare state was a product of
already existing (nation) states, which were themselves intimately
related to the rise of capitalism. Accordingly, prior eletnents of state
formation (territoriality, monopoly over the legitimate use of vio-
lence, underwriting of the rule of law) have often been seen to
predominate over the commitment to welfare even within the more
highly developed welfare states.

While it is the case then that most welfare states emerged under
(liberal) capitalism and its corresponding state forms, this does not
define the first or original relationship between state, economy and
welfare, Pre-capitalist (and, at least in their ideology, contemporary
non-capitalist) societies have subscribed to quite different views of

. the responsibility for social welfare. In fact, the theorists of nascent

liberal capitalism had considerable success in sustaining the belief
that the laws of capitalism corresponded with the laws of nature and
chimed with men’'s ‘natural instincts’? The brilliance of these
accounts should not however blind us to the fact that liberal capital-
ism was not naturally given but historically created and often, if not
universally, historically imposed. Taking up this argument, C. B.
Macpherson insists that the pre-modern notions of ‘fair prices’, ‘fair
wages’ and ‘just distribution’ — sustained by the external sanction of
church or state — themselves arose as a defence of the pre-existing
order against the novel encroachment of market relations. They

2 Definitively in Smith (1976a) Smith (1976b); though Smith famously had
his reservations about this belief,
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endorsed the subjugation of economic relations to social and politi-
cal ends under whicl all previous hiuman societies had opernted. Similarly,
the mediaeval idea of a ‘Christian duty to charity’, while more
honoured in the breach than in the observance, reflected a view of
the nature of welfare which was quite different from the maximizing
individualism of the advocates of liberal capitalism. Furthermore, if
we move forward to the early capitalist perod itself, it was not the
views of Adam Smith but those of the mercantilists, of whom he
was so critical, that defined the prevailing view of state, economy
and welfare. Under this mercantilist doctrine, the state was seen to
have an active role to play in the promotion of national prosperity
and a responsibility for the labouring poor, as the principal source of
this national wealth. This, as seen, for example, in the Elizabethan
reform and codificaion of the Poor Law, expressed itself in an
almost modern disposition to coercion and control (Webb and
Webb, 1927; Fowle, 1890; Fraser, 1981). Thus, the liberal capitalist
view of an extremely limited entitlement to public welfare did not
arise primordially from the state of nature but had, as Gaston Rim-
linger and before him Karl Polanyi noted, itself to be created and
sanctioned by the ‘liberal break’ in states’ practice (Rimlinger, 1974;
Polanyi, 1944), That is, the non-intervention of the state under
libera] capitalism did not arise from a pre-ordained ‘state of nature’
but had consciously to be created by the state’s disengagement from
previous patterns of intervention in the securing of social welfare
(albeit that the pre-modern state and its interventions were wholly
different from those of its modern counterparts).

Nor did the ‘minimal’ nineteenth century state ‘stand off’ from
involvement in the economy and the provision of welfare. Victorian
Britain, sometimes depicted as the very essence of Inissez-faire liberal
capitalism and the 'nightwatchman’ state, saw the implementation
of a wide range of measures on the control of factory work, the
quality of housing, the securing of public health, the provision of
public education, the municipalization of basic services and compul-
sory warkers' compensation following industrial accidents (Roberts,
1960; Mommsen, 1981; Ensor, 1936; Evans, 1978). Even the de-
finitively [iberal U5 made federal provision in the nineteenth-
century not only for public education but also for the public support
of the blind, dumb, insane and insanefindigent, as well as for public
Boards of Health (Trattner, 1988; Katz, 1986). Cther states, with a
more paternalistic and activist state tradition, saw still more and
more intrusive public regulation of welfare. Thus, the prelude to
Bismarck’s innovative welfare legislation in a newly unified Ger-
many was a tradition of (sometimes compulsory) welfare and insur-
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ance legislation in nineteenth-century Prussia.® Again, states with a
colonial background were often developmentally precocious in their
welfare legislation. This in part explains the rapid and early develop-
ment of the welfare state in Australia and New Zealand (Castles,
1985).

In practice, most of the developed capitalist countries considered
here have institutional arrangements for the provision of public
welfare dating back several centuries. Most had legislated some
form of Peor Law, under which specified {generally local} public
authorities were charged with the responsibility for raising and dis-
bursing (often under pain of some civic penalty for the recipient)
limited funds for the relief of destitution (Webb and Webb, 1910;
Bruce, 1968; Henriques, 1979; Samuelsson, 1968, pp. 129-30; Axinn
and Levin, 1975; Fowle, 1890). The concern of these earlier states
was primarily with the maintenance of public order, the punishment
of vagrancy and the management of the labour market rather than
the well-being of the poor.* With the increasing spread of indus-
trialization, a number of nineteenth-century states provided for the
maintenance of public health, the regulation of conditions of em-
ployment and limited public education. These states also showed a
growing interest in the day-to-day surveillance and management of
their national populations (Giddens, 19853, pp. 172-97; Mitchell,
1975; Foucault, 1975).

Origins of the Welfare State

Abram De Swaan has argued that ‘the development of a public
system of social insurance has been an administrative and political
innovation of the first order, comparable in significance to the intro-
duction of representative democracy’ (Pe Swaan, 1988, p. 149). Yet
for all its importance, it was an innovation that was both gradual
and rather mundane, and there are considerable difficulties in de-
fining with any precision the dates at which national welfare states

3 See Tampke (1981) pp. 72-5; Rimlinger (1974) pp. 102-15. Ritter (1985)
argues that ‘the 1854 law on miners’ provident societies was of central
importance in influencing the design of Germany’s later social insurance
legislation of the 1880s' (pp. 17-21).

4 Graphically, Fowle (1890) insisted that ‘in England, France, Spain, and
the German Empire, we read the same dismal tale of whipping, branding,
the pillory, burning the ear, cropping the ear, couples chained together to
cleanse sewers, long terms of imprisonment, and, finally, death itself, in
hundreds every year in every country’ {p. 43).
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became established. The implementation of some measure of public
control over welfare is hardly a sufficient criterion for such a defini-
tion and few would want to characterize even the most developed of
these nineteenth-century capitalist states as welfare states. But iden-
tifying a point along a continuum of expanding public provision as
the threshold of the welfare state is itself somewhat arbitrary. A
substantial difficuity is that those traditional accounts through which
‘the welfare state’ moved into common usage have tended to de-
scribe it in terms of that state’s intentions, that is, as a state princi-
pally concerned to realize the welfare aspirations of its subjects (see,
for example, Hall, 1952). One obvious objection to this approach is
that such an aspiration cannot be taken to define the intention or
purpose of the welfare state. A still more fundamental objection is
that attributing a global intentionality to the state and seeking to
define it in terms of this intention is itself unsustainable (Weber,
1968, p. 55). At the same time, there is clearly a qualitative differ-
ence between a comparatively tiny nineteenth-century bureaucracy
devoting a few hundred thousand pounds each year to the provi-
sion of poor relief and a modern state directing as much as half 6f its
massively enhanced expenditure to the provision of social welfare,
While offering no definitive resolution, in this study the origins of
the welfare state are isolated around three sets of criteria:

1 First introduction of social insurance. This is a widely used
indicator of welfare state development. Although very modest by
contemporary standards, in both breadth and depth of coverage,
these are the programmes which have developed into the major
institutional (and financial) elements of the welfare state. They entail
the recognition that the incapacity to earn a living through contin-
gencies such as old age, sickness or unemployment is a normal
condition in industrialized market societies and that it is legitimately
the business of the state to organize for collective provision against

the loss of income arising from these contingencies (Flora and

Heidenheimer, 1981a; Flora, 1986; see also the reservations of Jones,
1985).

2 The extension of citizenship and the de-pauperization of pub-
lic welfare. The legitimization of social insurance means also a
change in the relationship of the state to the citizen and of both to
the provision of public welfare. Firstly, the interest of the state in
public welfare is extended beyond the traditional concerns with the
relief of destitution and the maintenance of public order (albeit that
these remain major elements within even the most developed wel-
fare states). Secondly, the provision of social insurance is increasing-
ly seen as a part of the assemblage of rights and duties which binds

el
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the state and the (expanding) citizenry. Thirdly (and corresponding-
ly), the receipt of public welfare becomes not a barrier to political
participation but a bengfit of full citizenship.® Simple indices of this
extension of citizenship are the dates of the inauguration of male
and universal suffrage and the date at which the receipt of public
welfare ceases to be a bar to full citizenship (that is, no longer entails
disenfranchisement).

3 Growth of social expenditure. One of the most important

aspects of the developed welfare state is the sheer quantity of public
spending that it commands. Throughout the twentieth century (at
least until the 1970s), the welfare state has commanded a sometimes
rapidly growing proportion of a much enhanced national product.
Clearly there is no critical threshold figure at which the welfare state
may be said to have begun, but as an indicator of this important
quantitative aspect of welfare state development, we may take a
social expenditure of 3 per cent of GNP as a notional indicator of the
origins of the welfare state. It may be useful to compare this
threshold with the date at which social expenditure exceeds 5 per
cent of GNP,

The Birth of the Welfare State: 1880-1914

Cross-national evidence of these developments is varyingly approxi-
mate. We may be reasonably certain about dates for the extension of
suffrage and for the first introduction of various measures of social
insurance. However, these last cover programmes with large varia-
tions in range, expenditure and funding criteria which may mask
important differences in the social and political impact of seemingly
similar initiatives. Of these differences, perhaps the most important
was whether provision was taxfunded or contributory. These
figures may also conceal the extent to which alternative policies (for
example, public works or retraining rather than unemployment
compensation) represent a society’s commitment to the public re-
dress of the consequences of market disutilities by other means.
However, these cautions having been sounded, the figures do reveal
a striking historical pattern (see tables 4.1 and 4.2).

In the thirty years between Germany’s initiation of health insur-
ance in 1883 and the outbreak of war in 1914, all the countries cited
in tables 4.1 and 4.2, with the exception of Canada and the US, had
introduced some state-sponsored system of workmen's compensa-
tion. Even within the US, considerable advances were made towards

5 On the importance of claims to welfare as rights, see Goodin {1988).
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Table 4.1 Introduction of social insurance {QECD countries)

Industrial . Family

Accident  Health  Pension  Unemployment  allowance
Belgium 1903 1894 1900 1920 1930
Netherlands 1901 1929 1913 1916 1940
France 1898 1898 1895 1905 1932

. ltaly 1898 1886 1898 1919 1936

Qmﬂ:m_dh 1871 1883 1889 1927 1954
Ireland 1857 1911 1908 1911 1944
UK 1857 1911 1908 1911 1945
Denmark 1858 1892 1891 1907 1952
Norway 1894 1909 1936 1906 1946
Sweden 1901 1891 1913 1934 1947
Finland 1895 1963 1937 1917 1948
Austria 1887 1888 1927 1920 1921
Switzerland 1881 19117 1946 1924 1952
Australia 1902 1945 1909 1945 1941
New Zealand 1900 1938 1898 1938 1926
Canada 1930 1971 1927 1940 1944
us 1930 — 1935 1935 —

Note: These dates include schemes which were initially voluntary but
state-aided as well as those that were compulsory.

Sources:  Flora {1987b) vol. 1, p. 454; Flora and Heidenheimer (1981a)
p- 83; Dixon and Scheureli (1989) pp. 151, 245, 192; Flora (1987a) pp.
144, 210, 433, 559, 627, 777

the end of this period in individual states’ provision (Axinn and
Levin, 1975, p. 131; Reede, 1947; Kudrle and Marmor, 1981).% In the
same period, eleven of the thirteen European countries had intro-
duced measures to support health insurance and nine had legislated

ey T

for old age pensions (as had Australia and Néw Zealand). Although
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initial measures of social insurance to be introduced, by 1920 ten of
the European countries had acknowledged some form of state re-
sponsibility for protection against the consequences of unemploy-
ment. What table 4.1 also shows is that for most countries family
allowances belong to a ‘second generation’ of welfare legislation.
‘Only one-third of the states cited had legislated for family allow-
ances by the outbreak of the Second World War.

& Kudrle and Marmor (1981) cite evidence that about 30 per cent of the US
work-force was covered by warkmen's compensation legislation by 1915.
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Table 4.2 Welfare state innovators: first introduction of major welfare
state programmes

First Second Third
Industrial accident Germany Switzerland Austria
insurance (1871) (1881) (1887)
Health Germany Italy Austria
{(1883) (1886) (1888)
Pensions Germany Denmark France
{1889} (1891) (1895)
Unemployment France Norway Denmark
{1905) (1906} (1907)
Family allowances Austria New Zealand Belgium
(1921) (1926) (1930)
Male suffrage France Switzerland Denmark
(1848) (1848) (1849)
Universal suffrage New Zealand Australia Finland
(1893) (1902) (1907)

Sources: Flora (1987b) vol. 1, p. 454; Flora and Heidenheimer {1981a);
Dixon and Scheurell (1989)

Turning to the expansion of citizenship, there is a strong corres-
pondence {though, as we shall see, no straightforward causal link)
between the coming of male universal suffrage and the earliest
development of social insurance. In the quarter-century between
1894 and 1920, eleven of the seventeen countries shown in table 4.3
achieved (more or less) universal male suffrage. Notably, those that
had achieved full male suffrage earlier (including Germany, France,
Denmark and New Zealand) were also among the mosl precocious
of welfare innovators. We might also note that New Zealand, which
was ‘a generation early’ in extending the vote to women {while
restricting this right to Europeans), was also ‘a generation early’ in
introducing family allowances. It is also towards the end of this
period that we see the abolition of rules disenfranchising those who
had been in receipt of public welfare. As late as 1894, universaliza-
Hon of the suffrage in Belgium explicitly excluded ‘les mendiants et
vagabonds internés dans une maison de refuge ... par décision des
juges de paix’ (Orban, 1908 p. 24). However many countries extend-
ing their suffrage in the early twentieth century reversed this dis-
qualification of paupers from voting. The enfranchisement of
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Table 4.3 The expansion.of citizenship

Universal male suffrage Universal adult suffrage
Belgium 1894 1948
Netherlands 1918 1922
France 1848 1945
Italy 1913 1946
Germany 1871 1919
Ireland 1918 1923
UK 1918 1928
Denmark 1849 1918
Norway 1500 1915
Sweden 1909 1921
Finland 1907 1907
Austria 1907 1919
Switzerland 1848 1971
Australia 1902° 1902°
New Zealand 1879 1893
Canada 1920 1920
us 1860° 1920

a

With significant restrictions.

® Largely restricted to Europeans/whites.

Sources:  Flora (1987b) vol. 1; Mackie and Rose (1982); Taylor and
Hudson (1983)

paupers was effected during this period in, for example, the UK
(1918), Norway (1919) and Sweden (1921} (Flora, 1987b, vol. 1; Rawl-
ings, 1988, p. 98). This is an important indicator of the transition
from public welfare as an alfernative to citizenship to public welfare
as one of the rights of citizenship. As we shall see later, this evidence
does not however justify the unqualified claim that it was democra-
tization that created the welfare state.

Figures for the growth of social mx_um:n_;cnm in this early period
(see table 4.4) must be approached with especial caution. Differing
national criteria in defining ‘social expenditure’, differences in the
calculation of national income, difficulties in aggregating national
and sub-national expenditures and the unreliability and paucity of
figures before 1945 mean that these expenditure thresholds must be
seen to be very approximate. Certainly, they should not be taken to
define some international sequence of rising expenditure. Yet the
overall figures do give compelling expression to the modest but
consistent growth in social expenditure throughout this period.
With the possible exception of Germany and Switzerland, it appears
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Table 4.4 The growth of social expenditure

Social expenditure Social expenditure

=3% GDP =25% GDP
Belgium 1923 1933
Netherlands 1920 1934
France 1921 1931
Italy 1923 1940
Germany 1900 1915
Ireland 1905 1920
UK 1905 1920
Denmark 1908 1918
Norway 1917 1926
Sweden 1905 1921
Finland 1926 1947
Austria 1926 1932
Switzerland By 1900 1920
Australia 1922 1932
New Zealand 1911 1920
Canada 1921 1931
us 1920 1931
Sources:  Flora (1986); Flora (1987a); Flora (1987b); Mitchell {1975); Taylor

and Hudson (1983); US Department of Commerce (1975) part 1, p. 340;
Urquhart (1965); Commonwealth Bureau of Census and Statistics
(Australia) (1910- ); New Zealand Official Year-Book (1902~ }

z‘_m» none of these countries had reached social expenditure levels of
3 per cent by 1900, Yet by 1920, more than half had reached this
thres

nold and by 1930 all had passed it. Indeed, about a third of
these states passed the 5 per cent thresheold during the 1920s and
most of the others were to follow in the early and middle years of
the 1930s (years in which increasing demands upon sodal insurance
funds had often to be met from a falling national product under
circumstances of depression).

<<m.:m~.m States 1920-1975: The Epoch of Growth

In fact, this experience of the expansion of sodal budgets in the
inter-war years helps to isolate the most consistent and remarkable
feature of the welfare states in the whole of the period down to the
mid-1970s — that is, the ubiquitous dynamic of sustrined growth. By
the 1970s, all of the welfare states we are considering were quite
different from what they had been at the end of the First World
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War. Much else in the advanced capitalist societies had changed
with them, and sometimes because of them. Furthermore, the core
institutions of the welfare state are now so commonplace that we are
perhaps inclined to forget the sheer scale of the transformation
wrought between 1920 and 1970. In fact, throughout this period, the
pace of growth varied between differing phases, differing pro-
grammes and different countries. Here, as elsewhere, caution is
required in talking about the generic experience of the welfare state.
Yet so substantial and striking are the developments of this period
that at least some generalizations are warranted.

The growth of the social budget

First, there is the sheer scale and ubiquity of growth in the social
budget. In 1914 only seven of the countries in table 4.4 had reached
social expenditure levels of 3 per cent of GNP. By 1940, nearly all
had reached social expenditure Jevels in excess of 5 per cent. In the
early 1950s, this figure ranged between 10 and 20 per cent, By the
mid-1970s, among the European welfare states, between one-quarter
and something more than a third of GNP was devoted to social
expenditure. Even the most ‘reluctant’ welfare states saw a
wholesale transformation of their public budgets. In the US, total
social expenditure rose from 2.4 per cent of GNP in 1890 to 20.2 per
cent in 1981. Even in Japan, where an exceptional proportion of
welfare is organized and delivered through private corporations, the
social budget has expanded from 1.4 per cent of GDP in 1890 to 16.2
per cent in 1985 (Flora, 1986, vol. 1, p. xxii; Maddison, 1984; Mina-
mi, 1986, pp. 332ff; Oshima, 1965, pp. 368-371; OECD, 1985a;
OECD, 1988; US Bureau of Statistics, 1975).

Much of the remarkable overall growth in public expenditure of
the twentieth century can be-attributed to the growth of the social
budget, and this rapidly growing proportion of national wealth
devoted to social welfare must be set against the background of a
sevenfold increase in average per capita output in the cited countries
over the past 100 years (Maddison, 1984, p, 59).

Incremental growth and demographic change

A substantial source of this remarkable and general growth in the
social budget was the maturing of rights and claims as pensions
legislated in the ‘take-off’ period came ‘on stream’. This was sub-
stantially an incremental and inertial development which was the
more pronounced because of certain demographic changes which
were common to most of the advanced capitalist societies, The most
important of these changes were the continuing increase in life
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expectancy and the decline in mortality rates. For example, life
expectancy of females at birth rose between 1900 and 1967 .@09 49.4
to 74.1 years in England and Wales, from 47 to 75 years in France
and from 46.6 to 3.5 years in West Germany. Crude annual death
rates fell in the same countries between 1900 and 1950 from 18.2 to
12.5 per thousand in England and Wales, from 21.9 to H.m.v per
thousand in France and from 22.1 to 10.5 per thousand in West
Germany (Winter, 1982; Mitchell, 1975, pp. 104-24). What did con-
stitute an authentically political intervention was the common prac-
tice of introducing (contributory) pensions before sufficient premiums
had been collected to fund these on an actuarially sound _umm_m. The
electoral call for ‘pensions now’ was a powerful one, even in the
characteristically insurance-minded US (Quadagno, 1988b; Fraser,
1973, p. 213; Rimlinger, 1974, p. 234). .

It is possible that the severest demographic challenge to »rw Smm-
fare state lies in the future, but the growing aged population in
advanced capitalism has certainly hugely extended z._.m costs of the
welfare state not just in the provision of pensions, but in those o.?mﬂ
costly areas where the elderly are disproportionate users of services,
as in public health provision. The proportion of the HucﬁEmno.z aged
65 or over in the QECD countries has risen from 9.7 per cent in 1960
to 12.7 per cent in 1985, and is projected to increase w.:_n_.uma to 18.0
per cent by 2020 (OECD, 1988, p. 11). Meanwhile, Em;aanmn.:oﬂmm
that 'the use of [health and social] services among the aged is mlp.
times that expected on the basis of proportion of the population
(Heikkinen, 1984, p. 162).

In fact, the demographic structure of the several welfare states has
varied. For example, the disproportionately youthful structure om. the
early twentieth-century New Zealand and Australian populations

- (as 'new’, immigrant-based nations) afforded unusually favourable

circumstances for their early expansion. In other countries, notably
in France, social policy initiatives have been H.m_mﬁm.n_ to .m.:w demog-
raphic consequences of the First World War nmmﬁmﬁmrw in H.rm num-
ber of war pensions and later in the structure of natalist policy).” But
overall, the number of aged in the population has grown throughout
the industrialized world as life expectancy has increased. In the
1880s, only 5 per cent of the population was over 65. One :::mwma
years later, the elderly constitute some 13 per cent of the population

7 ‘The First World War saw losses of approximately 1.3 million among the
French population and an equally large ‘birth deficit’ (McEvedy and Jones,
1978, p. 56). See also McIntosh, 1983, esp. pp. 43-57; Ashford, 1986a,
pp. 112--3; Dyer, 1978; Glass, 1940.
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and a still higher proportion of the electorate. In Western Europe,
the percentage of people aged 65 and over in the population is
predicted to rise from 13.3 per cent in 1985 to 14.9 per cent in 2000
{Heikkinen, 1984, p. 162; OECD, 1984, pp. 3-6; OECD, 1986a, pp.
3-10). Still more importantly, the ratio of the economicaily inactive
to the economicaily active section of the population (out of whose
productive labour ‘pay-as-you-go’ pensions must be funded) is ris-
ing and set to continue to rise. Dependency ratios (the proportion of
people aged 0-14 years plus the proportion of people aged 60 years
and over as a ratio of the proportion aged 15-59 years) actually fell
in Western and Northern Europe in the 1980s because of the dediin-
ing numbers of young people. But they are set to rise from 59.2 per
cent to 66.8 per cent in Western Europe and from 64.4 per cent to
66.2 per cent in Northern Europe between 1990 and 2000, The UK
Treasury estimates that whereas there were 2.3 economic contribu-
tors to each pension claimant in the UK in 1985, by 2025 this number
will have fallen to 1.8 contributors to each pensioner (Heikkinen,
1984, p. 169; DHSS, 1985, p. 15). Overall, the OECD estimates that
the old-age dependency ratio will have doubled by 2040 (OECD,
1988, p. 35; this demographic challenge to the welfare state is exten-
sively discussed in chapter 6),

Sequential growth of welfare state programmes

Most of the welfare states considered here have also expanded their
social welfare provision in terms of a broadly shared sequence.
Certainly, there have been differences between ‘early’ and ‘late’
adopters in terms of the comparative stage of industrialization at
which social welfare was introduced, the sorts of funding regimes
established and the generosity of initial coverage. There is some
disagreement as to whether the spread of the welfare state is best
explained in terms of prerequisites (with state welfare initiatives being
a response to endogenous national developments) or diffusion {a
process of international imitation of welfare state innovators). In the
period before 1908, the spread seems to have been from less indus-
trially developed and more authoritarian regimes towards the more
developed and democratic. In the period between 1908 and 1923, the
principal determinant of innovation appears to have been geog-
raphical proximity to an existing welfare state rather than the level
of industrial development. After 1923, there is a tendency for coun-
tries to adopt welfare state measures at a lower level of their own
economic development (with the notable exception of the US). Paral-
leling the pattern of the spread of industrialization, ‘late starters’
have tended to develop welfare state institutions earlier in their own
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individual development and under more comprehensive terms of
coverage (Collier and Messick, 1975, p. 1301; Schneider, 1982; Alber
cited in Flora, 1986, vol. 1, p. xxiv; Alber, 1982; Kuhnle, 1981).
Wherever welfare states have emerged, the order of mmouuﬂom m_..ﬁ_
expansion of programmes has been broadly similar. We can w&mzﬂ@
three sequential patterns. In terms of progranmmes, E.E.rimd s com-
pensation for industrial accidents was generally the @H.m.w measure to
be adopted. This was followed by sickness and :.:.,m:m_q insurance,
old age pensions and finally unemployment insurance. Though
some provision for maternity occurred quite mma_%,.mman%. allowances
were generally introduced rather later and were widely Sméw& as an
‘endowment of motherhood’ rather than as insurance against the
contingency of having children. Secondly, coverage also followed a

shared pattern. Initially, coverage was limited to workers in particu- .

larly strategic industries or in peculiarly Qmﬁmmno.cm occupations.
Mining, for example, was often one of the first industries to be
covered (Tampke, 1981, pp. 72-3). Legislation was mcwmwmsmsmw
extended to cover all industrial workers, thence to rural/agricultural
workers and so to dependants and survivors of insured workers. In
the later stages, coverage was extended to the mm_m.mEE.owma and
thence characteristically to the generality of the ﬁc_uEmm.E:. GH at
least to all those recognized as citizens) without further discriminat-
ing criteria. .

Thirdly, there were broadly similar patterns in the expaension of
programmes. Earlier extensions tended to be built upon a w._.cmn_ms-
ing of the criteria of eligibility (making for more beneficiaries) and
the legislating of more generous benefits. Characteristically, later
enhancements were built upon the less restrictive application of
definitions of eligibility and, from the late 1950s and 1960s onwards,
upon the transition from flat-rate to earnings-related benefits. There
was also a general tendency for programmes to proceed from volun-
tary to compulsory provision.

The Periodization of Welfare State Growth

In fact, it is possible to think not just of a sequential but indeed of a
shared historical pattern in the development of the welfare states of
advanced capitalism. Clearly this is not a uniform pattern. The US
lacked basic federal provisions for social insurance down to 1935 and
still lacks comprehensive measures for healthcare or family allow-
ances. Some welfare states emerged early and then ‘stagnated’
(Australia), some developed early and expanded before 1940 (New
Zealand), while others were marginal before the Second World War
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but expanded rapidly after 1945 (for example, Finland). Yet a signifi-
cant historical pattern may be identified.

1918-1940: ‘Consolidation” and Development

The period between the wars has often been described as a rather
uneventful one for the welfare state, falling between the extensive
innovations of the preceding twenty-five years and the period of
remarkable growth immediately after 1945, Hamilton characteristi-
cally describes this period in the UK experience as one of ‘steady
and purposeful social advance’ (Hamilton cited in Bruce, 1968,
p. 255).

Yet more recent commentators have tended to see the 1920s and
19305 as the seed-bed of post-war welfare state development. For
Douglas Ashford, this was the period in which serious obstacles to
‘the complete nationalization of social policy’ were removed, making
the expansion of the welfare state after 1945 comparatively
uncontentious:

First, the liberal refuge of private or charitable assistance proved
totally inadequate. Second, the private insurers learned ... that
many serious social problems exceeded the capacity of actuarially
sound insurance. Third ... professional groups were gradually
co-opted into national social security programmes. Fourth, the
agricultural sector first received the protection of the state ...
before substantial aid went to urban dwellers. (Ashford, 1986b,

p- 107}

In the UK, Sweden and the US, for example, this is seen as the
decisive epoch in establishing the institutions and practices of that
more interventionist form of government in which the post-war
welfare state was grounded. It also saw governments facing new
choices about the macro-management of the economy and the possi-

bility of the active and interventionist pursuit of full employment,

Thus Middlemas, in his study of Politics in Industrial Society, argues
that it was in the inter-war years that a new system of ‘managerial
collective government’, built upon the negotiation and compromise
of the interests of the state, organized capital and organized labour,
first emerged in the UK. This was a system oriented around the
amelioration of class conflict and the avoidance of systemic crisis
through, among other media, the promotion of social policy (Mid-
dlemas, 1979).% As we shall soon see, in both Sweden and the us,

8 Although primarily concerned with the UK, Middlemas comments that
his ‘propositions have an importance not only for modern Britain, but most
western industrialized societies’ (Middlemas, 1979, p. 23).
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the Great Depression of the early 1930s triggered new forms of
government intervention in social and economic life, new rela-
tionships between state, employers and trades unions and a process
of political realignment which established new political forces at the
heart of the state (Korpi, 1979; Korpi, 1983; Weir and Skocpol, 1985).

Certainly in terms of coverage and cost, the inter-war welfare state
often dwarfs provision in the period of innovation. As the figures
for sccial expenditure indicate, while the period between 1880 and
1920 is properly understood as the epoch of legisletive innovation in
the welfare state, it is only after 1920 that the fiscal consequences of
these initiatives become clear. Many of the early systems of social
insurance offered, like Lloyd George’s old age pensions in the UK,
extremely modest benefits to ‘the very poor [and] the very respect-
able’ (Thane, 1982, p. 83).” Many programmes, notably those in
Germany, envisaged a strictly limited financial involvement by the
state, expecting benefits to be drawn from the premiums of potential
beneficiaries or their employers (Alber, 1986, pp. 40-1). However,
the growth of social expenditure in the 1920s and the early 1930s is
what we might have expected as the legislative innovations of the
pre-1914 period yielded to the maturing of insurance and pension
claims in the post-war age. In fact, this tendency for innate or
incremental growth of social expenditure — growth not through
legislative or executive initiative but through the maturing of pen-
sion rights or demographic change ~ has been a marked feature of
the whole peried of the welfare state.

In many countries, this process was accelerated by the conse-
quences of the First World War, Firstly, it led to a major expansion
of pension, health, housing and rehabilitation demands from those
millions incapacitated or bereaved as a consequence of the armed
conflict. In Australia in 1922, for example, war pensioners outnum-
bered old age and invalid pensioners in a proportion of nearly
two to one.’® Secondly, it conditioned politicians, bureaucrats and
taxpayers to new levels of public expenditure, from which there
was no wholesale retreat once the immediate demands of wartime
had passed (the ‘displacement effect’ described by Peacack and
Wiseman, 1961, pp. 52-61). Thirdly, it necessitated new forms of

9 New Zealand’s innovative old age pensions, for example, cost £197,292
in 1900, rising to £362,496 in 1910 {New Zealand Official Year-Book, 1919).

10 In 1922, in Australia, there were 225,372 war pensioners, 110,278 claim-
ing old age pensions and just 5,182 invalid pensioners. We shall see below
(Pp. 118-19) that the early American welfare state was largely made up of
Civil War veterans. Germany, France and the UK lost a total of 3.75 million
soldiers in the 1914-18 war. (Official Year Book of the Commenwealth of Australin,
1923; McEvedy and Jones, 1978, p. 34.)
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governmental control and administration which were again not to be
abandoned in the post-war epoch (Middlemas, 1979, p. 19).

The late 1920s and early 1930s also saw what might be described
as the first ‘fiscal crisis of the welfare state’.'’ The depth of the
economic recession of the early 1930s occasioned the earliest major
cuts in social welfare provision and demonstrated (1) that it was
impossible to sustain actuarially sound social insurance under cir-
cumstances of profound economic recession, (2) that demand for
social expenditure (especially unemployment compensation) was in-
versely related to the capacity of the economy to fund it and (3) that
to respond to this problem by cutting social expenditure would
simply intensify rather than alleviate these economic problems. The
scale of the difficulties of the 1930s also probably dealt the final
death blow to the belief among the governing classes that the provi-
sion of social welfare or even the relief of destitution could be
satisfactorily met from voluntary or charitable sources.

New Deal and Historic Compromise

The 1930s was also a decisive period in the development of two of
the most widely differing and frequently contrasted welfare state
regimes — those of Sweden and the US. In comparative typifications
of welfare state development, these two examples are often recorded
as the most developed (Sweden) and the least developed (US) wel-
fare states, and, given the centrality of this opposition, it is worth
developing this contrast in some detail,

Ironically, in much contemporary schoelarship, the origins of the
modern American and Swedish welfare states, as a response to the
consequences of the Great Depression, are seen to be remarkably
similar. Thus, Weir and Skocpol contrast the shared response of the
US (‘commercial Keynesianism') and Sweden ('social Keynesianism’)
to the traditionally deflationary policy of the UK government (Weir
and Skacpol, 1985). Gosta Esping-Andersen has argued that ‘at least
in its early formulation, the New Deal was as social democratic
as was contemporary Scandinavian social democracy’ (Esping-
Andersen, 1990, p. 28). In both countries, this period of welfare
state enhancement also saw profound political realignment and the

11 In the UK, the 1931 May Committee Report ‘compounded of prejudice,
ignorance and panic’ recommended a cut in public expenditure of £120m,
including a 20 per cent cut in unemployment benefit. In Australia, old age,
invalid and some war pensions were reduced under the terms of the Finan-
cial Emergency Act, 1931. (Taylor, 1965, pp. 287ff; Official Year Book of the
Commonwenlth of Australin, 1932, p. 30.)

f # i # f i [TTE B I H ™%

Origins and Development, 1880-1975 119

installation of the Democrats and the Social Democrats, respectively,
as ‘the natural party of government’. Yet the contexts in which these
‘similar’ institutions were to be developed (and indeed the inten-
tions of those who initiated and deveioped them) were profoundly
different.

It is one of the many myths of the American welfare state that
there was little ar no public provision of welfare before the 1930s. In
fact, ‘American welfare practice has a very old history’, but it is a
practice that ‘has always been mediated by the complex structure of
American federalism’. Similarly, ‘public welfare always has sup-
ported more dependent people than private relief’. Yet, in the ‘pro-
tean mix’ of public and private provision which characterizes every
wellare state, the private and especially the corporate provision of
welfare has always had an unusually prominent role (Katz, 1986,
pp. xifi, x, 291}.

At the turn of the twentieth century, such limited public relief as
there was within the U5 was largely locally administered according
to local poor-law customs (Quadagno, 1984, p. 635 Axinn and
Levin, 1975; Katz, 1986). At the local level, public welfare rolls fluc-
tuated wildly in respense to changing social and political regimes
{Katz, 1986, pp. 3-109). Federal provision was substantially confined
to pensions for (Northern) veterans of the Civil War. However by
1900 these federal veterans’ pensions had come to constitute an
extremely extensive system of surrogate social welfare. At this time,
‘at least one of every two elderly, native-born, white Northern men
and many of their widows received a pension from the federal
government’ and ‘pensions were the largest expense in the federal
budget after the national debt’ (Katz, 1986, p. 200). In 1913, L. M.
Rubinow, ‘one of the nation's leading social insurance advocates’,
calculated that American pensions were costing three times as much
as the supposedly advanced UK system of old age pensions and
covering ‘several hundred thousand’ more people (cited in Skocpol
and lkenberry, 1983, p. 97; Katz, 1986, p. 163). It is little wonder that
Skacpol concludes that ‘in terms of the proportional effort devoted
to public pensions, the American federal government was hardly a
‘welfare laggard’; it was a precocious social-spending state” (Orloff
and Skocpol, 1984, pp. 728-9). However, as the number of veteran
claimants and their dependents declined in the early years of the
twentieth century, and despite the mobilization of pensions advo-
cates such as Rubinow, Seager and the American Association for
Labor Legislation, there was no attempt to replace the veterans’
programmes with a more universal system of old age pensions (see
Orloff and Skocpol, 1984, p. 735; Skocpol and Ikenberry, 1983,
pp. 95-100; Katz, 1986, p. 12B). There was some advance in other
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areas of welfare provision by the individual states in the years
immediately prior to the First World War. Between 1909 and 1920,
forty-three states enacted legislation on workmen’'s compensation
and within two years of Illinois’ ‘Funds to Parents Act’ of 1911,
twenty states had provided similar cash relief programmes for
widows and dependent children. Yet the financial impact of such
measures was severely limited and although there was some prog-
ramme enhancement in the 1920s, the prevalent welfare trend in the
post-war New Era was away from the European model of social
insurance towards a reliance on occupational welfare (employee
representation, workers’ shares, company welfare and pensions)
under the rubric of welfare capitalism. However, this welfare capi-
talism was always largely confined to the ‘progressive’ corporate
sector of American capital (to large companies such as Proctor and
Gamble, Eastman Kodak and General Electric). It was more impos-
tant as a legitimating ideology than as an effective social practice and
certainty wholly unable to respond to the scale of social need gener-
ated by the Great Depression (Axinn and Levin, 1975, pp. 130-4;
Brody, 1980; Skocpol and Ikenberry, 1983).

Opinions as to which social, economic and political forces shaped
and were served by the expanded social policy of the New Deal are
vigorously divided. So are judgements as to whether it was the
‘social’ or the ‘economic’ side of the New Deal that had the most
lastingly influential impact. Flowever, there is near universal agree-
ment that the ‘social’ side of the New Deal, embodied in the 1935
Social Security Act, ‘declared the birth of the [American] welfare
state and established a basis for its growth and development’ (Axinn
and Levin, 1975, p. 195). It is also widely argued that this ‘charter
legislation for American social insurance and public assistance pro-
grams’ set the parameters for virtually all further developments in
America's ‘semi-welfare state’ (Skocpol, 1987, p. 35; Katz, 1986,
pPp- ix—xiv; Quadagno, 1988a).

The 1935 Act legislated for:'

1 a federal-state unemployment insurance programme
2 federal grants-in-aid to the states far assistance to:
() needy dependent children
(b) the blind
{(c) the elderly
3 matching federal funds for state spending on:

12 Berkowitz and McQuaid (1980) p. 103,
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(r) vocational rehabilitation
(b) infant and maternal health
{c) aid to crippled children
4 a federal old age insurance programme

Although the 1935 Act brought the US in some measure into align-
ment with the welfare states of Western Europe, it was still a quite
limited initiative. The provision of welfare was largely devolved to
the individual states, funded from (regressive} payroll taxation
rather than from general tax revenue and allowed for very consider-
able state ‘discretion” and for very substantial ‘exceptions’. (Initially,
one half of the employed work-force, notably black southern farm
workers, was excluded from participation in Old Age Insurance).
There was an emphasis upon actuarially sound insurance principles
and ‘earned benefits’ — the rhetoric of which long outlived its early
compromise in practice. Generally, where entitlement was not
earned through insurance payments, benefits were means-tested
and traditional relief of destitution (among the able-bodied poor)
remained a local responsibility. The legislation made no provision
for either health insurance or a family allowance.

The 19305 was also a decade of major change in the Swedish
welfare state and of a still more profound political realigniment, the
nature of which is no less fiercely debated than that surrounding the
New Deal, In fact, the background of national public welfare was
already more extensive in Sweden than in its North American coun-
terpart. Sweden had a more developed national bureaucracy and a
centralized state tradition dating back over several centuries. School-
ing had been compulsory since 1842, state support of sickness and
occupational injury insurance had been legislated around the turn of
the twentieth century and Sweden had been the first state to intro-
duce universal and compulsory (if minimal) old age pensions in
1913. At the start of the 1930s, her social expenditure as a proportion
of GDP stood at 7 per cent, compared with 4.2 per cent in the US
(Olsson, 1986, p. 5). However, Swedish provision, compared with
that of near neighbour Denmark, for example, was very modest. As
Esping-Andersen notes:

the long era of canservative and liberal rule [prior to 1932] had
produced remarkably few social reforms. There was no unemploy-
ment insurance, except for financially weak union funds, and
insurance coverage for sickness was marginal ... old age pension
... benefits were meager at best. In addition, no system of public
job creation was in effect when the economic depression led to
explosive unemployment. (Esping-Andersen, 1985, p. 153)
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It was under these circumstances, with unemployment rising rapid-
ly, that the first Scandinavian social democratic government was
elected in 1932. In fact, the Secial Democrats with 42 per cent of the
popular vote were reliant upon the coalition support of the peasant-
based Agrarian Party, and were consequently obliged to compro-
mise the interests of their own core working-class constituency (in
welfare reform and full employment) with policies for agricultural
price support (in the interests of the rural peasantry). While "social
reform was a top priority [and] the party actually developed a
long-range strategy for full social and industrial citizenship ... by
and large, political energies were concentrated on the immediate
problems of crisis management and economic relief’ (Esping-
Andersen and Korpi, 1987, pp. 46-7).

A still more important accommodation was that struck by the
newly empowered Social Democrats and organized capital. Rather
than pursuing the traditional (maximalist) socialist policy of pressing
for immediate socialization of the ownership of capital, the Social
Democrats, recognizing the stalemate between organized labour and
organized capital that their election occasioned, pressed for a forma-
lization of the division of economic and political control and the
division of the spoils of continued and agreed capitalist growth. This
celebrated ‘historic compromise’ ensured that capital would main-
tain intact its managerial prerogatives within the workplace, subject
only to guarantees on rights to unionization, and capitalist economic
growth would be encouraged. At the same time, the Social Demo-
cratic government would pursue Keynesian economic policies to
sustain full employment and use progressive taxation to reduce
economic inequality and promote provision for collective needs,
such as education, health, and housing. When in the post-World
War II pericd the defence of welfare instilutions and full employ-
ment threatened inflation and the loss of international competitive-
ness, the compromise was complemented by the adoption of the
‘Rehn’ model, which entailed (1) an ‘active manpower policy’ -
facilitating the redistribution and reallocation of labour and capital
from less to more efficient enterprises - and (2) a ‘solidaristic’ wage
policy, which would allow for the centralized negotiation of wages
and the reduction of wage differentials, through a principle of equal
pay for equal work, irrespective of a given company’s capacity to
pay. In this way, it was hoped that welfare provision and a rising
standard of living for the working population could be reconciled
with continuing non-inflationary economic growth.

Thus in the 1930s and beyond, the Swedish welfare state was
secured as much by economic policy - the support of an active labour
market policy, public works, solidaristic wage bargaining, deficit
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budgeting — as by social policy. Indeed, the Swedish social demo-
crats have always shown an awareness of the intimate relationship
between economic and social policy upon which the institutional or
social democratic welfare state is dependent and which is recognized
in the twin-termed Keynesian Welfare State.’® Thus, job creation or
full employment may be seen as a more desirable alternative to the
payment of unemployment compensation. It may also be the indis-
pensable basis of funding a ‘generous’ welfare system.

In Sweden in the 1930s, then, it was probably Keynesian economic
policies, rather than innovations in social policy, that were the most
important components in the nascent welfare state. Nonetheless,
there were significant and complementary social policy initiatives.
Perhaps the most important of these was the 1934 legislation that
increased the state’s involvement in what had previously been ex-
clusively a union-managed system of unemployment insurance
(Esping-Andersen and Korpi, 1987). In addition, between 1933 and
1938, the Social Democratic government also legislated:™

e 1ew employment creation programmes

o a housing programme for families with many children including
subsidies and interest-subsidized construction loans

e the indexation of pensions to regional differences in the cost of

living

maternity benefits to around 90 per cent of all mothers

free maternity and childbirth services

state loans to newly married couples

the introduction of two weeks’ holiday for all private and public

employees

A number of other states saw major developments in their welfare
states between the wars. Denmark’s ‘Great Social Reform’ of 1933, if
less radical than its advocates have claimed, ‘nevertheless, remained
the fundamental administrative framework of the Danish welfare
state for a quarter century’ (Johansen, 1986, pp. 299-300; Levine,
1983). New Zealand, which had introduced the first comprehensive
pensions for the needy old aged in 1898 and been among the first to
introduce family allowances in 1926, created, through its 1938 Social
Security Act, ‘what could be argued to be, in late 1930s terms, the

13 Ashford (1986b) stresses the general importance of the interrelationship
between social and economic policy. He argues that historically this was
recognized in France but not in the UK; this led to the French welfare state
being the more effectively entrenched.

14 Olsson (1986} p. 5.
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most comprehensive welfare state in the world’ (Castles, 1985,
p. 26). This unusually comprehensive measure was

to provide for the payment of superannuation benefits and of
other benefits designed to safeguard the people of New Zealand
from disabilities arising from age, sickness, widowhood, orphan-
hood, unemployment, or other exceptional conditions; to provide
a system whereby medical and hospital treatment will be made
available to persons requiring such treatment; and, further, to
provide such other benefits as may be necessary to maintain and
promote the health and general welfare of the community, (cited
in Castles, 1985, p. 27)

Elsewhere, there were substantial if less spectacular advances. In
Canada, (means-tested} old age pensions were introduced in 1927
and the 1930s saw a succession of federal-provincial unemployment
compensation schemes culminating in the 1940 Federal Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act (Bellamy and Irving, 1989; Leman, 1977). The
UK, whose inter-war social policy was dominated by the spectre of
unemployment, saw modest legislation on the social provision of
housing and healthcare, education, contributory old age pensions,
provision for widows and orphans and the steady ‘break-up’ of the
Poor Law (Gilbert, 1970; Fraser, 1973; Thane, 1982). Yet, writing of
the UK experience, Parry concludes that ‘the creative impulse of the
welfare state progressed little from the 1910s to the 1940s’ (Parry,
1986, p. 159).

Even where initiatives of this pericd were very modest, some
have argued that the underlying changes which permitted the flower-
ing of the welfare state after 1945 were secured in the inter-war
years. Such a view is sometimes taken in describing the Beveridge
Repart not as the founding charter of a radically new UK welfare
state after 1945, but as a rationalization of existing pre-war legisla-
tion. Addison, for example, suggests that Beveridge’s ‘background
assumptions’ — ‘full’ employment and a national health service —
were much more radical and innovative than his ‘fundamentally
conservative’ proposals on social insurance (Addison, 1977, p. 213}.
Similarly, Ashford argues that in France, where advances in pen-
sions, health and accident insurance were limited and painfully slow
between the wars, this was the period in which the political com-
promises and coalitions upon which the developed post-war welfare
state was built were themselves fought over and secured. Indeed, he
suggests that the very slowness and difficulty of achieving welfare
advances in France compared with the UK made these victories and
the welfare state thus constructed more secure and entrenched than
its less contested UK counterpart (Ashford, 1986a; Ashford, 1986b;
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Ashford, 1982). As we have seen, what remains the single most
important innovation in the US welfare state dates from the 1930s.

Other significant developments of this period included the evolu-
tion in Germany and Italy of a pattern of social policy interwoven
with the corporatist institutions of Fascism. Bul everywhere, and
particularly under the impact of the mass unemployment of the
1930s, the inter-war years were marked by growing welfare expendi-
tures. Indeed, between 1920 and 1940, Flora and Alber's index of
social insurance coverage in Western Europe more than doubled
{see figure 4.1). .

1945-1975: The ‘Golden Age’ of the Welfare State?

Just as the inter-war years have been seen as years of ‘consolida-
ton’, so has the period after 1945 been widely characterized as
ushering in a thirty years' ‘Golden Age’ of the welfare state. Upon
such an account, the period between 1945 and the mid-1970s is seen
as bringing (1) rapid initial reforms to create a much more compre-
hensive and universal welfare state based on the idea of shared

«citizenship, (2) a commitment to direct increasing resources towards

the rapid expansion of benefits and coverage within this extended
system, (3) a very broad-based political consensus in favour of a
mixed economy and a system of extended social welfare, and (4) a
{successful) commitment to economic growth and full employment.

In fact, this model of the post-war evolution of the welfare state
has always been heavily dependent upon the (unique) UK experi-
ence, and indeed upon a particular, broadly social democratic and
‘optimistic’ understanding of this experience. Great emphasis is
placed upon the consequences of the Second World War - its expan-
sion of the powers and competence of government, the generation
of new forms of collective provision and, above all, the broadly
shared experience of austerity and mutual mortal danger generating
a high degree of citizen scolidarity in favour of radical reform. Also
stressed is the ‘messianic’ quality of Beveridge and his proposed
reforms, the radical break occasioned by the election of the post-war
Labour government and the subsequent development of a broad
cross-party consensus (‘Butskellism’} in favour of compromise of the
interests of capital and labour, within which the welfare state was a
crucial component.

Recently, this synaptic view of the post-war histary of the (UK)
welfare state has itself come under increasing challenge. First, claims
about the impact of the Second World War on the development of
social policy have been questioned. It has been argued: (1) that the
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experience of government planning and state intervention in the
wartime period was not an especially promising one, (2) that sym-
pathy for collective provision arose not from the bonds of mutual
citizenship but from the perceived threat of a commonly uncertain
future and (3) that the pressure for social policy reform came less
from a radicalized citizenry than from a trades union movement
whose industrial muscle had been much strengthened by wartime
full employment. Secondly, it is widely insisted that the social policy
reforms proposed by Beveridge (and only partially enacted in the
post-war period) represented not a radical charter for a new social
order, but a tidying-up and codification of pre-war social legislation.
Thirdly, it is argued that the consensus within which the post-war
welfare state was said to have developed either never existed or else
was much more limited than the traditional social democratic
account has allowed (Barnett, 1986; Dryzek and Goodin, 1986; Addi-
son, 1977; Taylor-Gooby, 1985; Deakin, 1987; Smith, 1986; Pimlott,
1988).

There are then serious doubts as to whether this model is fuily
applicable even to the UK experience.’® Yet it retains a significant (if
varying) element of truth. In 1948, Article 40 of the newly founded
United Nations' Universal Declaration of Human Rights proclaimed
that:

Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the
health and well-being of himself and his family, including food,
clothing, housing and medical care and the necessary social ser-
vices, and the right to security in the event of unemployment,
sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood
in circumstances beyond his control. (United Nations, 1948)

Similarly, Article 38 of the Constitution of newly independent India
declared that ‘the State shall strive to promote the welfare of the
people by securing and protecting ... a social order in which jus-
tice, social, economic and political shall inform all the institutions of
national life’ (cited in Brownlie, 1971, p. 43). Within the developed
West, many countries other than the UK saw majdr social policy
reforms immediately after 1945. In France and Ireland, for example,
there was a period of rapid policy innovation in the late 1940s, and
these policy changes had an immediate effect upon the proportion
of GNP devoted to social welfare {Ashford, 1986a, pp. 255-65; Hage,

15 It has been very properly objected that ‘intensive study of the British
case’ may not be ‘the optimal way of starting to grasp the general character-
istics of welfare state development’ (Flora and Heidenheimer, 1981a, p. 21).
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Table 4.5 Growth in social expenditure (7 major OECD countries),
1960-1975, as a percentage of GDP (%)

1960 - 1975
Canada 11.2 20.1
France 14.4 26.3
West Germany 17.1 27.8
Italy 13.7 20.6
Japan 7.6 13.7
UK 12.4 19.6
us . 9.9 18.7
Average 12.3 . 21.9

Source: OECD (1988) p. 10

Hanneman and Gargan, 1989; Maguire, 1986, pp. 246-7; Kennedy,
1975, p. 11). Indeed, throughout the developed capitalist world, .m._m
post-war period was one of unprecedented growth and prosperity,
and of new and varied forms of government intervention in the
economy. o
By almost any criteria, these were years of rapid expansion in
welfare state provision. Thus, for example, in Western Europe in the
early 1930s, only about a half of the labour force was protected by
accident, sickness, invalidity and old age insurance. Scarcely a fifth
were insured against unemployment. However, by the mid-1970s,
more than 90 per cent of the labour force enjoyed insurance against
income loss due to old age, invalidity and sickness; over 80 per cent
were covered by accident insurance and 60 per cent had coverage
against unemployment. The average annual rate of growth in social
" security expenditure which stood at around 0.9 per cent in 1950-5
had accelerated to 3.4 per cent in the years 1970-4. Broadly defined,
social expenditure which had in the early 1950s consumed some-
thing between 10 and 20 per cent of GNP had grown to
between a quarter and something more than a third of a rapidly
enhanced GNP by the mid-1970s (Flora, 1986, val, 1, p. xxi). A
further indication of this rapid growth after 1960 is given in table
4.5. However we choose to explain this development, the sheer
growth in social expenditure throughout this period is one of the
more remarkable phenomena of post-war capitalist development.
For many commentators, these developments in social policy may
only properly be understood in the much broader context of what in
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the US was styled the ‘post-World War II capital labor accord” and is
more familiarly described in the UK and Western Europe as the
‘post-war consensus’ {Bowles and Gintis, 1982). In this view, the
new social, political and economic order of the post-war world was
to be secured around (1} Keynesian economic policies to secure fuil
employment and economic growth domestically, within the agreed
parameters of an essenbally liberal capitalist international market,
{(2) a more or less ‘institutional” welfare state to deal with the dys-
functions arising from this market economy and (3} broad-based
agreement between left and right, and between capital and labour,
over these basic social institutions (a market economy and a welfare
state) and the accommadation of their (legitimately) competing
interests through elite-level negotiation (Bowles and Gintis, 1982,
Taylor-Gooby, 1985; Kavanagh, 1987; Kavanagh and Morris, 1989)."
These liberal democratic or social democratic institutions were seen
as the best guarantee of avoiding both the economic disasters and
the concomitant political polarization of the inter-war years.

This post-war consensus may be thought of in two ways, as a
consensus between clnsses or as a consensus between political parties.
At the class level, consensus involved the abandonment by labour of
its traditional aspiration for socialization of the economy and of the
ideclogy and practices of ‘class war’, For capital, it meant an accept-
ance of the commitment to full employment, to the public own-
ership of strategic ufilities and support for the welfare state. Both
labour and capital were to share in the common objectives (and
rewards) of sustained economic growth. This compromise was to be
managed by the overarching presence of the government, which
would co-ordinate relations between unions and employers, secure
the background conditions for economic growth and administer the
welfare state. In its party form, consensus indicated broad agree-
ment on the constitutional rules of the political game, the marginal-
ization of the extremes of both left and right (both within and
outside ‘mainstream’ parties), a political style of compromise and
bargaining, the broad acceptance of predecessors’ legislation and the
‘mobilization of bias’ in favour of certain interests and ideas, includ-
ing organized capital, organized labour and Keynesian economics
(Kavanagh, 1987, pp. 6-7).

In both formulations, there were certain core public policy ele-
ments around which the compromise was built. Internationally,
there was an endorsement of the open international market and
commitment to ‘the collective defenice of the Western world’, (bath
under American leadership). Domestically, it meant a commitment
to (1) the maintenance of a comprehensive welfare state, (2) support
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of the ‘mixed economy’ of private and public enterprise and -(3)
policies of full employment and sustained economic growth.'®

For many commentators in the 1930s and 1960s, the coming of the
post-war era of consensus politics seemed to herald ‘an frreversible
change’. Within the sphere of the welfare state, Tom Marshall
argued in 1965 that there was now ’little difference of opinion as to
the services that must be provided, and it is generally agreed that,
whoever provides them, the overall responsibility for the welfare of
the citizens must remain with the state’ {(Marshall, 1975, p. 97). Still
more confidently, Charles Schottland proclaimed that ‘whatever its
beginnings, the welfare state is here to stay. Even iis opponents
argue only about its extension’ (Schottland, 1969). Much more re-
cently, Mishra comments that

state commitment to maintaining full employment, providing a
range of basic services for all citizens, and preventing or relieving
poverty seemed so integral to post-war society as to be almost
irreversible. {Mishra, 1984, p. 1)

We have already noted that recent scholarship has cast doubt upon
the reality of the post-war consensus. Most sceptically, Ben Pimlott
has written of ‘the myth of consensus’, while Deakin insists of the
UK experience that while ‘real convergences in policy between the
major political parties and individuals within them certainly took
place ... there was far less homogeneity than is usually believed’
(Deakin, 1987; Pimlott, 1988; Taylor-Gooby, 1985). In Sweden, once
identified by right-wing social democrats as the definitive terrain of
the consensual ‘middle way’, there has been an attempt to redefine
the historic accommodation of organized capital and organized
labour as a temporary and strategic compromise of irreconcilable
differences of interest which are now becoming increasingly man-
ifest (Childs, 1961; Crosland, 1964; Tingsten, 1973; Tomasson, 1969;
Tomasson, 1970; Scase, 1977a, 1977b; Korpi, 197%; Stephens, 1979;
Himmaelstrand et al., 1981; Korpi, 1983; Pierson, 1986; Pierson, 1991).

Yet even for its most enthusiastic supporters, the politics of con-
sensus was always recognized to be a positive-sumn game. Agreement
rested upon the capacity to generate a growing economic surplus
with which to satisfy simultaneously a multiplicity of disparate
claims. In this way, it was reliant upon the fourth element we have
identified in the post-war period, that is the commitment to econ-
omic growth and full employment.

16 On consensus, see Kavanagh and Morris (1989) and Deakin (1987); for a
sceptical view see Pimlott (1388).
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Table 4.6 Annual percentage growth in GNP {7 major OECD coun-
tries), 1950-1981

1350-60 196073 1973-81
Canada 4.0 5.6 2.8
France 4.5 5.6 2.6
West Germany 7.8 4.5 2.0
Haly 5.8 5.2 2.4
Japan 10.9 10.4 3.6
UK 2.3 3.1 0.5
us 3.3 4.2 2.3
Average 4.4 5.5 2.3

Sources: OECD (1966) p. 20; Bruno and Sachs, (1985) p. 155

Economic growth was seemingly the irreplaceable foundation of
the traditional welfare state. It was the basis of Keynesian policies to
induce capital investment, the stimulus to support economic activity
at levels securing full employment and the fount of resources for
increased expenditure on health, education, welfare and social ser-
vices. It was economic growth that made a reconciliation of the
opposing interests of capital and labour viable and sustainable. Fit-
tingly, what has been described as ‘the “Golden Age" of the welfare
state’ was also a period of unprecedented and unparalleled growth
in the international capitalist economy.

Table 4.6 gives some general indication of this growth. In the
seven major OECD countries (which at the start of the 1350s
accounted for 90 per cent of OECD output), annual growth in GNP
stood at 4.4 per cent in the 1950s, rising to 5.5 per cent in the years
hetween 1960 and 1973. There was substantial international variation
in rates of growth. The UK struggled to achieve growth above 3 per
cent even in the years of most rapid expansion, while Japan's re-
markable growth exceeded 10 per cent per annum throughout the
period. In the years after 1960, a number of previously “underde-
veloped’ economies, (for example, Spain, Portugal, Greece and Tur-
key), achieved levels of growth in excess of 6 per cent per annum.
Throughout the 1950s and 1960s average annual growth rates within
the OECD economies as a whole stood close to 5 per cent while
inflation, though rising slowly, stayed below 4 per cent until the late
1960s. This contrasts sharply with experience after 1973 when the
average rate of economic growth was more than halved (falling as
Iow as 0.5 per cent in the UK). At the same time, inflation became a
persistent problem, peaking at 14 per cent in 1974,

ST R 4 I o Loy . =y . -t



i f&

132 Origins and Development, 1880-1975

Table 4.7 Unemployment rates as a percentage of total labour force in
6 major OECD countries, 19331983

1933 195967 1975 1983
France — 0.7 4.1 8.0
West Germany 14.8 1.2 3.6 8.0
taly 5.9 6.2 5.8 9.7
Japan — 1.4 1.9 2.6
UK 13.9 1.8 4.7 13.1
us 20.5 5.3 8.3 9.5
Average 13.0 2.8 47 8.5

Source:  Godfrey (1986) p. 2

Table 4.7 reveals a parallel pattern in terms of employment. The
years of sustained, low inflationary economic growth were also
years of particularly low levels of unemployment. The period be-
tween 1950 and 1967 in which the average levels of unemployment
in six major OECD countries stood at 2.8 per cent contrasts marked-

-ly with the experience in 1933 at the height of the depression, when

unemployment reached 13 per cent. In fact, the figure for the 1960s
is distorted by the persistently high levels of unemployment in Italy
and the US, all the other countries showing averages significantly
below 2 per cent. These figures from the 1960s also contrast sharply
with the experience after 1970. Unemployment rose throughout the
1970s, peaking at about 8.5 per cent in 1983, This period also saw a
particularly steep increase in youth unemployment and in long-term
unemployment. In the UK, for example, youth unemployment
reached 23.4 per cent in 1983 and the proportion of those unem-
ployed for more than a year rose above 40 per cent in 1986, while
overall unemployment rates in the early 1980s came close to the
worst levels of the 1930s. Thus the 1950s and 1960s defined a period
of sustained economic growth and full employment which con-
trasted not only with the pre-war years but also with experience
after 1973.

Figure 4.2 illustrates the way in which this pattern of sustained
economic growth was co-ordinated with an increase in the propor-
tion of national product directed towards social expenditure.

The Middle-Class Welfare State

Two further social and political consequences of this rapid growth of
the welfare state in the post-war period are worthy of particular
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Figure 4.2 Real social expenditure and real GDP, 1965-1985 (1965
= 100)

Source:  OECD (1988) p. 13

attention. First, expansion of the sacial budget brought with it some
‘universalization’ of the constituency of the welfare state. Tomasson
has written of three characteristic phases in the development of the
welfare state:

Social welfare before the First Waorld War was a concern of the
political Right for the poor. Between the World Wars social welfare
was adopted as an issue by the paolitical Left, still for the poor.
After the Second World War social welfare became a concern of
both right and left but ... “not for the poor alone”. (Tomasson,
1983, p. ix)

Rarely has the post-war welfare state served simply the interests of
society’s poorest and most distressed. Almost everywhere, ‘the non-
poor play a crucial role of (variously) creating, expanding, sustain-
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Table 4.8 The distribution of public expenditure on the UK social
services

Ratio of expenditure per
person in top fifth to that

Service per person in bottom fifth
Pro-poor
Council housing 0.3
Equal
Primary education 0.9
Secondary education 0.9
Pro-rich
National Health Service 1.4
Secondary education (16+) 1.8
Non-university higher education 3.5
Bus subsidies 3.7
Universities 5.4
Tax subsidies to owner-occupiers 6.8
Rail subsidies 0.8

. Source: Goodin and Le Grand (1987) p. 92

ing, reforming and dismantling the welfare state’ (Goodin and Le
Grand, 1987, p. 3). Consequently, the nature of middle-class in-
volvement has been one of the most important (if sometimes
neglected) aspects of later welfare state evolution. In fact, the
expansion of the welfare state in the post-war period has tended to
benefit members of the middle class both (1) as consumers, giving
rights of access to facilities in healthcare, education, housing, trans-
port and so on which ‘actually benefited the middle classes ... in
many cases more than the poor’ and (2) as providers, increasing
professional employment opportunities within the public sector
(Goodin and Le Grand, 1987, p. 91). As Le Grand’'s work on the UK
welfare state suggests (table 4.8), perhaps counter-intuitively, it is
often middle-class elements that have been the principal be-
neficiaries of such redistribution as the broad welfare state allows.

The Growth of Welfare State Employment

A second general consequence of the rapid expansion of the welfare
state in the post-war period is to be found in the radical changes in
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the composition of the work-force that it has effected. The state, and
more especially the welfare state, is now a major employer in all
advanced societies. The UK National Health Service is the single
largest employer in Western Europe with an annual wages bill in
excess of £13 billion (Department of Health, 1989). Within the more
general shift in employment from manufacturing to the service sec-
tor, state welfare has had a peculiarly prominent role. Studying
changes in employment patterns in West Germany, Sweden, the U5
and the UK, Martin Rein concludes that between the early 1960s and
the 1980s social welfare and ‘services to business’ have been the only
two areas of the service sector of the economy to experience real
growth. By the latter period, the ‘social welfare indusiry’ accounted
for between 11 per cent {(West Germany) and 26 per cent (Sweden)
of overall employment, and social welfare jobs accounted for be-
tween 20 and 40 per cent of all employment in the service sector
{Rein, 1985, pp. 39--40}.

OECD figures suggest that in Denmark by the mid-1980s, govern-
ment employment (about two-thirds of which is in the social welfare
sector) exceeded employment in manufacturing. In other countries
(for example, Norway and Sweden), the two sectors were close to
parity, while in every country reviewed, the gap between employ-
ment in manufacturing and government services had significantly
narrowed since the early 1970s (OECD, 1989, pp. 120-2). Rein noted
that the consequences of expanded welfare state employment were
particularly pronounced for women, and especially for those women
who had passed through higher education. In 1981, between 65 and
75 per cent of college-educated women in West Germany, Sweden
and the US were employed in the ‘social welfare industries’. The
growth of the welfare state has clearly been a major area of growth
in female labour force participation, especially for the growing num-
ber of professionally qualified women (Rein, 1985, pp. 43-5).

A number of profound (political) consequences have been seen to
follow from this pattern of middle-class involvement and expanded
employment within the welfare state. Therborn, for example, takes
it as evidence of the ‘creeping universalism’ of the welfare state,
which has rendered New Right attempts to dismantie it electorally
impossible. For the New Right itself, the growth of a highly union-
ized, middle-class public sector work-force was a major source of
economic and political crisis in the 1970s, QOthers have identified
new lines of electoral cleavage developing around the welfare state
(reliance on the public sector v. reliance upon the private sector),
displacing traditional cleavages along the lines of social class {Ther-
born, 1987; Dunleavy, 1980). Claus Offe has argued that the secure
employment and comparative affluence which first attached the
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middle classes to the ‘welfare state project’ is now increasingly
threatening their defection to neo-liberalism and a consequent re-
sidualization of state welfare. These themes are further developed in
chapter 6. For now, we return to a more detailed assessment of
social policy changes in the post-war period.

1945-1950: Reconstruction

Within the very broad parameters of the ‘Golden Age’ or, more
soberly, the era of welfare state expansion between 1945 and 1975, it
is both possible and useful to offer some further periodization. Thus
we may think of the immediate post-war period down to 1951 as
defining a period of reconstruction following the débicle of World
War Two. In this period, a number of countries created that broad
and systematic platform upon which the developed welfare state
was based. In the UK, even before the end of the war, the coalition
government had passed legislation to reform secondary education
and to introduce family allowances. In the immediate post-war
period, the Labour government (partially) implemented Beveridge's
reform proposals with the setting up of the National Health Service,
the final abolition of the Poor Law and the reconstruction of national
insurance and national assistance. The essentials of the post-war UK
welfare state were in place by 1948,

In France, where social policy enhancement between the wars had
been modest, there was a ‘major commitment to social security in
1945 and 1946’ {Ashford and Kelley, 1986, p. 257}. This included a
law providing sickness and disability insurance, pension legislation
and a law providing for the aged poor. There was also an enhance-
ment of the 1932 Family Allowances legislation, providing pre-natai
payments, additional payments for the third child and a rising scale
of benefits as families grew larger (Ashford, 1986a, pp. 183-4). In
Finland, where pre-war provision had been still more limited, the
years between 1945 and 1950 saw a spectacular average growth rate
in social expenditure of 22,2 per cent, Social expenditure as a prop-
ortion of central government spending rose from 3 to 13 per cent in
the same period. Most of this increased effort was directed towards
children and families, healthcare, the organization of social services,
benefits for war victims and state-supported housing construction
{Alestalo and Uusitalo, 1986, pp. 202-3, 246). Similarly in Ireland,
‘the period from 1945 to the early 19505 was a time of heightened
interest and activity in the area of social policy’. During these years,
the share of social expenditure in GDP rose by almest six percentage
points. The reforms included the enhancement of public health
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provision, the expansion of social insurance coverage and improved
state aid for housing in both the public and private sectors (Maguire,
1986, pp. 246-8, 252; Kennedy, 1975, p. 5).

Not every developed capitalist country participated in this rapid
enhancement of social legislation after 1945. In ltaly, for example,
proposals for a systematic reform of social insurance were rejected
following the election of a Christian Democrat-dominated coalition
government in 1948, which opted instead to restore the pre-war
institutional framework (Ferrera, 1986, p. 390; Ferrera, 1989, p. 124).
In New Zealand, the major period of welfare state expansion had
preceded the Second World War, while it has been said that ‘by the
end of the Labour administration in 1949 Australia hardly possessed
a welfare state’ {Jones, 1980, p. 36). However, the single strategically
most important nation in this period of international welfare state
expansion was probably the ‘laggardly’ US. While Bowles and Gintis
identify the emergence of a ‘capital labor accord’ in a number of
legislative initiatives in the immediate post-war years, additions to
the US's own ‘semi-welfare state’ were quite limited. It was, howev-
er, US military and economic power which underwrote the post-war
reconstruction of Europe and the new political and economic order
of which the welfare state was an essential feature. America was the
guarantor and sponsor of Western Europe’s ‘embedded’ liberalism'
(economic liberalism in a context of state intervention), and thus
‘ironically, it was American hegemony that provided the basis for
the development and expansion of the European welfare states’
(Keohane, 1984, pp. 16-17).

1950-1960: Relative Stagnation

By contrast with the burst of legislative and executive action in the
immediate post-war years, which for many commentators heralds
the real coming of the welfare state, the 19505 was a decade of
relative stagnation. In what was generally a period of sustained
economic growth, the proportion of resources directed to social
expenditure rose very slowly compared with both the years before
1950 and those after 1960. In Western Europe, the average growth in
central government social expenditure as a percentage of GDP was
something under 1 per cent for the whole decade (Flora, 1987b, vol.
1, pp. 345-449). Strong economic growth means that such figures
often mask sustained growth in real sodal expenditure. Jens Alber
writes of the period 1951-58 as the ‘take-off’ phase of the West
German welfare state, but while average real growth in welfare
expenditure rose over 10 per cent, its share in a rapidly growing
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GDP rose by just three percentage points in the same period. Social
expenditure commanded a very similar proportion of national
wealth at the end of the decade as it had at its beginning (Alber,
1988b; Alber 1986, pp. 15-16; Maguire, 1986, pp. 321-30). However,
there were some countries in which the proportion of social expend-
iture actually fell during the 1950s. In Ireland, for example, central
government social expenditure as a proportion of GDP fell by 3.6
percentage points between 1951 and 1960. The share of social ex-
penditure in GDP did not recover its 1951 level until 1964. In the
period between 1952 and 1966, public social security expenditure in
Australia rose by two percentage points, but this was from 6.1 per
cent of GNP to a still modest 8.2 per cent. In New Zealand, growth
in the same period was less than 1 per cent (Kaim-Caudle, 1973,
p- 53). Of course, these figures for proportionate social expenditure
do not give an exhaustive description of welfare state developments.
Political disputes over welfare policy — the Swedish pension reforms
of 1957 or the introduction of health charges by the UK Labour
government in 1951, for example — are not caplured by these statis-
tics (Esping-Andersen, 1985; Sked and Cook, 1984, p. 96). Nonethe-
less, the contrast with the 1940s and the 1960s is quite clear.
A number of reasons have been advanced to explain this comparative
- decline in social expenditure growth. Some have suggested that need
was adequately met by the levels of expenditure established in the late
19405, Others point to the increased private affluence and low unem-
ployment achieved in the sustained economic growth of the 1950s. For
some, the element of mutual risk and austerity which wartime condi-
tions generated had evaporated by the 1950s. Tom Marshall wrote ‘that
the welfare state reigned unchallenged while linked with the Austerity
Society and was attacked from all sides as soon as it became associated
with the Affluent Society’ (Marshall, 1963, p. 282). Others argued that
-the succession of defeats of left-wing governments marked a political
realignment towards the right and the end of the zeal for reform which
had characterized the immediate post-war years.

1960-1975: Major Expansion

From about 1960 onwards, we enter a third phase in the post-war
development of the welfare state, one that lasts some fifteen years
and which is best characterized as an era of major expansion. In
terms of the resources devoted to social expenditure, this is perhaps
the most remarkable period in the whole evolution of the interna-
tional welfare states. Thus, the proportion of GDP devoted to social
expenditure rose from 12.3 per cent in 1960 to 21.9 per cent in 1975.

Annual growlh rale of social expenditure (%)
o
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Figure 4.3 The growth of social expenditure in the OECD area, 1960-
1981

unweighted average for the seven major OECD countries®
~——— unweighted OECD average “°

a Prior to 1975 there are no figures for expenditure on education
in France. Therefore, only the growth rages for the years after 1975
reflect the growth in expenditure on education in France. The
pattern of growth rates over these later years in unaffected by

their inclusion. )
b Average for 17 countries {(excluding Denmark and Switzerland
except for 1981, where Belgium and Greece are also excluded.

Source: OECD (1985a} p. 19

Both absolute levels and rates of growth varied. By 1975, six coun-
tries — France, West Germany, Belgium, Denmark, The Netherlands
and Sweden — were devoting in excess of 25 per cent of their GDF to
social expenditure. Amongst the seven major OECD economies,
only Japan (13.7 per cent), the US (18.7 per cent} and the UK (19.6
per cent) now devoted less than a fifth of GDP to social expenditure.
In the 1960-75 period, average annual growth in deflated social
expenditure was in excess of 8 per cent in Australia, Denmark,
Japan and Norway. It fell below 4 per cent only in the UK and
Austria. The overall average for the OECD countries throughout this
period was 6.5 per cent per annum (OECD, 1988, p. 11).

As figure 4.3 illustrates, the annual growth rate of deflated social
expenditure ranged between 7 and 10 per cent throughout the period
1960-75. It experieniced a sharp rise in the period immediately after
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1973 but fell sharply after 1975. The average growth rate for the
years 1975-B1 was little more than half of what it had been in the
period prior to 1975,

Again, while there was some international variation, three areas —
education, health and pensions ~ commanded some four-fifths of
resources throughout this period. There was some change in the
distribution of effort between these three areas as expenditure on
education first rose and then declined, while expenditure on health
and pensions increased steadily. Of the three, pensions appeared to
be least vulnerable to retrenchment following the economic reverses
of the mid-1970s. Even with the rapidly rising levels of joblessniess
in the late 1970s, unemployment compensation remained a minor
programme, commanding on average less than 5 per cent of social
expenditure (OECD, 1985a).

A number of reasons have been advanced to explain this remark-
able growth. In part, these are demographic, reflecting not just the
growing numbers of old age pensioners but also the rise in the ratio
of elderly (who are also disproportionate users of health services) to
the economically active. Some point to the central role of the growth
of prosperity in this period as generating the necessary resources for
the expansion of social programmes (Alber, 1988b). Others offer
more political explanations of the growth of social spending stress-
ing, for example, the mobilization of labour movements, socialist
parties and others {(including the civil rights movement in the U5} in
favour of enhanced welfare; the essential role of social spending as a
part of the ‘capital-labour’ accommodation of the post-war consen-
sus; the growing density and capacity of interest groups to mobilize
in favour of sectional interests within the welfare state; the increase
in urbanization and educational provision leading to greater social
and political mobilization,

Many commentators link these explanations of the rapid growth
of the welfare state down to 1975 with its problems or ‘crisis’ there-
after. Indeed, in more or less apocalyptic terms, 1975 is often seen to
mark the end-point of nearly 100 years of welfare state growth and
to bring the threat or promise of its imminent dismemberment. 1t is
to the distinctive theories and experiences of this period (both on the
New Right and the neo-Marxist left) that we turn in chapter 5.

5

Contradiction and Crisis in the
Developed Welfare State

Most commentators on the historical evolution of the welfare state
have been agreed in identifying a break with a long-standing pattern
of growth and development in international social policy from the
early or middle years of the 1970s. Some have done no more than
draw attention to the slackening pace of welfare state growth in this
period {Flora, 1986; Alber, 1988a). Others, particularly those writing
from the perspective of the 1970s, drew a much more alarming
picture of ‘crisis’ and ‘contradiction’ in the welfare state, a condition
which challenged either the continuation of the welfare state or even
the integrity of the democratic capitalist order itself. it was in this
period of the early and mid-1970s that social democratic confidence
in the competence of the mixed economy and the welfare state to
deliver continuing economic growth allied to greater social equity
came under increasing challenge. It was also, as we have seen, the
period of the flowering of New Right and neo-Marxist accounts of
the welfare state, both of which concentrated on the ubiquity of
crisis arising from the inherently unstable and contradictory ele-
ments within the post-war welfare capitalist consensus.

Of course, such views were not entirely new. The claim that
welfare rights were inconsistent with a market economy can be
retraced at least to Malthus and Nassau Senior {see p. 9 above).
Germany has a history of criticism of the costs of the welfare state
dating at least from the turn of the century, when social insurance
expenditure stood at just 1.4 per cent of GDP (Alber, 1988a, p. 181).
Again, Hayek's philosophical case against the welfare state predates
the Second World War and was sustained throughout its post-war
‘Golden Age'. Turning to the neo-Marxist account, Marx himself had
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challenged the possibility of reconciling the real interests of labour
with the dynamics of a capitalist economy, while John Saville’s
classic article locating the origins of the UK welfare state in turn-of-
the-century class struggle dates from 1957-8 (Saville, 1975, pPp. 57~
69). The more social democratic Asa Briggs argued at the start of the
1960s (and in the middle of the ‘Golden Age') that with ‘a back-
ground of recurring fiscal crises, “paying for services” has replaced
“fair shares for all” as a current political slogan’ (Briggs, 1967, p. 26).
Even as early as 1918, Joseph Schumpeter had written of the fiscal
limits of the capitalist state in Austria:

the state has its definite limits [and these are] limits to its fiscal
potential ... [In] bourgeois society ... the state lives as an econ-
omic parasite. [It] must not demand from the people so much that
they lose financial interest in production. (Schumpeter, 1954,
pp. 20-2)*

The perspective of contradiction and crisis in the welfare state was
not then so much new-found in the writings of the New Right and
the neo-Marxists as newly influential. It seemed as if, in an instant,
‘complacency about the momentum of the welfare state gave way to
doom-mongering by many in the intellectual elite’ (Heclo, 1981,
p- 399). With astonishing speed, the warnings of a looming crisis
(particularly those of the New Right) seemed to replace the benign
assumptions of social democracy as a privileged discourse among
governing and ‘opinion-forming’ elites.

Yet precisely what was intended by this discourse of ‘crisis’ and
‘contradiction’ is not entirely clear. Alec Pemberton complains that
the use of ‘contradiction’ in Marxist analyses of the welfare state is
‘notoriously imprecise’. He identifies two main variants. These were
(1} contradiction as paradox (as in the claim that ‘the working class
struggles for welfare rights but this inadvertently strengthens the
position of capital’), and (2) contradiction as opposite effect (as in the
argument that ‘the welfare state is introduced to assist the needy
and deprived but, in practice, it worsens their position’). The princi-
pal difficuity identified in both usages is that it is unclear in what
sense the relationships specified are truly ‘contradictory’. The out-
comes described may be perverse or even establish ‘real oppositions’,
but they do not entail a contradiction which, properly speaking, is a
description of the relationship between twa logically inconsistent
statements (of the kind ‘This is the final crisis of capitalism/This is

1 Itis instructive that Schumpeter here mises the spectre of a “fiscal crisis
of the tax state’ only to reject it,
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not the final crisis of capitalism’) (Pemberton, 1983, pp. 289-308;
Benton, 1977; Offe, 1984, pp. 130-46). Although Pemberton's stric-
tures are addressed to the neo-Marxist literature, much the same
problem arises in New Right accounts. Indeed, the New Right's use
of ‘contradiction’ is in some sense inherited from a prior Marxist
tradition.?

Similar difficulties surround the widespread usage, by both right
and left, of the idea of a ‘crisis’ of the welfare state. We may identify
three distinet senses in which ‘crisis’ is employed in contemporary
discussions. The first derives from the two associated meanings
given to it in its classical origins. These were first a medical usage in
which crisis describes ‘the turning point in a disease when death or
recovery hangs in the balance’ and secondly a dramaturgical sense
in which crisis describes a ‘turning point in a fateful process” when -
the participants must either succumb to the logic of fate or summon
up the moral will or energy to defy it {(Rader, 1979, p. 187). This
sense of crisis as a decisive phase in which a long-standing or
deep-seated struggle must be resolved one way or another has been
extended by analogy to describe particularly strategic or decisive
episodes in the historical or social process.

‘Crisis’ is also employed in contemporary discussions in two
further senses. First, there is an understanding of ‘crisis as a catas-
trophe caused by an external blow’ (Moran, 1988, p. 397). Offe
describes this as a sporadic crisis concept, in which the crisis is con-
fined to one event or brief series of events. In this sense, ‘the crisis
event or the defencelessness against it is not seen as a characteristic
quality of the system’ (Offe, 1984, pp. 36-7). Offe himself prefers a
second contemporary notion, that of ‘a processual concept of crisis',
Here, crises are ‘developmental tendencies that can be confronted
with “counteracting tendencies” making it possible to relate the
crisis-prone developmental tendencies of a system to the character-
istics of the system’. On this reading, crises 'need not be seen as
catastrophic events having a contingent origin’ (Offe, 1984, pp. 36-
7). Rather they relate immediately to Offe’s sense of contradiction as
‘the tendency inherent within a specific mode of production to
destroy those very preconditions on which its survival depends’.
These contradictions when seen within the capitalist mode of pro-
duction may call forth ‘counteracting tendencies’ (this is, indeed,

2 As Brittan acknowledges in an early footnote in his celebrated article on
‘The Economic Contradictions of Democracy’: ‘Strictly speaking only state-
ments can be contradictory, not events or procedures. The title of this paper
represents a stretching of the term of the kind in which Marx indulged
when speaking of the “contradictions of capitalism”’ (Brittan, 1975, p. 129.)
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very largely what the welfare state is), but the structural and sys-
temic limitations upon such counteracting tendencies reveal a chro-
nic likelihood ‘that contradictions will finally result in a crisis of the
capitalist mode of production’ (Offe, 1984, p. 133). At the same time,
all of these more or less technical uses are overlain by the popular
and devalued currency of ‘crisis’ as describing any (and every) large-
scale contemporary problem.

For all its advocates, the idea of a ‘crisis of the welfare state’ may
thus have a wide range of meanings. We may isolate the most
important of these as:

1 crisis as furming point
2 crisis as external shock
3 crisis as long-standing contradiction

The idea of a crisis or of contradictions surrounding the welfare
state is then neither entirely new, nor unproblematically clear.
However, we can isolate the early 1970s as the period in which
{particularly in the Anglo-American context) the idea of a crisis of
the welfare state achieves an unparalleled prominence. The late
1960s had seen the emergence of a growing discontent among both
left and right-wing libertarians about the enervating bureaucratic

- and statist aspects of social welfare ([llich, 1973, 1978; Lasch, 1978, p-
224). It had also been a period of growing political mobilization and
renewed industrial action, notably within the public sector trades
unions that had themselves been a by-product of welfare state ex-
pansion (Jackson, 1987; Hyman, 1989b; Giddens, 1981a). All of these
contributed to a climate in which social conflict was of renewed
interest. But it was above all the end to uninterrupted post-war
economic growth that undermined the incremental confidence of the
social democrats and set the stage for ‘the new pessimism’ (Heclo,
1981, p. 398).

The nature of the ‘Golden Age’ of post-war capitalism is now itself
much debated. There has been some tendency to redraw (and shor-
ten) the parameters of the period of sustained economic growth and
comparative social peace — on which both the ‘end of ideology’ and
the perspective of open-ended economic expansion were premised
to cover little more than the fifteen years between 1950 and the
mid-1960s.? But, wherever one places ‘the beginning of the end’ of
this era, by the early 1970s the signs of economic difficulty were
unmistakable and the five-fold increase in oil prices which OPEC

3 The earliest version of O'Connor's fiscal crisis theory appeared in 1970
On the post-war period, see Deakin (1987); Kavanagh and Mosris (1989).
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Table 5.1 Macroeconomic performance in the OECD, 1960-1981 (%)

Economic indicator 1960-73 197381
Unemployment rate 3.2 5.5
Inflation 3.9 10.4
GNP growth 4.9 2.4
Productivity growth 3.9 14
Source:  Bruno and Sachs (1985) p. 2

was able to impose in 1973 precipitated (rather than caused) a severe
slump throughout the western industrialized world.

A few figures will illustrate the scale of this economic ‘crisis’.
Between 1965 and 1973, the economies of the OECD countries
showed an annual average growth rate of about 5 per cent. In 1974,
this annual growth rate fell to 2 per cent and in 1975, nine OECD
economies ‘shrank’, bringing the annual average growth rate below
zero. Though there was some recovery from this low point, there
was to be a second oil-price ‘shock’ in 1979, and for the decade 1974
to 1984, annual average growth was little over 2 per cent (Alber,
1988a, p. 187). Nor were these economic difficulties confined to
sluggish growth. By 1975, unemployment in the OECD area had
risen to an unprecedented 15 million. At the same time, inflation
accelerated and there was a growing balance-of-trade deficit
throughout the OECD. The ‘discomfort/misery index’ (the rate of
inflation plus the rate of unemployment) which, for the seven major
OECD. countries, had averaged 5.5 per cent through the 1960s had
risen to.17 per cent by 1974-5. At the same time, levels of invest-
ment and levels of profitability fell, while the value of disposable
incomes stagnated. As table 5.1 shows, governments throughout the
developed West were simultaneously failing to achieve the four
major economic policy objectives — growth, low inflation, full em-
ployment and balance of trade - on which the post-war order had
been based (Gough, 1979, p. 132; Goldthorpe, 1984, p. 2).

One of the clearest manifestations of this economic crisis was the
growing indebtedness of the public household. As the economic
recession deepened, so demands upon public expenditure, and
especially social expenditure, grew, in part through the inertia of
incrementalism but also through costs that rose directly from econ-
omic decline (the costs of enlarged unemployment and social be-
nefits claims). At the same time as demand grew, with the slump in
tax-generating growth, revenue declined. This manifested itself in a
‘yawning gap between expenditure and revenues’ and a rapid
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growth in the public sector borrowing requirement (PSBR). Most
acutely in the period 1973-5, as economic growth {and the capacity
to fund stale expenditure) declined, public expenditure increased
{(Gough, 1979, p. 132). About half of the 10 per cent growth in the
share of GDP devoted to public expenditure in the OECD countries
between 1960 and 1975 occurred in 1974 and 1975 (OECD, 1985a, p.
14). In the same period, specifically social spending (on education,
health, income maintenance and other welfare services) had taken
an increasing share of this enhanced public expenditure, rising from
47.5 per cent in 1960 to 58.5 per cent by 1981 (OECD, 1985a, p. 21).
Consequently, concern about state indebtedness and public expend-
iture was above all concern about the costs of the welfare state.
We shall consider the nature of (differing) governments’ (differ-
ing) responses to this challenge later in this chapter. In fact, as we
shall see, there were important policy differences between the sever-
al national governments. Indeed, not only was there the customary
discrepancy between what these governments said and what they
did but also a divide between what these governments did and what
people widely believed them to have done. But we now have suf-
ficient evidence to place in context the ‘crisis’ theories of the early
and mid-1970s, theories which were themselves a response to the
economic crisis and the immediate reaction of government agencies.

OPEC and the ‘Contingent Crisis’

Perhaps the earliest response to the economic crisis of the early
1970s was to understand it, in Offe’s terms, as a ‘sporadic crisis’,
Upon this view, the essentially sound and well-ordered inter-
national capitalist system had been subjected to an ‘external shock’
or series of shocks which had temporarily thrown it out of equilib-
rium. Most prominent among these shocks was the oil price increase
of 1973 which had precipitated the deep recession of 1974 and 1975.
Other candidates for disruption were the consequences of the long-
standing US involvement in Vietnam, the rapid rise of (non-oil)
basic commodity costs (notably of basic foods), and the breakdown
of international monetary exchange relations. What was crucial ab-
out all these ‘shocks’ was that they were essentially exogenous {from
outside the system) and if not non-replicable {after all OPEC could,
and did, impose a second oil price hike) then certainly contingent.
Paul McKracken's 1977 Report prepared for the OECD, probably the
most celebrated statement of this position, concluded that the reces-
sion of the early 1970s arose from ‘an unusual bunching of unfortun-
ate disturbances unlikely to be repeated on the same scale, the
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impact of which was compounded by some considerable errors in
economic policy” (OECD, 1977). Upon such an account, crisis was
external to the welfare state in two senses. First, the source of
(temporary) economic problems lay outside the prevailing inter-
national market order and second, insofar as there was a knock-on
problem of funding for the welfare state, this was one which was
wholly attributable to the shortfall in economic product and not to
the (damaging) interrelationship between social welfare and econ-
omic performance.

However, this essentially optimistic view — of a ‘hiccup’ in econ-
omic growth leading to a temporary pause in welfare state growth -
was increasingly overtaken in the welfare state area by studies
which stressed the contradictions within the mixed economy {(or
liberal representative democracy or welfare capitalism) as the real
source of crisis. The five-fold increase in crude oil prices was simply
the dramatic precipitating event which disclosed the deep-seated
structural weaknesses of the post-war political economy which had
been in the making for twenty-five years, and manifest to the dis-
cerning eye since at least the late 1960s. At the heart of this account
is the claim that the end of the period of post-war economic growth
was not externally caused but inherent in the social, political and
economic order of the post-war consensus and especially in its
ameliorating institutions for the management of economically based
political conflict.

It will be recalled from chapter 2 that this was precisely the
position adopted by both New Right and neo-Marxist commentators
in response to the events of the early 1970s. For both schools, this
crisis cannot be understood as ‘simply’ economic. Rather it is a crisis
of the social and political order established after 1945 under the
rubric of the Keynesian Welfare State. For both, the problems of the
early 1970s express the economic and political contradictions inhe-
rent in a democratic capitalist society. Such an analysis embraces our
two further senses of crisis, First, for all of these commentators the
post-war order is threatened by the consequences of deep-seated
and ‘long-standing contradiction’. Also, typically in its earliest, bol-
dest and most apocalyptic formulations, this perspective raises the
spectre of an historical turning point. That is, the contradictions of
the post-war order are now so acute that a radical change is no
longer simply desirable, it has become unavoidable. Whatever the
radical alternatives, the status quo is not an opton.

We also saw in chapter 2 that it is extremely difficult to think of
the neo-Marxist theary of the welfare state outside of the context of
its perceived crisis. For contemporary Marxist thinkers, the welfare
state is essentially contradictory, and its crises are but an especdially
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acute expression of these contradictions. This view was first stated
with some force at the turn of the 19705 in Q'Connor’s Fiscal Crisis of
fhe State. O'Connor's study centred upon the claim that ‘the capita-
listic state must try to fulfil two basic and often mutually contradic-
tory functions — accumulation and legitimization’. On the one hand,
the state must try to maintain or create the conditions under which
profitable capital accumulation is possible; on the other, it must also
try to maintain or create the conditions for ‘social harmony’. He
expands the contradiction thus:

A capitalist state that openly uses its coercive forces to help one
class accumulate capital at the expense of other classes loses its
legitimacy and hence undermines the basis of its loyalty and sup-
port. But a state that ignores the necessity of assisting the process
of capital accumulation risks drying up the source of its own
power, the economy’s surplus production capacity and the taxes
drawn from this surplus. (O'Connor, 1973, p. 6)

In essence, these imperatives of accumulation and legitimation are
seen to be contradictory., Expenditure to secure legitimization is
essential, to defray the ctherwise potentially explosive social and
political costs of capitalist development, yet these costs must them-
selves be met via state revenues derived from the profits of capital
accumulation. In this way the costs of Hmm:mammmmo? which are to
secure circumstances for successful capital accumulation, themselves
tend to undermine the very process of profitable accumulation.
Correspondingly,

The socialization of costs and the private appropriation of profits
creates a fiscal erisis, or ‘structural gap’, between state expendi-
tures and state revenues. The result is a tendency for state ex-
penditures to increase more rapidly than the means of financing
them. (O'Connor, 1973, p. 9}

This fiscal erisis is intensified by the pluralistic structure and accessi-
bility of liberal democratic politics, which privileges the servicing of
organized interests, furnishing ‘a great deal of waste, duplication
and overlapping of state projects and services’. Thus, ‘the accumula-
tion of social capital and social expenses is a highly irrational process
from the standpoint of administrative coherence,. fiscal stability
and potentially profitable capital accumulation’ (O’'Connor, 1973,
p- 9.

By the early 19705 in the US (which was the focus of O’Connor's
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study), these problems had become intense.* Growing tax resist-
ance, intensified hostility to the authority of government, growing
mobilization by new social movements among welfare recipients,
and heightened politicization among an increasingly unionized state
work-force all intensified those pressures upon government which
generated fiscal crisis. O'Connor insisted that ‘By the late 1960s, the
local fiscal crisis was almost completely out of hand” and federal
attempts to cope with this simply intensified the difficultes at
national level {O'Connor, 1973, p. 212). O’'Connor doubted that the
crisis could be resolved within the parameters of the existing order.
For him, ‘the only lasting sclution to the crisis is socialism’ (p. 221).

The New Right and the Crisis of Liberal
Representative Democracy

Even more influential and dramatic as an account of the crisis of the
welfare state in this period were the wrilings of the New Right.
From the turn of the 1970s, the technical arguments of Hayek and
the public choice theorists (discussed in chapter 2) were given an
enhanced prominence by critics who insisted that the general con-
tradictions underlying social democracy were now beginning to
manifest themselves in an immediate and profound crisis of the
existing political order. In a 1975 Report on the Governability of Democ-
racies, Michael Crozier argued that within Western Europe

the operations of the d2mocratic process . .. appear to have gener-
ated a breakdown of ‘raditional means of social control, a delegi-
timation of political and other forms of authority, and an overload
of demands on government, exceeding its capacity to respond.
{Crozier, Huntington and Watanuki 1975, p. B)

For the neo-conservatives, the core of this ‘democratic distemper’ lay
in the decline in respect for traditional sources of authority and in
the break with traditional constraints upon individual aspirations. In
the US in the 1960s, so Huntington argued, the ‘vitality of democ-
racy ... produced a substantial increase in governmental activity and
a substantial decrease in governmental authority’ (Huntington, 1975,

4 Although the specific forus of O'Connor’s analysis was the post-World
War Two US, he did argue that ‘many of the ideas presented can be adapted
to the experience of ather advanced capitalist countries” (O"'Connor, 1973,

p- 6}
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p- 64). Thus at the same time as democratic publics made greatly
increased demands of their governments, they were becoming less
willing to accept the decisions taken by these public authorities.
Indeed, the decline in respect for executive authority and the decline
in support for mainstream political parties suggested a general de-
cline in attachment to the traditional forms of representative demo-
cratic life. There was a growing mobilization of sectional demands
with no recognition of a greater public interest, whether or not
represented by the existing government. At the same time, sus-
tained post-war economic growth, the institutionalization of the
welfare state and the ‘bidding-up” process of adversarial democratic
politics had generated a ‘revolution of rising expectations’ among
democratic publics. They were increasingly disposed to claim as
non-negotiable ‘rights’, goods and services to which they had no
sound claim. Decline of authority and mutual responsibility within
the family meant that social welfare functions traditionally met with-
in the private and family sector generated new claims upon the state
—'and produced a population increasingly dependent upon state
beneficence. Daniel Bell noted as a manifestation of ‘the cultural
contradictions of capitalism’, the fact that capitalism, which required
sober, regular and systematically acquisitive individuals for its
successful development, tended rather to generate hedonistic and
consumption-orienied individuals, resistant to the traditional work
ethic (Bell, 1979).

If for the neo-conservatives the major problem was one of declin-
ing social control and public authority, for the neo-liberals, following
the public choice theorists, the major difficulties lay in the rela-
tionship between representative liberal democracy and the market
economy. Thus, Samuel Brittan wrote in 1975 of the danger of the
(self-) destruction of liberal representative democracy being precipi-
tated by ‘two endemic threats’: (1) the generation of excessive ex-

- pectations; and (2) the disruptive effects of the pursuit of group
self-interest in the marketplace. He insisted that ‘an excessive burden
is placed on the “sharing out” function of government’, where this
funcHon is understood as ‘the activities of the public authorities in
influencing the allocation of resources, both through taxation and
expenditure policies and through direct intervention in the market
place’. In essence, the ‘growth of expectations imposes demands for
different kinds of public spending and intervention which are
incompatible both with each other and with the tax burden that
people are willing to bear’ (Brittan, 1975, pp. 129-31). Marrying
Schumpeter’s account of democracy as the process of elite competi-
tion for votes to the insights of the public choice theorists, Brittan
argued that liberal representative democracy is imperilled by two
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underlying weaknesses.” First, the process of political competition
generates unrealistic and excessive expectations about the possibili-
ties afforded by government action among a largely (and rationally)
uninformed voting public. Parties and politicians are systematically
disposed to promise ‘more for less’. A party which reminds the
electorate of the necessary relationship between income and expend-
iture is likely to prove unelectable. Secondly, the growth of well-
organized sectional interests (most especially trades unions) and
especially their willingness to use this power to achieve sectional
ends intensifies the difficulties of reconciling liberal and democratic
government with national economic solvency, In the short term, this
contradiction is likely to manifest itself in rising inflation, but ‘in the
last analysis the authorities have to choose between accepting an
indefinite increase in the rate of inflation and abandoning full em-
ployment to the extent necessary to break the collective wage-push
power of the unions’. However, such governments may be forced
‘to choose between very high rates of unemployment and very high
rates of inflation, neither of which can be sustained in a Iiberal
democracy’ (Brittan, 1975, p. 143). Consequently, Brittan judged that
‘on present indications’, liberal representative democracy ‘is likely
to pass away within the lifetime of people now adult’ (Brittan, 1975,
p. 129). :

There were other elements in these accounts of the early 1970s.

. Some argued that the growth in resources and personnel directed

towards the public sector as a consequence of the rise of the post-
war welfare state had ‘crowded out’ the private sector investment
upon which continued economic growth was dependent. Bacon and
Eltis argued of the UK experience that there is ‘a strong case’ for
maintaining that ‘the great increase in public-sector employment
that occurred in Britain in 1961-75 [largely within the welfare state
sector] played a significant role in the deterioration of Britain’s eco-
nomic performance’ (Bacon and Eltis, 1978, p. 16). Some stressed the
growing difficulties of government macro-management in a more
open world economy. Others highlighted the particularly en-
trenched position of public sector trades unions (itself a by-product
of expanded (welfare) state employment), whose wages were politi-
cally- rather than market-determined (Rose and Peters, 1978, p. 23
Brittan, 1975), Anthony King drew attention to the secular growth in
the complexity and interdependency of governmental decisions in
all developed societies which would make the governance of even

5 On Schumpeter's account of democracy as elite competition, see
Schumpeter (1976); Held {1987) pp. 164-85.
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the most compliant of democracies more uncertain and problematic
(King, 1975).

For many of these commentators, this overload thesis was in-
timately related to the spectre of growing ungovernability. Rose and
Peters, for example, argued that a number of Western governments
faced the imminent prospect of ‘political bankruptcy’ should they
fail to show ‘the political will to limit growth’ of public expenditure
in times of declining economic growth and falling take-home pay.
While such ‘political bankruptcy’ would not mean anarchy and
fighting in the streets, it would lead to an increase in citizen hostility
to the conventional political process, accelerate the process of citizen
indifference to the conduct of government and, perhaps most
seriously, aggravate the tendency towards tax resistance, with an
accompanying growth in the black economy (Rose and Peters, 1978,
pp. 31-7). For King, the evidence of ungovernability was already
present and, expressing himself ‘a little pessimistic about the fu-
ture’, he argued that it was now the duty of political scientists to
suggest "how the number of tasks that government has come to be
expected to perform can be reduced’ (King, 1975, p. 296). Michael
Crozier feared that Western Europe faced the prospect of ‘Finland-
ization’, while most apocalyptically, Peter Jay insisted that ‘the very
survival of democracy hangs by a gossamer thread’ and that ‘demo-
cracy has itself by the tail and is eating itself up fast’ {cited in Rose
and Peters, 1978, p. 14, n. 17; Jay, 1977: Crozier, Huntington and
Watanuld 1975, p. 54).

Not all these commentators were so iconoclastic (nor can they all
be identified unproblematically with the New Right). Rose and
Peters, for example, insist that any ‘attempt to dismantle the policies
of the contemporary welfare state would be a response out of all
proportion to the cause of the problem’ (Rose and Peters, 1978, pp.
38, 232). Yet all were convinced that the continuation of the welfare
_state status quo was not an option.

Crisis? What Crisis?

However, by the end of the 1970s, it seemed clear that expectations
of a system-threatening crisis — whether a legitimation crisis of wel-
fare capitalism or a crisis of governability of liberal representative
" democracy — were ungrounded. Nowhere in the advanced capitalist
world had the system of representative democracy broken down nor
the market system been challenged by mass mobilization in favour
of socialism. Certainly, there had been considerable resistance to
retrenchment of public expenditure and rising levels of unemploy-
ment. There was some (extremely approximate) evidence of growth
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in the black economy (a 1986 OECD report placed it at between 2
and 8 per cent of total hours worked in the developed econ-
omies) and limited evidence of tax resistance, notably in the

- meteoric rise of the anti-tax Progress Party in Denmark in 1973 and

in the passage of Proposition 13 statutorily restricting state taxation
in California.® Yet none of this represented a real challenge to the
prevailing order which had seemingly been endorsed by the elector-
al success of right-wing parties in the late 19705 and early 1980s.
This process was given its definitive expression in the popular elec-
tion in 1979 and 1980 (and landslide re-election in 1983 and 1984) of
self-professedly neo-liberal governments in the UK and the US.

One response to these developments has been to argue that the
threat to the system was real enough, but that, just in time, ‘the
electorate’ had recognized ‘the incoherence of the providential idea
of government in a free society’. Thus, Nevil Johnson argues of the
UK that ‘there was a shift of opinion and mood just sufficient to
yield a modest parliamentary majority at the 1979 general election
for a Conservative government committed ... to the reassertion of
market principles’ (Nevil Johnson, 1987, p. 155). Yet such talk of ‘the
changing mood of the electorate’ really stands in lieu of an explana-
tion and was one of the options seemingly ruled out by the public
choice theorists’ explanations of ‘voting paradox’ (see above, pp.
45-7).
- Such developments might however be reconciled with a less
dramatic view of crisis. Gough raises such a possibility in writing,
broadly within the classical Marxist tradition, of crisis as a process of
restructuring, in which new circumstances are established for suc-
cessful capital accumulation. Writing at the end of the 1970s, Gough
argued that such a restructuring could only be achieved through a
systematic weakening of the power of working-class organizations
and a retrenchment of the political and social rights that had been
institutionalized in the post-war advanced capitalist world (Gough,
1979, pp. 151-2).

It is this perspective which can be seen to set the agenda for a

" second and distinctive species of crisis theories that came to domin-
" ate discussion in the 1980s (Taylor-Gooby, 1985, p. 14). We may
- think of these as ‘crisis confainment theories'. In such accounts, it is

argued that the challenge which seemed in the 1970s to be addres-
sed to democratic advanced capitalism itself has, in practice, been

. & OECD (1986b): of Proposition 13, it has been observed that it is difficult

to sustain a view of California as a state in which the general citizenry faced
ruin arising from profligate welfare expenditure.
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displaced upon the social and economic policies that constituted the
post-war welfare state. In fact, interventions in areas of social and
economic policy have been successful in the limited though decisive
sense that they have managed to contain and control, if not actually
to resolve, those contradictory and crisis tendencies which earlier
theorists had thought would imperil the very continuation of liberal
democracy. If it is any longer appropriate to speak of a crisis, it is
now a crisis within the institutions of welfare state social policy itself.

Crisis: Containment and Reconstruction

Following Taylor-Gooby, we can isolate three sets of claims as char-
acteristic of this ‘crisis containment’ theory. First, it is suggested that
throughout the advanced capitalist world there has been a break
with the political consensus for a managed economy and state wel-
fare that characterized the post-war period. Secondly, this has been
made possible by a ‘sea-change’ in public opinion, which has moved
from support for collective solutions to problems of social need to a
preference for market provision to satisfy individual welfare de-
mands. Thirdly, and most importantly, these changes have opened
the way for cuts in welfare entitlements and a ‘restructuring’ of
public welfare provision. This indicates a move away from the
model of a universalist, rights-based welfare state towards a more
residualist, needs-governed system of public relief.

The end of consensus

The argument of ‘crisis containment’ theorists is that while critics
were right to observe a severe challenge to the post-war consensus
in the heightened social and political struggles of the early 1970s,
they were wrong to identify this with an unmanageable threat to the
prevailing democratic capitalist order. The threatening contradic-
tions of weifare capitalism have been, if not definitively resolved,
then at least effectively managed. This has been achieved througha
radical reconstruction of the social and political order of the ad-
vanced capitalist societies, a reconstructon in the interests of capital
and parties of the right, achieved through an abandonment of the
post-war consensus.

Although this is a process which has taken different forms in
different countries, according to specifically local conditions, its de-
finitive and most articulate expression is seen in the rise of
‘Thatcherism’, both in the UK and, by extension, elsewhere. Despite
its self-ascribed single-mindedness and conviction, the precise
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- have always been ambivalent and that even where support for the
. welfare state has appeared to be strong, such strength has. often:
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meaning of ‘Thatcherism’ remains unclear. (see Jessop et al., 1988,
pp. 3-56). For some, perhaps for Mrs Thatcher herself, it signifies,
above all else, a rejection of the politics of consensus. According to
Gamble, it represents ‘a coherent hegemonic project’, summarily
constructed around the twin themes of ‘the free economy and the
strong state’ (Gamble, 1988, p. 23). It is sometimes given a wider
and international resonance, indicating a more generalized policy
response to the perceived economic and social problems of the
1970s. Thus, Dennis Kavanagh writes that:

economic recession and slow economic growth undermined popu-
lar support for the welfare consensus in a number of ... states.
The Thatcher governments’ policies of tax cuts, privatization,
‘prudent’ finance, squeezing state expenditure and cutting
loss-making activities has had echoes in other western states.
{Kavanagh, 1987, p. 9)

It is not perhaps surprising that the ‘Thatcher agenda’ should have
an appeal for right-wing governments in the UK, the US and
perhaps West Germany. What was seen as still more decisive for the
proponents of ‘crisis containment’ was the extent to which avowedly
socialist or social democratic governments were forced to adopt
‘austerity’ measures which mimicked the policies of right-wing gov-
ernments. This might be taken to describe the experience of the
Labour government in the UK in the late 1970s. To an extent, it even
spread into the heartland of the welfare state in Scandinavia (partic-

" ularly in Denmark). But perhaps most instructive was the experience

of the Socialists in France, who, though elected on a radical socialist
manifesto in 1981, were abruptly forced to "‘U-turn’ and embrace the
politics of austerity. What seemed to divide this ‘Thatcherism with a

~ human face’ from the real thing was a lack of enthusiasm for the

policies adopted.

~ The ‘sea change’ in popular opinion

This political abandonment of consensus could not have been
effected, it is argued, had there not been a wholesale erosion of
popular support for existing welfare state arrangements. There are
some who argue that the working class never had a strong attach-
ment to the idea of welfare rights and social citizenship, and who
trace ‘the long hostility of working people to what is perceived as
dependency on public provision’ (Selbourne, 1985, p. 117). Cer-
tainly, most commentators concede that public attitudes to welfare
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been ‘brittle’. Thus, Golding and Middleton identified in the UK of
the 1960s ‘behind a diffuse and lingering loyalty to the notion of
“the welfare state” ... more severe views [that were] readily tap-
ped’ by its critics (Golding and Middleton, 1982, p. 229). On this
basis, the economic downturn of the early 1970s afforded an oppor-
tunity for ‘a fullscale assault on the welfare consensus’, a consensis
which ‘has never taken deep root, and [which] was therefore re-
latively easy to dislodge by the return of an incisive nec-liberal
thetoric in the wake of the significant material shifts in working-
class experience in the mid-1970s’. Certainly, ‘[bly the 1979 election
the thin veneer of the post war welfare consensus had been stripped
down to a barely visible remnant’ (Golding and Middleton, 1982,
pp. 229, 205, 109).

Similarly, John Alt argued that people’s support for the welfare
state was basically ‘altruistic ... supporting a benefit which will
largely go to others’. In economic ‘good times’, when people’s earn-
ings are rising, they may be willing to afford such ‘altruistic pol-
icies’. But times of ‘economic stress’, such as the 1970s, tend to be
associated with ‘less generosity’ and a preference for ‘spending cuts
over taxation’ (Alt, 1979, p. 258).

Perhaps the single clearest (and most widely challenged) state-
ment of the case for a decline in public support for state welfare has
come from the Institute of Economic Affairs. In the most recent of a
series of surveys of UK public opinion on welfare, Harris and Seldon
claim to have isolated

a large, latent but suppressed desire for change in British educa-
tion and medical care among high proportions of people of both
sexes, all ages and incomes, whether officially at work or not, and
of all political sympathies. (Harris and Seldon, 1987, p. 51; see also
Harris and Seldon, 1979, p. 201)

The decline of the welfare state as a decline of
social democracy -

Further evidence of this decline in popular support for the welfare
state is premised on the growing electoral difficulties of social demo-
cratic parties and the renaissance of the political right. Social Demo-
crats have long been identified as ‘the party of the welfare state’.
Their rise in the 1960s was often associated with the incorporation of
the welfare state in advanced capitalist societies. Correspondingly,
the decline in their popularity in the 1970s has been seen as evi-
dence of a decline in support for the welfare state itself.

Here again, the most familiar examples are those of the UK, the
US and West Germany. But perhaps more important are the exam-
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ples of a shift to the right in the heartland of the welfare state. Of
these, the most important examples are Denmark and,- of course,
Sweden where the teturn of a ‘bourgeois’ coalition in 1976 brought
to an end 44 years of continuous social democratic government. But
evidence of the decline of sodialist parties is Europe-wide. The prop-
ortion of votes going to all left-wing parties (Social Democratic,
Sodialist and Comumunist) fell from 41.3 per cent in the 1960s to 40.1
per cent in the 1970s. In the same period, support for Conservative
parties crept up from 24.6 to 24.9 per cent. In the early 1980s, the
proportion of the Conservative vote advanced to 25.3 per cent. A
still more dramatic picture emerges if we consider a shorter and
more recent period. Thus, between 1977 and 1982, incumbent Social-
ists were defeated in the UK, West Germany, Belgium, Hoplland,
Norway, Luxembourg and Denmark. In 1975, there were more than
twice as many Socialist as Conservative cabinet ministers in Euro-
pean governments (54.1 per cent contrasted with 25.1 per cent). By
1982, the Conservative parties had established a one percentage
point lead over the socialists (37.6 per cent Conservative; 36.4 per
cent Socialist). Lane and Ersson conclude that the Socialist parties’
position ‘was reinforced during the 19505 and the 1960s; in the 1970s
and early 1980s, however, a decline to a lower level set 3& For the
parties of the right, by contrast, the data ‘confirm the hypothesis of
a conservative revival in the 1970s and early 1980s" (The Econoniist,

'1982a, pp. 35-6; Lane and Ersson, 1987, pp. 112-15).

‘The cuts’

The third, and possibly the most important element in the ‘crisis
containment’ perspective was the spectre of cuts and ‘restructuring’
in social expenditure. On the basis of a change in popular and
electoral opinion and given the successes of parties of the right and
the breakdown of the politics of consensus, it seemed that the 1980s
must be a decade of welfare retrenchment. For many commentators,
both advocates and opponents, it seems as if there was to be a
retreat from a universal welfare state based on ciizenship towards a
more modest policy of the relief of destitution upon the basis of

“demonstrated need.

 The first public expenditure white paper of the newly elected UK
Conservative government in 1979 maintained that ‘public expendi-
ture is at the heart of Britain's present economic difficulties’ and, as
we have seen, the single largest (and fastest-growing) aspect of this
public spending was social expenditure (H.M. Treasury, 1979).
Accordingly, the welfare state looked particularly vulnerable to re-
trenchment and within a year of Thatcher's election, Ian Gough was
arguing that
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Britain is experiencing the most far-reaching experiment in ‘new
right’ politics in the Western world, [A number of] policy shifts
... contribute to this aim: legal sanctons against unions, mass
unemployment by means of tight monetary controls, the cutting of
social benefits for the families of strikers, a reduction in the social
wage on several fronts, and a shift to more authoritarian practices
in the welfare field. It represents one coherent strategy for manag-
ing the British crisis, a strategy aimed at the heart of the post-war
Keynesian-welfare state settlement. (Gough, 1983, pp. 162-3)

Much the same process was identified in the US, Here it was said in
1986 that ‘the Reagan administration and its big business allies have
. declared a new class war’ against the working class and those reliant
on social assistance (Piven and Cloward, 1986, p. 47). Writing in the
same year, Michael Katz insists that

In the last several years, city governments have slashed services;
state legislatures have attacked general assistance {outdoor relief
to persons ineligible for benefits from other programs); and the
Reagan administration has launched an offensive against social
welfare and used tax policy to widen the income gap between rich
and poor. (Katz, 1986, p. 274)

Perhaps even more telling were the prospects for retrenchment in
the continental European welfare state. In September 1982, The Econ-
omist argued that ‘during the 1980s, all rich countries” governments
... are likely to make ... big cuts in social spending’. Without such
large-scale cuts in the UK, The Economist anticipated that public
expenditure could reach 60 per cent of GNP by 1990! Within a
month, it was reporting ‘the withering of Europe’s welfare states’. In
West Germany, there were to be delays in pension increases, the
collection of sickness insurance contributions from pensioners and
an end to student grants. Holland faced ‘a savage cutback’, while
the one-time leading welfare state, Denmark, was to seek a 7 per
cent cut in public spending by reducing levels of unemployment
compensation and introducing new charges for children’s daycare.
Most saliently, the newly elected Socialist government in France was
introducing new charges to meet non-medical hospital costs and
increasing social security contributions in a quest to curb spending
by $12 billion in a full year. Only the perverse Swedes were ‘the
exception that proved the rule’, re-electing a socialist government on
an anti-cuts programme (The Economist, 1982b, pp. 67-8).

In contrast to some of the more committed of conservative politi-
cians and the most enthusiastic of their supporters, few academic
commentators have ever believed that the future belongs unprob-
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lematically to the New Right project. However, the ‘crisis contain-

‘ment’ perspective did offer a clear account of the breakdown of
. consensus, a popular political shift to the right and an unpicking of

the fabric of the welfare state. It suggested that this change had
successfully addressed the threat of systemic crisis that had been
identified in the mid-1970s and replaced it with a more modest and
plecemeal, if squalid, crisis for those in society who were most
reliant upon the support of public services.

Crisis of the Welfare State: Evaluation

The idea of crisis had a profound impact upon studies of the welfare
state in the 1980s. To take just three examples, the Director of Social
Affairs for the OECD argued that ‘the lower growth of the OECD
economies since the early 1970s ... put the Welfare State in crisis’
(OECD, 1981). Pat Thane wrote in 1982 of ‘a time when the post-war
“welfare state” is being actively dismantled’, while Ramesh Mishra
began his study of The Welfare Siate in Crisis with the claim that ‘the
welfare state throughout the industrialized West is in disarray’
(Mirhra, 1984), Just four years later it seemed as if this perspective
had changed. In 1988, Jens Alber insisted ‘thai the concept of a

‘welfare state crisis is neither necessary nor fruitful’, while Michael

Moran was still more definitive: ‘There is no crisis of the welfare
state” (Gass, 1981, p. 5; Thane, 1982, p. viii; Mishra, 1984, p. xiii;

” " Alber, 1988a, p. 200; Moran, 1988, p. 412). It is some twenty years

since the discourse of ‘crisis’ first achieved prominence and we are
therefore now in a position to make some substantive judgements
about the rise (and fall) of theories of crisis in the welfare state. This
assessment is focused upon the three major species of crisis iden-
tified above.

.?Emmum state crisis as ‘external shock’

With the rise of the more dramatic accounts of systemic crisis and
given the continuing problems of Western economies, it soon be-
camme commonplace to dismiss the idea of crisis arising from an
‘external economic shock’ as a naive hankering for the ‘goed old
days’ of sodial peace and economic growth of the 19505 and 1960s.
Certainly, it is a view with very real weaknesses. First, its confi-
dence about the early re-establishment of the political and economic
status quo ante was misplaced. Secondly, it lacked a sense of the
interrelatedness of the political and economic problems of the ad-
vanced capitalist societies. Finally, it showed little awareness of the
very real changes in the balance of economic and political forces that
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had been the consequence of twenty-five years of post-war econ-
amic growth.

Yet it is an approach which, with the benefit of still more hind-
sight, can be seen to have had some substantial strengths. Certainly,
the crisis presented itself to many contemporaries as a problem of
inadequate economic resources (trying to pay for more welfare with
a stagnating national product), and there is indeed good reason to
think that the crisis of the early 1970s was, in some senses, much
more ‘purely economic’ than later critics were to allow. Thus, much
of the perceived ’spiralling’ of welfare costs was due not to ‘demo-
cratic distemnper’ but to the logic of demographic pressure and statu-
tory entitlement under circumstances of recession. This was simply
an expression of the double-bind that the welfare state always faces
under circumstances of recession, as national product and taxation
revenue full, while demands for welfare compensation rise. Further,
as the more dire predictions of neo-Marxists and New Right analysts
have failed to materialize, so it may seem that the difficulties of the
welfare state are indeed more appropriately seen to be based in the
shortfall of resources available to fund further growth. Such a belief
is bultressed by recent evidence that the best indicator of the capac-
ity of national welfare states to weather the difficulties of the 1970s
was not so much a reflection of their political complexion (the in-
tensity of their democratic contradictions), as of a given nation’s
econontic strength before the 1970s and of its capacity to absorb the
oil shock of 1973 (Schmidt, 1983, pp. 1-26).

However, even if we concentrate solely upon economic develop-
ments, it is clear that the changes observed in the early 1970s were
both more profound and longer lasting than the idea of a one-off
‘shock to the system’ supposed. This new economic context is not
adequately defined by one or two hikes in the price of basic com-
modities but rather by a whole series of changes in the international
political economy which cumulatively shattered the stability of the
post-war economic order. Such changes include the decline in stable
exchange rates, the loss of the hegemonic rale of the US, changing
international terms of trade, the rise of newly industrialized coun-
tries, changing financial institutions, the impact of new technologies
and the continuing de-industrialization/post-industrialization of the
advanced capitalist economies. For a number of commentators,
changes of this kind add up to a systematic transition from the sorts
of organized capitafism which had characterized much of the twentieth
century towards a new period of disorganized capitalism. The changes
represent then not so much a crisis for advanced capitalism as the
process of establishing what Flora calls ‘a changed historical macro-
constellation’ {Flora, 1985, p. 26). However, the challenge posed io
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the welfare state may still be severe, since the welfare state was one
of the major institutional pillars of that organized form of capitalism
which it is suggested is in the process of being transformed {Lash

and Urry, 1987; Offe, 1985).

The weifare state and the crisis of liberal democratic
capitalism

The theoretical poverty of the perspective of ‘external shock’ has
often been contrasted with New Right or neo-Marxist critics wha
are seen to have penetrated the ‘depth structure’ of contradictons
in the welfare state. Certainly, there are considerable strengths in
the shared features of these accounts of crisis. They were among the

first to develop a modern ‘political economy’ approach, indicating -

that while the symptoms of the difficulties of the 1970s were econ-
omic, their causes lay in the interrelation of social, political and
economic forces. They were also among the first to indicate that the
recession of 1973-4 was not simply a ‘blip” in the continuing process
of unfettered post-war economic growth, in which ‘business as
usyal’ could be restored just so soon as the ‘oil shock’ had been
absorbed. They demonstrated that inflation had not just a political
consequence but also, in part, a political cruse. They drew out the

political consequences of the growing complexity and complicity of
- government, of greater bureaucratic and organizational density and
“of the rise of organized and sectional interests, under circumstances
- of representative democracy and full employment.

+ However, the glaring weakness in this analysis is that the subst-

rance of its claims about a systemic crisis of advanced capitalism

and/or liberal representative democracy remain substantially unful-
filled. In the UK, where the prognoses were often the most gloomy,
there has been little real challenge to the political process. There is
evidence of growing electoral volatility {(masked by the plurality

‘voting system), evidence of declining public deference to govern-
'ment, of the intensified prosecution of sectional interests and of a

break with elements of consensus government. There has been an
erosion of local government democracy, the circumscription of some
civil liberties and the curtailment of trade union rights. All of these

have met with more or less fierce resistance. But there has been no
real: threat of a breakdown of liberal democratic government and

limited interest in major constitutional reforms (outside the minor
and nationalist parties). In the same period, a right-wing govern-
ment has been returned to office three times (at least twice with a
large plurality of votes), while welfare spending in the major areas
(pensions, health and education) has remained largely intact.

[t .|



162 Contradiction and Crisis

Why were analysts on both left and right so mistaken about the
consequences of the welfare state structures they helped to reveal?
First, there is an element of misunderstanding of the nature of the
welfare state. For the New Right, the welfare state was seen largely
as an unproductive deadweight on the economy, imposed through
the dynamics of irresponsible (social) democracy. In the prevalent
Marxist account, the welfare state was the necessary legitimating
trade-off for (the unacceptable social costs of) capital accumulation.
For both, the inevitable outcome was fiscal crisis. But such a view is
difficult to reconcile with the historical development of the welfare
state outlined in chapter 4. The welfare state was not generally an
imposition of organized labour through the pressure of electoral
politics. It was as much (if not more) the product of conservative or
liberal regimes. It was as frequently (if not more often) status-
preserving or market-supporting as it was decommodifying. In fact,
evidence that, as both New Right and neo-Marxists seem Lo assume,
the welfare state dampens capitalist economic growth is limited at
both ‘micro” and ‘macro’ levels. Similarly, the claims that public
spending displaces private investment or that social benefits repre-
sent a real disincentive to labour are thinly grounded.” Certainly,
under some circumstances and as part of a broader constellation of
forces, social spending may be complicit in poor economic perform-
ance. But this is something different from the claim that social
spending causes poor economic performance (Pen, 1987, pp. 346-7).
Indeed, Nicholas Barr argues that the welfare state has a ‘major
efficiency role’ and that, in a context of market failures, ‘we need a
welfare state for efficiency reasons, and would continue to do
so even if all distributional problems had been solved’ (Barr, 1987,
p. 421; Blake and Ormerod, 1980; Block, 1987).

The UK case is peculiarly instructive in this context. The UK was
often portrayed in the literature of the 1970s as the country with the
most pronounced problems of overload, ungovernability and wel-
fare state malaise, so much so that this complex was often identified

as ‘the English disease’ (see, for example, Jay, 1977). Yet, we :m.a.m .

seen that the UK was not an espedially large welfare spender, nor
were the terms of her social benefits either very generous or particu-
larly ‘decommodifying’. There were consistently more extensive and
generous welfare states with a far better economic record. The size
and disposition of the UK public sector and welfare state might

7 Nicholas Barr insists that ‘the effect of the welfare state on capital
accumulation and output growth, despite much research and strident pale-
mics, remains largely terra incognita’ (Barr, 1987, p. 424).
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coniribute to its economic difficulties, but only in a context of much
longer established problems of economic growth and capital forma-
tion (Gamble, 1981). Conversely, as Mishra points out, New Right
critics at least tended to neglect those welfare states with a good
economic record (Austria, Sweden) or to attribute their success to
fortunate and extraneous circumstances (Mishra, 1984, p. 56). In
general, this ‘Anglocentric’ bias {(which has long been observed by
continental analysts of the welfare state) is also a clue to the weak-
ness of the more apocalyptic theses of contradiction and ungoverna-
bility (Flora and Heidenheimer, 1981a, p. 21). Thus Anthony Birch
‘maintains that the New Right thesis is only sustainable for the UK at
a very particular historical moment. Seeking to extrapolate from
these very particular circumstances, a general theory of the pros-
pects for representative liberal democracy is quite unwarranted:
(Birch, 1984, pp. 158-9).
Perhaps a clue to these misunderstandings can be found in the
problematic use of ‘contradiction’. ‘Contradiction’ as a description of
- the welfare state can only mean ‘perverse outcomes’, ‘real opposi-
tions” or ‘competing objectives’. However, both New Right and
neo-Marxist critics have tended to emplay it as if its ‘proper’ sense of
irreconcilability (A and not-A) applied to this analogical usage. Cor-
* respondingly, they are persuaded to see (irreconcilable) contradic-
tions, where only (deeply problematic but potentially manageable)
conflicts exist.
.. A number of more specific problems can be identified in these
accounts. New Right critics in particular have tended to overstate
'the powers of trades unions. Even at the height of their ascendancy
.in the early 1970s, unions were essentially the reactive and defensive
organizations of labour (Clarke and Clements, 1977; Hyman, 198%a).
- All governments, and not only those who saw it as potentially
‘therapeutic, have found it difficult to control unemployment. This,
in concert with growing international competition and greater capi-
tal mobility, has radically curtailed even this limited power of frades
unions. Similarly, the last fifteen years have seen no inexorable rise
-of social democratic parties, irresponsibly promising ‘mare for less'.
(Naor, it should be noted, is the currently fashionable ‘ascendancy of
‘the right’ likely to prove any more inevitable or permanent.) Despite
-the ubiquitous talk of governments ‘buying’ electoral victories
through irresponsible manipulation of the economy, such empirical
.evidence as there is suggests that the impact of the ‘political busi-
-~ ness cycle’ has been greatly exaggerated. In Alt and Chrystal’s view,
“no one could read the political business cycle literature without
being struck by the lack of supporting evidence’ (Alt and Chrystal,
1983).

"
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Finally, it is worth drawing attention to the inadequacies of the
accounts of legitimacy that underpin many of these accounts of
crisis. Both left (notably Habermas and Wolfe) and right suggest that
the difficulties surrounding the welfare state are likely finally to
express themselves as a crisis of legitimacy of the democratic capital-
ist order (Habermas, 1976; Wolfe, 1979). But it seems clear that this
is to operate with a conception of legitimacy which belongs to
constitutional theory rather than to political sociology. The principle
of legitimacy as the acknowledged right to rule is not one that has a
prominent place in the day-to-day thinking of the democratic
citizen. As Rose and Peters indicated, even ‘political bankruptcy’
does not mean fighting on the streets (Rose and Peters, 1978).
Michael Mann has given definitive expression to the view that the
‘social cohesion of liberal democracy’ rests primarily upon an absence
of considerations of legitimacy, upon the fact that the average citizen
does not have a comprehensive view of the legitimate claims and
limitations of governmental authority. It is a mistake to look to a
legitimation crisis where legitimacy is not constituted in the way that
analysts of its anticipated crisis suppose (Habermas, 1976; Wolfe,
1979; Mann, 1970).

Crisis Contained?

We have seen that as the prospect of an institutional or constitution-
al débacle receded towards the end of the 1970s, a new species of
theory, that of ‘crisis containment’, gained increasing prominence.
Upon such an account, any threat posed to the existing social and
political order during the 19705 had effectively been displaced into a
crisis of the welfare state itself. The end of political consensus (in
part premised upon general support for the welfare state), a shift to
the right in public opinion and public policy initiatives to cut spend-
ing had ‘saved’ capitalismn only by imperilling the post-war welfare
state. How convincing is this second school of crisis thinking?

The End of Consensus?

We saw that it was possible to define consensus as either inter-party
or inter-class, but that whichever form it took it could be isolated in
policy terms around (1) the maintenance of a comprehensive welfare
state, (2) support of the ‘mixed economy’ and (3) policies of full
employment and sustained economic growth. There were always
those opposed to consensus, and though we are now inclined to
think of the breach with consensus as an intervention from the
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-xright, it is worth recalling that some of the earliest mobilization

against the social democratic consensus came from the left in the late

- 1960s and early 1970s. Similarly, while we think of the break being

consummated towards the end of the 1970s, ‘the beginning of the
end of consensus’ might be as convincingly retraced to the late

' 1960s. Even if we identify the demise of consensus with this later

date, it is worth recalling that some on the left welcomed this as an
opportunity to radicalize politics around the failure of the social
democratic ‘management of capitalism’.

One of the lessons of empirical research on the welfare state in the
1980s has been to trace the diversity of developments in the last
twenty years. Faced with similar difficulties, though under national-
Iy variable circumstances, there has been a variety of responses

‘within the Western welfare states, As the nature of the consensus

varied among countries, so too has the process of its ‘deconstruc-
tion’ been far from uniform. Thus the consequences of the election
of parties of the right committed to reform in Sweden (1974), the UK
(1979) and Germany (1982) are widely different given the variation
in national backgrounds.

The UK: The Definitive End of Consensus?

The most abrupt ‘end to consensus’ is often ascribed to the UK in
which a quarter of a century of Butskellite agreement between Con-
servative and Labour parties was seen to yield in 1979 to the rad-
ically anti-consensus politics of Thatcherism. Here is potentially the

- most fruithul ground for the ‘end of consensus’ theory. Certainly,
the polemical hostility to consensus was clear. In 1981, Margaret

Thatcher dismissed consensus as .

The process of abandoning all beliefs, principles, values and pol-
icies .., avoiding the very issues that have got to be solved merely
to get people to come to an agreement on the way ahead. {cited in

_ ¢ Kavanagh and Morris, 1989, p. 119)

In the 1979 election campaign, the Conservatives in the UK pre-
sented themselves as a party breaking with the exhausted legacy of
post-war politics. This break extended to each of the major policy

" elements of consensus. In terms of the ‘mixed economy’, there was

a commitment to return publicly owned industries to the private
sector and to limit government interventions in the day-to-day man-
agement of relations between employers and employees. There was
a commitment to sustained or enhanced economic growth, but this
was to be achieved by an abwndonment of Keynesian economics and
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the commitment to full employment in favour of monetarism and
supply-side reforms. On the welfare state, there was to be a drive to
cut costs by concentrating resources upon those in greatest need, to
restrain the bureaucratic interventions of the ‘nanny state” in the
day-to-day life of citizens, a greater role for voluntary welfare in-
stitutions and the encouragement of individuals to make provision
for their individual welfare through the private sector (encouraging
private pensions, private healthcare and private education).

Certainly, the 1979 general election in the UK may be described as
a watershed. Labour had been in office for eleven of the previous
fifteen years. This election brought to power a Conservative govern-
ment that remained in office throughout the 1980s and won three
consecutive elections. The 1979 election also saw a major defection
of skilled working-class voters from Labour to Conservative. Yet in
judging the breach with consensus that it represented, one must be
circumspect.

First, the break-up of the consensus pre-dates the election of the
Conservatives in 1979. As early as 1970, Richard Crossman heard
“‘the sound of the consensus breaking up’ (Crossman, 1970). The first
two years of the Heath government (1970-2) had been committed to
the sort of nec-liberalism that the 1979 Thatcher government prom-
ised. It was the Labour government of 19749 that presided over the
earliest retrenchment in welfare spending and a (then) unpre-
cedented rise in post-war unemployment. The ill-fated ‘Social Con-
tract’ may be seen less as the culmination of post-war collaboration
of capital, labour and the state than as a desperate attempt to hold
together forms of corporatist bargaining which had already been
undermined and were destined to issue in the sort of débacle
that was seen in ‘the Winter of Discontent’ of 1978/9 (Deakin, 1987,
pp- 2-3).

Turning to the record of the post-1979 Thatcher government, poli-
tical practice did not always match party rhetoric. Certainly, unem-
ployment was allowed to reach unheard-of levels (officially in excess
of three milion) and a string of major public corporations and _
utilities were returned to the private sector (notably British Telecom,
British Gas, British Airways and water supply and sewerage ser-
vices). ' There was a major (and popular) drive to sell off public
housing and there were limited cuts in expenditure on education,
Yet in the period of the first Thatcher administration total social
expenditure showed a significant growth of about 10 per cent, rising
as a proportion of GDP from 21.7 per cent to 23.6 per cent. Much of
this increase was the consequence of extremely high levels of unem-
ployment and low economic growth (Taylor-Gooby, 1985, p. 72).
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In 1985, the government Green Paper on Tie Reform of Social

-Security (‘The Fowler Reviews’) promised ‘the most fundamental
"examination of our social security system since the Second World

War’ (DHSS, 1985). The proposals — and especially the abolition of
State Earnings Related Pensions (SERPS) which had been introduced
as a bipartisan policy as recently as 1975 — were condemned by the
government’s critics as a break with the welfare state consensus
(Kavanagh, 1987, p. 27). But when government legislation was
brought forward, it contained substantial concessions and, most
importantly, a scaling-down rather than abolition of SERPS. There
were limited inducements for private welfare provision and a de-
terioration in the terms of welfare services for the least privileged.
But the major and mainstream pillars of the welfare state (public
pensions and the National Health Service) were largely unscathed
and there was no effective cut in social expenditure. In 1985/6, this
stood at £36 billion, a third higher than its 1979 level (Kavanagh,
1987, p. 217). More recently, the government has made effarts to
address the issue of reforms within the NHS. However, these pro-
posals focus upon ‘internal market’ reforms rather than a wholesale
commitment to the privatization of healthcare and retain the com-

‘mitment to a service ‘available to all, regardless of income, and to be

financed mainly out of general taxation’ (Thatcher, 1989). Even so,
the government has run into acute public and professional resist-

ance and the political outcome remains unclear.

The Thatcher governments were significantly different from those
that preceded them. In the area of the welfare state, there have been

" important changes — the sale of council houses, the ‘contracting out’

of ancillary services in hospitals, the ‘opting out’ of schools from
local government control, the depreciation of child benefit, the
promotion of private healthcare. But these changes have not necess-

_arily meant a saving to the public purse. Greater home ownership,

for all its promise of greater seif-reliance, imposes a financial burden
in tax expenditures on mortgage interest relief. This increased by
almost five times between 1963/4 and 1983/4 rising in the period
from 1979 to 1983 alone by 44 per cent. In 1985/6, the cost of
mortgage interest relief was officially estimated to have been about
£4.5 billion (rising to £5.5 billion in 1988/9), exemption from capital
gains tax approximately £2.5 billion and council house sales dis-
counts a further £1 billion (Taylor-Gooby, 1985, p. 84; Forrest and
Murie, 1988; Forrest, 1988; CS0), 1990, p. 93). The 'heartlands’ of the
welfare state — pensions and healthcare — have proven extremely
difficult to restrain. On healthcare, the government has increased
real spending, while facing charges from all quarters of systematic
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underfunding.? This looks like a very traditional problem of post-
war governments. Finally, Mrs Thatcher’s successor, John Major, in
distancing himself from the New Right's more radical proposals for
reform, has insisted that ‘the welfare state is an integral part of the
British instinct. It will remain an integral part of the British instinct’
(cited in The Guardian, 1990).

Indeed, the problem of funding pensions and health is one which
the Thatcher administration has shared with governments through-
out the advanced industrialized world (OECD, 1984; OECD, 1986a).
It is to this international context that we turn in the remaining pages
of this chapter. Earlier we identified three areas as the definitive
testing ground for an ‘end to welfare state consensus’. These were
(1) changing public opinion, (2} the decline of ‘welfare state parties’
and (3) changes in public policy. We shall consider each of these in
its international context.

Changes in Public Opinion

One of the principal claims of ‘crisis containment’ was that, in
contrast to the period in which the post-war consensus was con-
structed and sustained, popular opinion has shifted away from sup-
port for equity and citizenship through the welfare state. Crudely
put, public welfare was something which people would support in
economic ‘good Hmes’, when both public and private consumption
could rise, but to which they were much less sympathetic in times of
economic stagnation. A strictly temporary and provisional support
for the welfare state had been dissipated through an appeal to
traditional and much more deep-seated hostility to the poor and
indolent.

Perhaps the fullest review of international public opinion on the
welfare state is Coughlin’s Ideology, Public Opinion and Welfare Policy.
Across a sample of eight rich nations he found that

public attitudes toward the principles of social policy have de-
veloped along similar lines both of acceptance and rejection. The

B This seeming paradox of increasing expenditure and a worsening record
of meeting demand is often explained in terms of (1) the demographic
pressure of an ageing population, (2) the ‘technological push’ of new medic-
al technolegies making more treatments possible, (3) the ‘relative price
effect’ that follows from the labour-intensive nature of healthcare and (4)
supplier control over the level of producton (Cullis and West, 1979;
Ashmore, Mulkay and Pinch, 1989).
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idea of collective responsibility for assuring minimum standards of

. ‘employment, health care, income, and other conditions of sccial
‘and economic well-being has everywhere gained a foothold in
popular values and beliefs. And yet the survey evidence suggests
a simultaneous tendency supporting individual achievement,
mobility, and responsibility for one’s own lot, and rejecting the
elimination of aspects of economic life associated with capitalism.
(Coughlin, 1980, p. 31)

Levels of support varied between ‘big spenders’, such as Sweden
and France, and ‘low spenders’, such as the U5 and Australia.
Generally, ‘a couniry’s mix of economic collectivism and economic
" individualism will match its social spending and taxing and the
actual amount of government intervention’ (Wilensky, 1980, p. xii).
But broadly the same patterns of support were revealed. The same
areas — pensions, public health insurance, family/child allowances —
were most popular {(and expensive) and the same sort of provision -
unemployment compensation and public assistance - the least
popular. Not only between nations, but between sgcial classes and
;across political sympathies, it seemed that everyone liked pensions
and no-one liked ‘scroungers’ (Coughlin, 1980, p. 52).

More recently, Tom Smith has drawn together international sur-
vey material that reveals a similar pattern. Collating evidence for the
US, Austria, West Germany, Italy and the UK, Smith records very
strong endorsements of government responsibility for health care
(94.5 per cent) and for ensuring ‘a decent standard of living for the
old’ (95.2 per cent). His more recent evidence shows majority sup-
port everywhere for increased government spending on healthcare
and an average of 57 per cent in favour of increased retirement
benefits. In both these areas, questions controlled clearly for ‘tax
blindness’, and again in both areas the UK showed the highest
. disposition for increased spending (at 87.8 and 74.6 per cent, respec-
tively). In the more stigmatized area of unemployment benefit, the
-proportion favouring increased spending was much lower (at 33.3
per cent) but this was still greater than those who favoured a redue-
tion in such support (at 21.9 per cent). The endorsement by an
.average of 70.2 per cent of respondents of the view that it was 'the
‘government's responsibility to ... provide a job for everyone who
‘wants one’ suggests that the queston of unemployment elicits re-
'sponses to perceived indolence rather than to state intervention in
ithe economy. Again, given the choice, respondents everywhere saw
' the government’s responsibility to keep unemployment down as
‘more important than its responsibility to control inflation (Smith,
11987).
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Taylor-Gooby's recent review of the international evidence, look-
ing at the same five countries plus Australia, reveals lower absolute
fevels of popular support, but a similar ranking of both countries and
programmes (Taylor-Gooby, 1989). The survey material recorded
majorities everywhere for increased state spending on healthcare
(88 per cent in the UK and 81 per cent in Italy), and a clear (un-
weighted) majority for increases in old age pensions (with support
highest again in the UK and Italy, which had positive responses of
75 and 76 per cent, respectively). As in Smith’s survey, the en-
dorsement of increased state spending on the unemployed was
much lower, with only the Italians mustering majority support
(Taylor-Gooby, 1989, p. 41). Yet Smith has continued to record
substantial majorities everywhere supporting increased state spend-
ing on benefits for the poor (Smith, 1989, p. 62). Overall, Taylor-
Gooby has concluded that

the attitudes of the citizens of the six nations correspond more
closely to the traditional post-war settlement than they reveal any
enthusiasm for change, although within this framewark there are
substantial national variations ... Social welfare that provides for
mass needs is warmly endorsed, but provision for minorities,
whose interests challenge the work ethic, receives meagre approv-
al. Direct social engineering to advance equality of outcomes is not
endorsed. (Taylor-Gooby, 1989, p. 49)

Taylor-Gooby’s more detailed if parochial survey of public opinion
in the UK reveals a similar pattern. His evidence suggests that

a general climate of opinion exists among the public that strongly
supports services for the elderly, the sick and disabled, education
and the NHS, and is antipathetic to benefits for the unemployed,
low paid, lone parents and children ... (Taylor-Gooby, 1985,
p- 29)

In the favoured areas there is support for increased spending event
when the tax consequences are made explicit. Least favoured are
those areas of provision to minorities — one-parent benefits, unem-
ployment benefits — from which most taxpayers do not foresee
themselves benefiting. Taylor-Gooby reports an ambivalent attitude
to public/private provision. Generally, the public is concerned with
the nature of the benefits received and their cost. Delivery through
the public or private sector is not a pressing concern. Many persist
in endorsing both public and private provision, persuading Taylor-
Gooby to conclude that the ‘sentiments that support privatisation
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" are real. They coexist with countervailing sentiments of collectivism’

.. (Taylor-Gooby, 1986, p. 244). Furthermore, Coughlin’s analysis ‘re-

vealed that in all the nations for which we have data, anti-tax/
welfare sentiments are nowhere expressed by clear majorities of
national populations, and that continued popular support for im-
proved programs is broadly based’ (Coughlin, 1980, p. 151).

Overall, the pattern of popular attitudes to state welfare is com-
plex but stable. There is public hostility to certain areas of state
provision, probably some repressed demand masked by state com-
pulsion, hostility to certain categories of beneficiary and some sup-
port for private/market provision of welfare services. However,
these views are not new and they coexist with widespread popular
endorsement of the most expensive and extensive elements of state
provision. There is little evidence here of large-scale popular back-
lash against the welfare state.

The Demise of ‘the Welfare State Party’

We have seen that, however doubtful is the historical basis of such a
claim, the welfare state has come to be strongly identified with
socialist and particularly social democratic parties. Another source of
evidence of decline in popular support for the welfare state is thus
to be found in the decline of these parties of the welfare state.
" Evidence of such a decline was considered above. It included (1) a
series of defeats of social democratic governments in Europe and

‘North America between 1977 and 1982, (2) a long-term decline in

left-wing voting after 1960 and (3) a fall of more than a third in
“socialist participation in government between 1975 and 1982. It is
clear that there was a movement (perhaps more properly a counter-
movement) against the left in this period. However, obituaries for

- 'the strange death of social democracy” are surely premature (Kava-
- nagh, 1987, pp. 4-5). Thus, the combined electoral strength of the

left in Western Europe, which had stood at 40.1 per cent through

. the 1970s, advanced to 42,5 per cent in the period 1980-3. In the

1980s, while the right has taken or retained power in the UK, the U5
" and West Germany, the left has retained or been restored to office in
- Sweden, France, Spain, Portugal and Greece (Keesing's World Events,
1989). Following the 1989 Eurcpean Parliament elections, the Social-
: ists formed the single largest group (with 180 members), while the
Conservatives were reduced to 34 members, with the Christian
"Democrats forming the second-largest grouping of 121 MEPs
{Keesing's World Events, 1989, p. 36818). Throughout this period it
‘has tended to be the socialist/social democratic parties which have
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Table 5.2 Changing patterns of electoral support for left-wing parties

Most recent Average of
election previous three
(1ep to 1987) eleckions Change
% % %

Greece 57.5 40.3 +17.2
New Zealand 42.6 39.7 +2.9
Spain 47.9 46.1 +1.8
West Germany 45.3 43.6 +1.7
Norway 46.9 45.5 +1.4
Sweden 50.1 48.8 +1.3
Belgium 29.4 28.5 +0.9
Netherlands 35.1 35.2 -0.1
Australia 46.3 47.4 -1.1
Denmark 46.6 48.5 -1.9
Switzerland 23,7 26.8 -3.1
UK 31.3 35.5 —4.2
Finland 37.7 42.1 —4.4
France 429 49.5 —6.6
Austria 43,8 50.7 —-6.9
Portugal 39.4 52.0 ~12.0

Source:  Pulzer (1987) p. 387

gained ground within the left everywhere (including the stronghold
of the former Communist Party in Italy).®

In fact, the experience of the left in the 1980s was a mixed one, as
table 5.2 illustrates. On the basis of this evidence, Peter Pulzer
insists that there is no reason to presume that we are witnessing ‘a
long-term and unstoppable decline of parties of the democratic Left’
(Pulzer, 1987, p. 388).

Writing of the ascendancy of the Reagan presidency in the US,
Kelley insists that there is ‘almost no support for the view that the
Reagan administration came to power as the result of an increasing-
ly insistent popular demand for the economic and welfare palicies
Reagan had proposed’. He concludes that ‘opposition to New Deal-
like policies won some support for Reagan, but it had won support

9 In Italy, the PCI {communists} outvoted the PSI (socialists) by a propor-
tion of less than 2:1 in the 1989 European parliamentary elections, compared
with a proportion of 3:1 in the previous European elecfions of 1984 (Keesing’s
Waorld Events, 1989, p. 36876}). Indeed, after much soul searching, the PCI
decided to reconstitute itself as the Democratic Party of the Left (PDS).
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in roughly equal measure for all Republican candidates since 1952’
{Kelley, 1988, p. 7). Of course, a revival of the social demaocratic left
might be much less important if these were no longer ‘the parties of
the welfare state’, that is, if the period of right-wing ascendancy had
5o transformed the political agenda that a new consensus had been
formed in which the welfare state now had a much reduced place.

* 'There is some evidence that certain traditional goals of the left, such

as public ownership, may have been downgraded, though as much

”. in response to changes in the international political economy as
" to the ascendant ideplogy of the New Right. To assess claims that

the welfare state may be similarly displaced, we need to consider
the way that the welfare state has itself fared over the past ten to

~ fifteen years.

*The Cuts’

We have already reviewed the general evidence of cuts in welfare
state provision since the early 1970s. However, a fuller survey of the
evidence reveals that while most states enacted some programme
cutbacks, most also introduced new forms of entitlement and in
most countries social spending has continued to grow faster than
GDP. Alber notes that in ‘all countries except Germany ... the
social transfer expenditure ratio [was] higher in 1984 than in 1975
(Alber, 1988a, p. 187). Certainly, there has been a major restraint in
the levels of growth of social expenditure. Between 1960 and 1975,
real growth in social expenditure stood at about 8 per cent a year.
Between 1975 and 1981, this rate of real growth was halved to just
over 4 per cent (OECD, 1984). But only four countries (the US,
Canada, the Netherlands and West Germany) saw reduced social
expenditure ratios (of a maximum of 1.1 per cent in West Germany),
while these ratios continued to increase substantially in seven coun-
tries (Sweden, France, Belgium, Austria, Japan, Italy and Finland).
While in some countries (West Germany, Switzerland, Norway,
Finland, the US) welfare state expansion largely came to a halt after
1985, in others (Sweden, Denmark, Belgium, France, Ireland and, to
a lesser extent, Austria and Italy) it continued to expand. Reviewing
this evidence, Jens Alber concludes:

the welfare state has continued to grow in most Western European
countries even throughout the most recent period of austerity.
Only in four countries have the expansionary trends come to a
visible halt. Nowhere, however, did the expenditure ratios fall
below the record levels reached in the early 1970s. This suggests
an interpretation of the recent period as a phase of consolidation
rather than of welfare state dismantling. (Alber, 1988b, p. 463)

-1 Table 5.3 offers a useful summary of recent Western European evi-

dence on welfare retrenchment and backlash.
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Table 5.3 Welfare state curtailments and popular reactions in Western European countries

Country Curtailments Backlash symptoms Muss attitudes {survey results)

Sweden Starting in 19812 (bourgeois 1976 electoral victory of Declining welfare state
government); cuts in health, bourgeois parties, 1982 Social support during late 1970s;
housing, various transfers Democrats re-elected; trend turned in favour of
including pensions; polarization between welfare state in 1980s;
extensions in child aillowances employers’ associations and majarity in favour of welfare
and unemployment benefits trade unions weakening state schemes

corporatist consensus on
social policy

Denmark Starting in 1980 (social 1973 rupture of established Declining welfare state
democratic government), party system with rise of anti- support in 1973; rising
continued with more severe tax party whose share of the support in subsequent years;
cuts under bourgeois votes halved in subsequent in 1984 highest welfare state
government; cuts in health, years; 1982 election victory of support since 1969
sodal assistance, bourgeois parties, re-elected
unemployment benefits; in subsequent years; declining
pensions relatively social policy consensus among
safeguarded; extensions in major parties
various programmes

Finland Starting in 1977 (social Basic pro-welfare state Dedlining welfare state
democratic government); cuts consensus among all major suppart between 1975 and
in health and various parties 1980, rising support after 1980;
transfers; extensions in some majority across all social
fields mixed with cutbacks in groups in favour of welfare
others , state

N(J.;Way

Starting in 1980—1 (social

democratic government);
continued under conservative
government; cuts in health
and various transfer schemes;
extensions especially for low-
income groups

Foundation of anti-tax party in
1970s; 1981 government
turnover in favour of
bourgeois parties, later re-
elected

Sudden decline in welfare
state support in 1973 which
later disappeared; large, but
slightly declining pro-welfare
state majorities; percentage in
favour of cutbacks in 1980
same as in 1965

Starting in 1980 under
conservative govemment; cuts
in housing, education,
unemployment benefits and
various transfers;
segmentation into protected
schemes (pensions) and
marginal sectors susceptible to
curtailments

Government turnover to
Conservatives in 1979, later
re-elected; increasing ideclogy
in social policy since 1970s

Maove in favour of sodal
programmes after 1979;
percentage in favour of tax
cuts halved between 1979 and
1983

West
Germany

Starting in 1975 (social
democratic government),
continued more severely
under conservative
governments; cuts in social
assistance, unemployment
compensation, health and
various transfers; pensions
relatively safeguarded; minor
re-extensions since 1985

1982 government turnover o
bourgeois parties, later re-
elected; no symptoms of an
organized backlash

Declining welfare state
support from 1978 to 1983;
turning of trend in 1984 with
growing resistance against
further cutbacks; large pro-
welfare state majorities across
all social groups
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. Conclusion

‘Evidence of crisis in any of the principal senses in which it has been
addressed in this chapter is extremely thin. Claims about the de-
. stabjlization of liberal democracy, the decimation of social expendi-
ture and the withdrawal of public support for major welfare
programmes have been poorly vindicated. Certainly, since 1975, ‘the
growth party is over’ and growth in the welfare state has been
severely (though varyingly) restrained. However, in contrast to the
rather grand generalizations of both New Right and neo-Marxists,
Manfred Schmidt may be right to identify ‘muddling through'’ as the
generic form of government policy throughout this period (Schmidt,
- 1983, pp. 14ff). Taylor-Gooby concludes rather bleakly that, far from
being transformed, ‘The forces that mould the status quo are still
alive’ (Taylor-Gooby, 1985, p. 142).

However, this does not mean that all is well with the welfare
state. First, the reconstruction of the international political economy
has definitively altered the circumstances in which welfare states
have to operate. Exposing national economies and national corporat-
ist arrangements to an unregulated world economy has transformed
the circumstances under which any government mipght seek, for
example, to pursue a policy of full employment. The long-term
consequences for the welfare state of this change in the world
economy are likely to be profound. Secondly, changes in the econ-
“ pmy nationally and internationally may transform the configuration
‘of individuals’ interests and the political articulation of those in-
terests, The character of a welfare state cannot be adequately mea-
sured by levels of aggregate spending. Long-term high levels of
unemployment amidst societies of generally rsing affluence, in-
creasingly segmented labour markets and new patterns of consump-
tion may change the disposition of social expenditure. Rising levels
of social spending and continuing public endorsement of the popu-
lar elements of the welfare state may well be consistent with an
internal transformation from a solidary, universalistic, citizenship-
based welfare state towards a system based on the more generous

_provision of insurance-style entitlement and a further deterioration
in the position of the poor and stigmatized {Alber, 1988a, pp. 187-9;
see also Parry, 1986, pp. 155-240).

Finally, what may remain in the face of all our evidence is an
intellectun! crisis of the welfare state. That is, the social democratic
‘vision of the welfare state as the mechanism for taming capitalism
through redistribulive social policy may be losing its authority. Its
‘core elements, the commitment to economic growth, the enabling

Mass attitudes (survey resuits)
1982, but still large majorities
in favour of existing sodal

programmes

support between 1978 and
{(no longitudinal data)

Slightly declining welfare state

Backlash symptoms
Growing resistance after 1979,
dying out in 1983; growing

party consensus on weifare

state issues

Politicdzation of welfare state
issues with group formation
against or in favour of social
programmes; growing white-
collar mobilization against
selectively targeted benefits

Curtailments
and various services; pensions

safeguarded; some minor

unemployment compensation
extensions

pensions; several extensions

counteracting restrictive

government with communist
rneasures_

Starting in 1978 under
national solidarity

suppart; more severe cuts
from 1981 to 1983; cutbacks
targeted on health and
Starting in 1980; cutbacks
targeted on health,

Alber (1988a) p. 194

Table 5.3 (Cont.)
Country
Ireland

Italy
Source:
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capacity of the state bureaucracy and the attempt to exercise indirect
control over capital are increasingly under challenge. The ‘welfare
state malaise’ of which Therborn writes, is identified not only by the
New Right or neo-Marxist left but also by supply-side socialists’ and
ecologists (Therborn, 1986). On both left and right, the claims of
mutualism, voluntarism and self-help are being reassessed. It is to
these prognoses for the future of the welfare state that we turn in
the final chapter.

8 [~ 1 [ [ A [ 4

Beyond the Welfare State?

Hn this final chapter, I return explicitly to the issue of whether and in
Ermﬁ sense we are moving towards social and pulitical arrangements
that are ‘beyond the welfare state’, and particularly to the challenge
that such changes pose for s.mn:sosm_ social democracy. Some of the
most important grounds for anticipating such a transformation in
welfare arrangements were contained in propositional form towards
‘the end of the Introduction. Summarily, these mmmmmmnmn_ that ex-
isting welfare state arrangements were unlikely to survive because
of (1) the long-term incompatibility of the welfare state with a
market economy, (2} changes in the international political economy
Jeading to an erosion of class compromise between organized labour
and organized capital, (3) changes in class structure and patterns of
consumption leading to an erosion of the alliance for public welfare
‘between middle and working classes, (4) n:m:mmm in class structure
and patterns of consumption leading to an erosion of class solidary
‘action within the ‘broad’ working class itself and (5) the :._non:uma-
bility of a growth-based welfare state with the securing of genuine
dividual and sccial well-being. This final chapter is given over to
an assessment of these claims in the light of the evidence considered
in earlier chapters. We shall see that at least some of the problems
rafsed in the Introduction, and more fully elaborated in the follow-
ing theoretical chapters, arise from a serious misunderstanding of
‘the nature and history of the international welfare states, but
also that a very serious challenge remains, particularly for social
demaocrats.




