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INTRODUCTION

In Chapter 3 we explore the impact of policy research on policy-
making. Dbviously much of what we review is basic research. It
Tests on toncepts so abstract and explains the causes of policy in
terms so remote from immediate concerns of policymakers — for
instance, economic level, demographic pressures, the structure of
party systems and interest groups—that it can be of only indirect
value. To know that the aging of a population will increase pension
costs within a specified range is not to know other important sources
of financia trouble—the rate of growth of taxable wages, productiv-
ity, prices, and unemployment, all of which are more difficult to
forecast. Nor will an understanding of demographic pressures tell us
what mix of policies will adequately resolve conflicts between the
choice of work vs. nonwork for the aged, between employment
opportunities for the young vs. opportunities for the old, or between
disposable mcome for workers and benefits [or the aged.

Nevertheless, basic comparative research can make three contri-
butions to top policymakers. First, policy deliberations can be im-
proved by 2 better grasp of the degree to which social spending and
program development are constrained by distant social, economic,
and historical causes and the degree to which social policy is a matter
of political choice. Second, by specifying broad policy options and
program emphases chosen by diverse countries confronting similar
problems, this research brings a wider range of policy options to
view. Finally, insofar as this research uncovers the social, political,
and economic consequences of different types of social policy and
levels of social spending, it can improve the policymaker’s under-
standing of seal opportunities and constraints.

Thus the research covered in Chapter 1 provides background
knowledge for policymakers but says little about actual program
design. In principle, the research in Chapter 2, which focuses on
issucs of program design, implementation, and cost control, should
be of much more immediate value to policymakers. In practice,
the uneven quality of this research and the difficulties of drawing

generalizations from it have probably limited its uses. Chapter 4
is an interpretive summary.
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Chapt_er 1

SOCIAL POLICY DEVELOPMENT

SOCIOECONOMIC THEORIES

ECONOMIC LEVEL

Socioeconomic interpretations of welfare-state e.ffort emphafxzc
the impact of economic growth and its c‘lcmographxc and ozg::)x;:l
tional/bureaucratic correlates. Most studles.rely'on Cross-s tore
analysis of aggregate data, but a few.prowde tlme-serlefs an :fries.
Although researchers have cxamined dlfferenf samples of coun y
in different time periods and have used dxfferent conc.epts an
measures, a basic finding has emerged: economic level and }ts dem?-
graphi€ and bureaucratic outcomes are major causes of welfare-state

t.

devek[)Jpsimn;nmultiple regression techniques and incl.uding measures of
economic level, age of a system or program duration, age of a popud-
lation, or other correlates of affluence, several s-cholars have assesse
the relative importance of structural forces.. in welfare efforthor
program development. As objects of expl%natlon, most have em‘p ai
sized social-security spending as a fraction of the gross natlonaf
product (GNP) (or gross domestic product—.GDP)—a measure of
social welfare effort (clite decisions rcgardxng the al.locatxon o
scarce resources). Some have used per capita socxal-secu.nty spe_ndmg
as their dependent variable (a measure of cash and services dehvlerred
to people by the government), which might better be seen as wel src
output. Whether it explains effort or ou‘tput, economic leveh .2:5
generally had a positive effect—if not directly, t.hcn through its
effect on program duration or the aging ol a population.
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SOCIAL POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Yariations in the findings result from differences in the range
of affluence of the sample countries, in the measures, and in longi-
tudina vs. cross-sectional analyses. Moreover, with the exception
of Wilensky (1975) and Hage and Hanneman (1977), almost all
of the studies fail to straighten out the time order of the variables
in cawsal models. Nevertheless, there is impressive convergence
in the finding that economic level is a basic determinant of welfare-
state development. '

As indicators of “level of social and economic development,”

C.ulrigbt (1965) relies on energy consumption, urbanization, and
literacy; as a clue to welfare-state development, he relies on an index
of “soeial insurance program experience” (the number of years a
nation has had any of five Guttman-scaled programs in operation—
work mjury; sickness and/or maternity; old age, invalidism, and
death; family allowance; and unemployment insurance). He shows
that among scventy-six nations outside Africa social-security pro-
gram experience most powerfully correlates with level of economic
development. Cutright gives no attention to changes in levels of
expenditure or to measures of ability to pay other than energy con-
sumption (e.g., GNP). In a subsequent analysis, however, Cutright
(1967b}, using a sample of forty nations, finds a simple correlatiLon
coefficient of .61 between GNP per capita and social-security expen-
ditures. -

In multiple regression analyses using different measures and
controlling for age of a system, others also find that affluence is
associated with social-security development, but their results are
more anmbiguous. Aaron (1967) uses per capita national income, per
capita social-security expenditures, and social-security expenditures
as a percentage of national income in twenty-two countries in 1957.
He finds that per capita income is the most important determinant
of p&-?r @pita social-security outlays, even superior to age of system,
.'but Is insignificant as a determinant of the percentage of national
income spent on social security. That finding held for a replication
u.smg 1960 data (Pechman, Aaron, and Taussig 1968). Sounding a
discordant note, one study reports a negative correlation betwécn
economic level and social-sccurity expenditurc (as a percentage of
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GNP) for nineteen rich countries (1953 [r=-.51]; 1958 [r=-.44];
and 1963 [r=-.46] ; Taira and Kilby 1969). ’

Comparing seven communist and seven democratic societies,
Pryor (1968) finds that system age was the most important predictor
of health, welfare, and education spending. In his cross-sectional
analysis, economic level (GNP per capita) is unrelated to the share
of national income devoted to social-security, health, and education
expenditures, but in his time-series analysis (1950-62), it is important
for expenditures in all three areas (pp. 179-80, 205, 219). Pryor
concludes that economic level is an underlying but not an immediate
cause of the level of social-security effort.

Two studies based on longer time series and fewer countries
come to similar conclusions. Peters (1972) analyzes expenditures
in France, the United Kingdom, and Sweden from 1850 to 1965,
using per capita spending as his dependent variable. Controlling
for system age, Peters finds that the correlation between per cap-
ita GDP and per capita spending is significant for all three coun-
tries. In their longitudinal study of the United Kingdom, France,
and Italy between 1870 and 1965, Hage and Hanneman (1977)
identify two effects of socioeconomic development. They pro-
poscthat economic growth increases the relative as well as the
absolute amount of resources available to the state and leads to
increased demand for social-security provision as the number of
unemployed and unemployable individuals rises. Based on an index
of available resources (GDP per capita, total state expenditures
as a percentage of GDP, and the sizc of the labor force employed
in industry) and an index of demand (based on the size of the
unemployed and aged populations and the median wage as a per-
centage of GDP per capita), they find that social-security expen-
ditures both as a percentage of GNP and per capita are positively
associated with the index of available resources in all four countries.
(This is congruent with cross-sectional findings for thirty-three
countries by Zollner 1963 and with the findings for seventy-six
countries by Cutright 1965.) The three studies that offer time-series
analyses —Pryor (1968), Peters (1972), and Hage and Hanneman
" (1977)--consistently show that economic growth (as a clue to
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available resources) is a powerful determinant of social spending,
either as a fraction of the GNP (GDP) or per capita.

Attempting to clarify the somewhat ambiguous findings re-
garding the relationships among cconomic level, system age, and
spending, Wilensky (1975 and 1976) applies causal models to large
samples. He first shows that for sixty-four nations in 1966 wel-

fare effort (social security/GNP) varies by economic level: average

spending goes up from 2.5 percent for the poorest quartile, to
4.0 percent for the next quartile, to 10.1 percent for the second
quartile, to 13.8 percent for the richest quartile (1975:19). Then
constructing causal models tested by path diagrams, Wilensky re-
ports a quite strong correlation (.67) between economic level and
socialsecurity effort, but demonstrates that f{or the sixty coun-
tries with data on all variables, this relationship is largely mediated
through two demographic and bureaucratic outcomes of afflu-
ence: the proportion of aged in the population and the age of the
system. These findings stand up with or without the inclusion
of measures of political system (totalitarianism vs. authoritarian-
ism vs. liberal democracy). Including military spending and one
measure of ideology (planning for equality) for a subsample of
twenty-two countries and two measures of ideology (equality of
opportunity and planning for equality) for fourteen rich countries
added nothing to the variance explained. Wilensky interprets thesc
results as follows:

Over the long pull, economic level is the root cause of welfare-
state development, but its effects are felt chiefly through demo-
graphic changes of the past century and the momentum of the
programs themselves, once established. With modernization,
birth rates declined, and the proportion of aged was thereby
increased. This increased importance of the aged, coupled with the
dedlining economic value of children, in turn exerted pressure for
welfare spending. Once the programs were established they ma-
tured, everywhere moving toward wider coverage and higher
benefits. Social security growth begins as a natural accompaniment
of economic growth and its demographic outcomes; it is hastened
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by the interplay of political elite perceptions, mass pressures, and '

welfare burcaucracies (1975: 47).

The inconsistencies that remain in the [indings about the
importance of economic level in welfare-state development can
be explained by differences in samples and in cross-sectional and
time-series data. One source of these differences is the range of
incomes captured by a sample. The greater the range of riches
brought to view for any one year, the more important economic
level will be. Compare Cutright’s seventy-six country sample and
Wilensky's sixty-four country sample with Aaron’s twenty-two,
Pryor’s fourteen, and Wilensky's twenty-two richest countries.
A sccond source of discrepant findings is that time-serics data such
as those used by Pryor and Hage and Hanneman capture shifts
in demographic structure, ideology, technology, and social organi-
zation that can only be inferred from cross-sectional data.

That a country’s.affluence typically has a stronger and more
direct influence on per capita social spending than on welfare effort
is readily explained: a small effort by a very rich country such as
the United States generally means more cash for each person than
a largeAcffort by a “rich” country farther down the economic scale
such as Austria (Wilensky 1975: 17).

In sum, even when these studies use different samples and
measures, they confirm the importance of economic level and its
demographic and organizational correlates as the root cause of
welfare-state effort. Most important, this remains the case regardless
of the type of political system. Despite their differences in methods
and definitions, Cutright, Pryor, and Wilensky have each found that
economic level and its related processes overwhelm regime type as
predictors of welfare effort.

CONVERGENCE THEORY

Closely associated with the discovery that economic level over-
whelms regime type as a predictor of social-securitv effort over the
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164 Age, class, politics, and the welfare state

Appendix 6.A. Variable data sources and adjustmenty

Variables Sources

GNP/pop. Warld Bank. 1983, World Tubles, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Unemp. International Labour Office. 1980 and various years. Handbook
of Labour Statistics. Geneva: International Labour Office.

Fem. ed. UNESCO. 1979 and various years. Statistical Yearbook. New

York: United Nations.

THR United Nations. 1978 and various years. Demaographic Year-
hook. New York: United Nations, '
United Nations. {978, Demaographic Yearbook. New York:
United Nations.,
Davis (1969) and World Bank. 1983, Waorld Development Re-
port. London: Oxlord University Press.

Workd Health Organization. 1980 and various years. WHO Si-
tistics Annnal. Geneva: World Health Organization.
L. Taylor and Jodice (1983). .
Gini* Bornschicr and Heintz, (1979). Compendinm of Data for World-

‘ Svsrems Analvsis. Zurich: University of Zurich Press.
Internationat Labour Office. 1985 and various years. The Cost of
Social Security. Geneva: International Labour Oftice.
IMR United Nations. 1980 and various years. Demagraphic Year-
' book. New York: United Nations.
World Health Organization. 1980 and various years. WHO Sia-
tistics Annnal. Geneva: World Healih Organization.

% (een births
% urhan”

Beds. phys.”

Sec. welf., med.

NNR. PNR

“Drta for 1955 and 1965 are estimated hy midpoint interpolation. Data for 1975 and 1980

are from the World Bank, except where clearly inconsistent with Davis, in which case duta.

are projecied.

"For some nations, it was necessary to subtract out dental surgeons from the fipures in order
ke them comparable to those ol other nations,

"Data for Belginm and Ireland obtained from regression-based estimates of Weatherby o
al. tiug ), .
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/. Conclusions: The causes and
consequences of the welfare state

AN is truc of any detailed., thorough empirical study., our results are complex and
general conclusions must be ualified. Yet, the diverse cmpirical results in our
study lend considerable Support o our claim that age structure, politics, and
development should be taken more seriously in the stdy of welfure spending
and social equality. With the perspeetive of the empirical anitlyses behind us.,
and i roughly defined interest group theory to make sense of the results, we can
review these arguments and the evidence in favor of them, '

The aged and the welfare stale

The major influcnce on the rise ol social welfare spending from 1950 1o TR0, | 3

least in political democracies, is age struclyre ~ primarily the rise of the aged
population hut secondarily the decline in the population of young children. This
influence stems in part from automatic entitlements for the increasingly larger
number of eligible aged persons. As the major program designed specifically for
the agétypensions respond in part to the sheer growth in the number of persons

Lcatitled to benefits. Direct demographic forees likewise prove important for med-

ical are.spending. “The high rates of illness and medical care usage among older
persons, and the expensive and difticult care needed for the very old. mean that
the aged receive medical care benefits i excess of their representation in the
population. Not surprisingly, then. those socictics with the most developed wel-
fare states have the world s aldest populations as well.,

At the same 1ime. something more than demographic aceaunting - perhaps
the' political influence of o farge. literate, and high-voting-age population - is
imvalved in wellare spending. A number of lindings conerge that cannot he ex.
plained by demographic accounting alone, We find tha pension spending per
aged person grows with pereent aged in advanced industrial democracics. even
though the spending measure controls for the nuber of potential aged recipi-
ents. We lind that political participation and party competition interact with the
size of the aged population to jointly raise welfare speding, We find that the
effect of pereent aged on wellare spending increases over time. thus showing
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that the aged more cffectively translate their numbers into greater spending in
more recent time periods. Finally, we find that among lower- and middle-income
nations, where the degree of democracy varies greatly, democratic political pro-
cedures amplify the influcnce of age structure and other development variables
on wellare spending. Al this sugpests that democratic procedures Turnish the
oppertunity for sociocconomic and demographic groups to influence public pol-

icy. Since the structure of such groups is determined by changes in the cconony

and in demographic composition, developmental change combines with demao-
cratic politics to raise welfare spending.

The aged. as both a demographic and a political force. are not the only influ-
ence on wellare spending. Economic growth - uncmployment, and inflation’con-
tribute to the upward trend in spending in advanced industrial democracies, as
do the alorementioned nonpartisan political participation and competition vari-
ables. Variables measuring the strength of organized labor and leltist partics
caerge important in explaining public assistance spending directed (o the poor,
Whereas social insurance programs for pensions and medical care favor the 'wcd

and middle-income groups. means-tested programs target the poor. A varicely o

groups and forces thus influence welfare spending to one degree_or another or

(97 BE type of program or another.

What appears special_about the_aged,
programs they most influence comprise such a larpe part of social wellare spend-
i@ Pensions and medical care spending, including that for government cm-
ployees, make up 76 percent of the total. With other progriams related to an old
age structure such as disability included, the proportion rises even higher, Pro-
prams with little connection to the aged, such as public assistance and unem-
ploviment. make up less than 15 percent of all welfare spending. Furthermore,
when nations slow the growth or cut the level of welfare beneits, programs for
the aged fare best.

“Taken lngc(hu these Tacts and findings add considerable credibility to the
thesis that changes in age structure have contributed enormously to the growth
of the welfare state over the past several decades. Among sociologists. this in-
sight has sometimes been ignored but more often denied. The orthodoxy is that
tabor, capital, and class-based political partics drive welfare spending. regardless
of the size or political influence of the aged population. In this study. the ortho-
doxy fares poorly. We reject theories that dismiss the role of the aged and pop-
ulation, and recommend that researchers and theorists make room lor age strue-
ture in their conceptualizations and empirical studies.

Several wore_general implications follow from the specilic lindings. (l lra
conceptions of the stratification system must address more carefully the role of
middle-class and ascriptive groups whose interests do not unambiguously coin-

however, is that the_social insurance
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cide with those of labor or capital. Dominant conceptions in the ficld cmphasize
class relations to the means of production, occupational status. or work charace-
teristics such as authority. When considering political components of stratifica-
tion, however, nonclass ascriptive clements may also prove important. Since
age, sex, racial, or ethnic boundarices increasingly come to intersect class bound-
arics (Niclsen. 1985), they contribute independently to a complex and diffuse
puttern of social segmentation (Janowitz, 1985). In terms of the debate over
Marxian and Weberian conceptions of the stratification system, our study lavors
a status-based theory that recognizes the importance of ascriptive and status groups
(Parkin, 1979). Although some authors suggest the reemergence of class strati-
fication in the 1980s (Piven and Cloward, 1982: Walton. 1980). we find the
continuing importance of status and nscﬁplivc groups in relation to the wellare
stale.

( ‘Scumd, dllhuugh we I.ILI\ dircet evidence. our results support a view of the
.Q_ul a8 an aclive e in e in advanced dcn-utmuu_*'rrcn political power
may come normatively and s(ruuumll) The aged have normative ¢ legitimacy to
their claims on the welfare state that is denied to most other groups. As a result,
they have become symbolic representatives of the welfare state with full citizen

rights to public income maintenance. Beyond public support. the aged gain po-
litical power structurally through large numbers, effective organization. and
common inlerests in higher benefits. The aged do not need candidates who spe-

1o pm\\ulc candidates from all pulmc N partics for support of their demands.
(lhml the size and political power of the aged suggest increased spending in
years to came (or at least growth in the programs designated lor the aged). The

- simple projection of spending, from numbers of potential recipicnts alone no doubt

fails to capture all the contingencies involved (Furniss. 1986) or all the differ-
enees across nations (Myles. 1984). Still, the aged exert pressure (o which gov-
ermments must respond in some Torm or another. Since benelits are difficult o
climinate in the face of the political power of the aged, governments must raise
taxes or rely on deficit spending.” Even il the rate of growth cannot continue as
it did during the 1960s and carly 1970s, the welfare state will remain strong by
virtue of the political demands of the aged.

Given these speculations. much remiains to be done to investigate the influence
of the
combine. compete. and intersect in the political process of tmplementing wellare
spending. “The aged must be given their due in such cefforts. as should other
groups. At the macrolevel, however, existing data make it difticult o provide
more than indirect evidencee on participation in the political process. Studies of
single nations. the organizations Tor the aged that exist in them. and their relu-

aged in the welfare state. Further rescarch should examine how groups

- cialize in aged issues alone. but may use their symbolic and organizational power y,
{
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tinships with unions and political partics would supply valuable detail to go
abng with multination, quantitative studies. Studies of low-income democracies
naght also provide an invaluable opportunity to study the treatment of the aged
wicre their numbers are small and the welfare state is just emerging.

Another direction for rescarch is to consider other types ol expenditures and
gavernment aclivity. We limit ourselves to a set of programs based on social
prtection that make up a substantial part of nonmilitary povernment spending.
Smce mixing widely different programs in a single measure of spending hides
the different causal processes that may be operating, delimiting the kind of spending
tobe cxplained has important advantages. However, others might study different
components of government activity - regulation, educational spending, rescarch
anl development, or a varicty of other programs — and reach conclusions differ-
ert from ours. Elforts to specily the domain of the various theories musl con-
time.

Redistributive efficacy of welfare spending

Lawnomic and productive structures have strong elfects, whereas social wellare

spending and broader™ yw«.rnni ﬁl"?pt.ndms_ v.umhlu have wes lku c fects. on

el
l\wmcwgl.ll L(llldlllv - income II]C([UdIIl\’ and infant mmldhlv
Hizh national product and an older age structure reduce Jevels of income inequal-
ity high national product. female education. urbanization. and medical care re-
scarces reduce infant mortality. In contrast, political democracy. cconomic de-
pandency. social wellare and other government spending, and leftist government
control have little effect on cither dependent variable. We do not show that de-
vdopmental varigbles completely explain the cross-national variation in cqual-
i, or that other variables are never important. but that the developmental vari-
ates have generally beneficial effects. whereas the other variables do not.

As a means to cquality, political intervention appears to offer limited benefits.
Ifwellare _spending responds_to_democratic political processes. it may in large
pirt reflect the dLn;mds of the politically powerful middle-income groups more
thant those of e p(?()l.’”dVInL lttde inftuence in the political arena. the poor may
ndt be as cfTeClve as higher income groups in pressuring for programs (hat most
banelit them. I, as Olson (1982) argues. greater inequality exists in the oppor-
tumity to create distributional coalitions to protect interests than in the productive
atilitics of people. the ability of politcal programs (o redistribute income is
iherently limited. Efforts to understand how diflerentials in wages and hours
warked may be more important to explaining national differences in income
iequality than taxes and transfers (Rainwalter et al.. 1986).

The limitations of public spending as a means to redistribution are. further
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illustrated by considering the implications of our findings on the political impor-
tance of the aged as a determinant of welfare spending. The major part of pension
spending is based on age rather than on need. Despite wide diversity in resources
among the aged. benelits under dominant social insurance programs go to aged
persons based on previous contributions rather than current need. Even if lower-
income pensioners may receive higher returns on the contributions. higher-
incuiine workers receive higher benefits by virtue of their higher contributions.
Further. cost-of-living increases, applied to all recipients, favor those with the
highest benefits. Those nations that opt for some form of flat-rate benefits seldom
offer them at high enough levels to redistribute income. Social insurance pro-
grams have grown precisely beeause they can obtain the support of persons atafl
income levels; more redistributive programs gain weaker political support. As g
result, there may be a contradiction between high benefits and progressive distri-
bution. The end result appears to be that lww during n IlllddIL
age remain “most advi llll(lzzt;d_il_u_rlllg__ ald age. cven when their dcpcnduu) on

. Perhaps politic al pressure of the middie class
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leads 1o benefits thal_arc sh.lrul by the aged poor, and without the Toree of the
— T ————

more affluent aged. benelits would be mcugcn for those most in need. Yet, this

precludes redistribution, as wealth transfers oceur across generations rather than

across classes (Page, 1983: Hedstrom and Ringen. 1987),

Despite its failure to reshape permanently the distribution of income. welfare
spending may have other benefits. We in Tact show that it can contribute to
lowering infant mortality: it may also contribute in important ways to the well-
heing ol the poor in many ways that we have not studied. There are many justi-
fications for welfare spending. and we do not desire to enter the political debate
aver the validity of these claims (sce Eisenstadt and Ahimeir, 1985, for a presen-
tation of alternative sides of the debate). We focus instead on the more exagger-
ated conceptions of the wellare state as a means to achieve substantial reductions
in incquality or as the road to socialism. .

Whatever the benelits of welfare spending. it does not replace economic and

productive structures as the twTfor :(_)gl_t_g_n_l_gquhl) Our results confirm the
cxistence of a relationship helween cconomic development and cquality. and

show that it stands up to commonly asserted criticisms. Some claim that with
approprizie controls, the effect of development on equality disappears. The an-
tecedent cause of cconomic dependency., or the roles of government intervention
and union power, climinate any association that development may have with
cquality, and need only be controlled in statistical analyses to show the weak
elfects of development. Yet, our analyses show that these claims have Hittle va-
lidity. In nearly all instances. cconomic dependency, social wellare spending, or
leftist power have litde influence on cither income inequality or infant mortality

—
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Economic development, when properly specificd as having a curvilincar relation-
ship, has consistently strong effects regardless of the controls, as do some related
developmental variables, such as age structure, fertility, or medical care.

Others clain that low-income nations can never repeat the historical economic
experience of the Western nations or obtain the same benefits for cquality from
cconomic growth. The two groups of nations are fundamentally different, having
begun industrial development during different historical periods and having oc-
cupied difTerent positions in the world system. These dilferences make compar-
isons across the groups inappropriate and spuriously attribute to developmental
differences what is really due to fundamentally diverse historical experiences.
Lven il high-income nations have greater cquality. it is not possible to attribute
it to cconomic development. In response (o this criticism. we show that devel-
opment has cffects within these two groups of nations as well as across them.
When analyzed separately, development strongly influences income inequality
and infant mortality in developing nations. Similarly. development has strong
cltects on infant mortality among high-income nations. Only for income ineyual-
ity among high-income nations. where variation is truncated due to lack of time-
series data, are developmental effects weak. Otherwise. our results show clear
elfects of development within the historical classification of nations: the effeets
of development do not depend on artificial comparisons across strata in the world
system.

Although our results indicate that the effects of economic development are not
spurious. they show that the changes development brings about in equality come
stowly and with difficulty. Among devceloping nations, there is little evidence of
the ability of governments to unleash and maintain cconomic growth and then

Cenjoy immediate and substantial reductions in incquality: among high-income
1N !

nations, the responsiveness. of-inequality to cconomic growth decreasés. Returns
to cconomic gr(mﬁinl'zml mortality are greater than in income incquality, but
for neither has the gap between low- and high-incomic nations been eliminated.
Expectations that equality should come quickly or casily make the slow pace of
change seem unsatisfactory. Yet, we are unable to document cmpirically other
means to permanent. sustained improvements in cquality.

The weakest link in these arguments. however., stems from problems of data
availability and measurement. We, like all previous rescarchers. lack time-series
data on income incquality and are only partly able to overcome this gap with
additional data on infant mortality. Even if multiple data points were available,
problems in the measurement of houschold income used to compute income in-
cquality arc scrious. Alternative explanations based on measurement error might
explain the empirical relationships we find (Gagliani, 1987). Since cexisting data
on income inequality have already been fully analyzed, new data points and more
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accurate measures are nceded to move the debate forward. New and better survey
data would be especially helpful in this regard (c.g., Hedstrom and Ringen,
987 Rainwater ct al.. 1986). Besides income incquality. scholars might fruit-
fully focus on the more valid and casily available measures of the consequences
ol income distribution such as infant mortality,

Interest groups and political parties

Control of governments by particular political parties, of cither the right or the
lelt, most influences the level of spending for relatively small public agsistance
programs. For social insuranee spending. (he ideological perspective or union |
supporl ol the victorious party s less centrgl (him nonpartisan compiients of |
demogratic_politics such as the participation of the population in ¢lections ‘;md\
the number of p;l 3 ‘lpc(in_g“i_l]_ the demo ratic_process. The class character- ,
is'(l'&'.lfﬂiliif[;{;}_lly cnnsidcréa—fcsp()xlsihlc for the power ol partisan parties, such
as union strength, monopolization, and strike activity, likewisc have limited in-
fluence on spending. Our results show some cross-sectional relationships of class
and party variables with spending, but litile over-time relationship. The elfects
of the variables decline with controls for variables that track both over-time changes

and cross-sectional differences in wellare spending.,

In developing nations, class structure operales through the Torees of trade de-
pendency and world system position. The effects of dependeney we find in the
analysis are not as strong or robust as those for percent aged cambined with
political democracy., and we do not want to overemphasize their importance.
Even so-the study of peripheral and semiperipheral nations provides some inter-
esting insights into the causes of welfare spending. We find that ties to_core|
nations increase rather than decrease social welfare spending, thereby contra-
df;liug assumptions that welfare spending protects labor from the power of cap-
ital. Class-based partics cannot be measured for most of these nations and cannol
be expected to explain spending among them. But the idea that welfare spending
reflects the interests of fabor and of labor partics is contradicted by the way
dependency raises spending. Al a minimum, worker influence on public policy
should be weaker and wellare speading lower in dependent nations, where the
power of forcign capital is strong,

We also were generally unable to substantiate the causal impact of political
partics on social equality. The redistributive impact of political partics should
come through welfare spending advocated by leftist parties. Even assuming that
partics actually do increase wellare spending (at best, only partly true), the level
of social welfare spending has no effect on income inequality and only limited
effects on infant mortality. Morcover., the only direet association we find be-
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- such redistribution has not oceurred given the strong political base of the middle!

classTradvanced industrial demoeracies., {
\AIICI'|1§|Ii'\'L;I)".'pﬁrliéfnu(y'pruvc uniniportant only for the post-World War 1]
period we study. Perhaps all partics can favor welfare spending during.periods
of prasperity, but during periods of crisis, rightist partics more actively oppose
spending. since it represents o drain on scarce profits. Partisanship has been more
clearly defined in battles over initial welfare legislation before World War 1.
Although the major issues of contention between feftist and rightist parties. and
the social composition of party support, have changed dramatically since then
Unglehart. 1977, 1987), partisanship may have emerged with renewed strength
during the 19805 and may grow in the years to follow as it becomes increasingly
ditficult to expand the welfare system continually and to maintain ceonontic growth,

Indeed. some indication of the negative effects o rightist partics appeared in the.

lte 19705 in our iodels, Estimation of models Tor later time periods would
PrOVIAEGRE means (o confirm this possibility.

Additional investigation of the political influence of nonclass LIOUPS SCrons a
variety of nations could also add (o the credibility of these arguments, We have
focused on the aged here. while ethnic and linguistic politics may be more im-
portant in other arenas. Research on ethnic mobilization offers a profitable re-
search strategy-(e.g.., Niclsen, 1985). as would research on political participation
of the aged. We have not been able o measure their actual political participation
here. or the activity of their representative orginizations (v.g.. Pratt, 19761, but
the potential for such study exists.’

Issues of rescarch design

One source of the differences between our findings and previous rescarch is
methadological in origin. We have explicity considered fongitudinal variation
fwhenever possible). along with cross-sectional variation across nations. One
form of variation is not superior to the other, and it is not possible to use one
type of model to make inferences about the other {Firchaugh. 1980). Both 1y pes
o variation require explanation. and models relving on hoth types of data are
necessary. We assume that variables that explain both changes over time within
nations and differences across nations are superior to those that explain only one
form of variation. For example, our data on wellare spending in 18 advanced
industrial demaocracies cover a 30-year time span. The growth of pereent aged
within nations corresponds closely to the growth ol wellare spending: also. the
percent aged is highest in high-spending nations such as Sweden or Austria. In
contrast, GNP explains the trend in spending within nations. but not the ditter-
ences across nations: rightist government control explains differences across na-
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Conclusion

interests of the poor, but equally so the middle classes’ desire to be favored
by statutory generosity. On the Continent, in contrast, legislation did aim
to benefit the unfortunate at the expense of the well-off, but precisely for
this reason it failed as the bourgeoisie mobilized to protectitself against the
reformers’ redistributive predations. With no immediate interests in a
reallocation of risk, the self-reliant here still sought to leave each social
group to its own devices. Later, in the 1960s and 1970s, however, the
bourgeoisie was prompted by demographic and economic evolution to
develop solidaristic interests and accordingly changed its stance in favor of
a redistributive approach. Class interests did determine the outcome of
battles over welfare policy, but these varied. The laborist social interpreta-
tion suggests a particular and static connection between one class and

 redistributive reform that is not borne out with much consistency. Those

with most to gain from solidaristic legislation have differed both between
nations at any given moment and within each over time. |

Two further factors make the identification of any particular class with
redistributive social policy even less convincing. First, the necessary
developments following from initial choices that restricted later reformers’
freedom of movement. Second, the battles between shifting constellations
of interests that determined the fate of solidaristic reform —an element of
social logic.

(z) Once made, choices in social policy exerted a determining influence
on the course of events later stsiblé. Decisions taken easily in certain
circumstances eliminated later disputes. After the implementation of
universalist systems that granted the poor of all classes tax-financed
benefits already in the nineteenth century, subsequent changes in Scandi-
navia necessarily differed from developments on the Continent, where
contributory social insurance limited to wage earners had come first.
Entitlement already earned by French and German workers prevented
these nations from imitating the flat-rate, tax-financed egalitarianism of
Anglo-Scandinavian developments during the Beveridge era. Only fater, in
the 1960s and 1970s, when the self-employed recognized their interest here,
was reform along these lines possible. Neo-universalist legislation on the
Continent was eventually necessitated by the choice made after the war in
favor of socially fragmented arrangements that ticd together for the sake of
risk redistribution both the rich and poor ofa single group. Separatism had
been the demand of affluent independents and white-collar wage earners
who refused to share burdens with workers. Once the self-employed began
to decline, however, and wage earners, as a group, to flourish, well-off

The Social Bases of Solidaristic Reform 291

independents recognized the advantages of ihmersion in a broader risk
pool and reached to grasp the helping hand of solidarity that they had
earlier spurned. Conversely, the flat-rate approach to social insurance that
had chara_&terized early measures in Britain and Scandinavia later required
a p_a.i"n'ful reorientation towards earnings-related arrangements of a Bis-
marckian bent as the inadequacy of state intervention limited to a
minimum became increasingly apparent.

One consequence of this evolutionary logic was that the changes which
determined interests in or against solidaristic social policy reform were as
often developments in the welfare system as in society at large. A triangular
relationship evolved between social insurance, society and class. Only after
social and demographic (or in Titmuss’s case, foreign policy) developments
revealed to the bourgeoisie its potential need for redistribution did it
formulate an interest in solidarity. But by themselves, such changes were
irsufficient. Not until also the workings of the social insurance system
reinforced the middle classes’ potentially tedistributive interests were soli-

daristic initiatives possible. Universalist reform in Britain and Scandinavia <~

afié?_i}iﬁ war was prompted notjust by widespread feelings of vuluerability,
but more specifically and prosaically by the threat means tests posed to

middl_;:-g:l.a‘ss' efforts at self-help. The desire among French and German <

independents to share their burdens with workers in the 1960s was sparked
notonly by economic decline, but moreconcretely by the socially separatist
formulation of postwar reforms that had locked together for the purpose of
rediég;i_'buting misfortune all from the same occupational category, thereby
se—nding the fortunate, who would otherwise have resisted solidarity, in
search of ways to spread costs beyond their own shallow risk pool.

(3) Finally, and most importantly, there was an element of social logic.
While the laborist interpretation mistakenly links one speéiﬂc'dass with
solidaristic welfare, it correctly emphasizes the search by the needy and
disadvantaged for compensation from the better-off in the redistributive
logic that underlies the association of particular groups with reform. .
Pressure from below was important, but the classes at the bottom varied:
workers in Britain and Germany during the late nineteenth century,
peasants, smallholders and agricultural laborers in Scandinavia. Because !
social insurance redistributes primarily in terms of risk categories, only !~,
indirectly in those of class as framed outside the actuary’s tables, the i
specific class identity of redistributive winners and losers has differed |
between nations and over time. Socially speaking, risk categories have been

largely indeterminate in anything but a limited historical context.
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But even a social interpretation modified so as to take account of the
changing identity of those with immediate interests in redistribution that
were born simply of misfortune would be inadequate. Pressure from below
was by itself not sufficient to achieve solidaristic reform. The left and the
labor movement were unable to win it on the Continent after the war
against resistance from the right, independents and salaried employees.
The triumph of solidaristic measures in Britain and Scandinavia, sup-
posedly the classic example of change from the bottom up, was in fact
equally a victory for the middle classes. Not until otherwise privileged
groups discovered that they shared a common interest in reallocating risk
with the disadvantaged was a real redistribution of burdens possible.

This happened at least twice during the development of the European
welfare state. Although the historian is naturally cautious in drawing
extravagant comparisons between places and times far removed, the
similarities here are notable. In nineteenth-century Scandinavia, agrarian
elites wished to improve the lot of their workforce, whether laborers or
cottagers, while, at the same time, themselves seeking to be included under
the state’s welfare wing. Their solution (all-inclusive, state-financed
measures) shifted the costs of such reform to the urban, bureaucratic and
mercantile classes, constituting but part of the larger political victory
farmers won at the turn of the century. Solidaristic legislation that helped
the needy was born of a battle that also displaced burdens from one set of
elites to another.

Solidaristic and genuinely redistributive reform was also implemented
on the Continent three-quarters of a century later. The socially separatist
solution achieved here after the war had quarantined each group withiniits
own arrangements, unaided (in the case of the disadvantaged) or unburd-
ened (in that of the favored) by redistribution among all. As economic
developments wrought havoc with the social definitions that had seemed
important then, weighing heavily on the formerly self-reliant, favoring the
dependently employed, the configuration of interests behind the postwar
separatist approach dissolved and recrystallized. As prospering indepen-
dents discovered their stake in shifting the costs of the neediest self-
employed to the community as a whole, previous opponents became

solidarity’s most eager supporters, powerful enough to turn an ideal into
reality. Wage earners, in turn, though formerly the solidaristic class, now
acted in a miserly way towards those who had earlier spurned them. In
both these cases, the unfortunate won redistributive reform only because
politically decisive groups of elites also .sl.:t_ood to gain. R
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Solidarity expressed in the terms of social insurance drew upon motives,
causes and concerns that potentially affected all groups. The logic of
redistributive interest prompted the demographically and economically
disfavored to apply for membership in a broad community of risk. Those
thizatened with loss, on the other hand, had the power to blackball the
unfortunate, as on the Continent in 1945, Or t0 tailor solidarity after their
own design, as in postwar Britain and Scandinavia. Only when power and
interest coincided, as some among the favored recognized their advantage,
was significantly redistributive reform a practical possibility. This new
solidaristic vision —justice formulated in terms of need, yesterday’s charity
become today’s equity — was not the result of a broad, underlying social
change, the manifestation in welfare policy of the rise of new classes whose
interests as the disadvantaged and downtrodden spoke for redistribution.
Nor was it the fruit of an enlightened Marshallian realization among the
middle classes that all mortals ultimately share common concerns. Rather,
solidaristic reform was the outcome of narrowly based battles between
ahn“tégoh'istic-interests, a change occasionally able to clothe itself in the
vestments of high principle and lofty ideals, yet undisguisably the child of
factional conflict and horsetrading. It succeeded only when sufficiently
powerful elements within the bourgeoisie also stood to profit from
measures that may have helped the poor, only when a coalition of
solidaristic interests that was strong and motivated en\ough to shift burdens
fo.other groups wAas_‘negoti:atéd in social insurance’s redistributive calculus.
Like any other social change, solidaristic reform was the outcome of a
haggle. B .

“Because the welfare state has been founded on such ambiguous motives
_ on a shared interest between the uniformly needy and those who, except
for certain risks, were otherwise among the fortunate — examinations that
focus either on what elites won over the long term by making immediate
sacrifices in the shape of social policy or on the advantages wrested in
certain circumstances by the unfortunate are both unsatisfactory. To |
understand the development of the welfare state, an analysis is required of '
the role played by the middle k;l?l_.s.sq’s,: with their varying and internally -
divergent fortunes, prospects and therefore interests.

Redistribution is uitimately a zero-sum exercise. Economic growth, an
expansion of the pie, has dulled the edge of disputes over reapport.ionment.
Yet, to judge from the debates consistently sparked by social insurance
reform over the course of a century, no contestant evet lost sight of the
narrowly redistributive aspects of spreading risk. Soldanty in the real ‘
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world, after the veil of ignorance has been lifted, shifts burdens between
identifiable groups of the disfavored and the fortunate. As long as'social
class and risk category coincided consistently to benefit some and dis-
'advantage others, solidarity was unlikely. When power, fortune and low
risk were all attributes of the same group, those so blessed had little
interest in solidaristic measures and were able to avoid them. In such
circumstances, when the favored and fortunate faced the poor and
risk-prone across the gulf of social distinction, charity, but not solidar.i.ty
was possible. In the absence of an outside force, like the state, able to
allocate according to criteria other than political muscle, only two kinds of
explanations can account for whatever redistribution did take place.
, Despite immediate reasons to avoid it, the favored may nonetheless have
_ accepted some redistribution either (1) because prompted by motives other
than the most narrow-mindedly selfish (whether the Jongterm gains of
; continued privilege or the satisfaction of humanitarian concern). or “(z)
because under certain circumstances the disfavored won the power.to
: compel them. ‘

£ The first possibility cannot, in the absence of an irrational and improb-
‘1 4ble wave of elite beneficence, explain redistribution beyond a certain

—" minimum — what is needed to preserve the status quo or maximize total

i
1

tionment of burdens, but raises new questions. Given a complete revo-
lution, the disfavored might restructure the hierarchy of allocation, both
primary and secondary. Attention in this case would turn to the major
change embodied in the new structure of reward, of which social policy
reform would be but one element. Put even more consistently, given broad
and radical change in the primary distribution, social policy would now
need to serve only less pressing redistributive functions. However, pre-
cisely because solidaristic welfare, even where most successful, has not
been part of such thoroughgoing change, this caliber of explanation faces
{difﬁcultics. Ei_ther redistributive social policy reform is evidence of a
! significant shift of power from favored to disadvantaged (the labori'sit,
| Social Democratic view), or it is part of a sophisticated Bonapartistrbloy

utility. The second alternative could, in theory, account for a real reappor-

i (the orthodox Marxist approach), the concession that allows elites to

‘maintain their position. In the first case, cause and effect have been
i reversed. Radical change does not precede and thereby allow solidaristic
social policy; welfare reform is a constituent element of this significant

' change. The problem, then, in.the absence of any larger revolution to

\ which social policymréf_orm belongs, is how to defend the laborist view
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against the Marxist version of Bonapartism, Without the revolution, how |
do we know that even generous social policy.isnot just the price of stability :
and order? How plausible is the conclusion that, without upheaval, the :
favored classes only reacted to pressure from below, without themselves |

IR RV

leaving a mark on reform? _ ;
*These two explanations (the Marxist/Bonapartist and the Social Demo- -

cratic/laborist — the welfare state as a manipulation of, or as a real victory
for, the oppressed) are, at their most extreme, mutually contradictory.
They cannot be reconciled except by qualifications that weaken their force:
reform may uphold the status quo, yet also help the disfavored; elites may
sometimes object to reform because they are unaware that ultimately they
benefit, not because real concessions are being offered. The middle ground
between the two is not a stronger argument than either extreme, but a
logically vitiated version of one outlier or the other. What s needed instead
isan argument with the empirical verity of the middle-ground explanations
and the logical momentum of the extremes. Both the Bonapartist and the
Social Democratic approaches ultimately assume only two actors, fortu-
nate and needy, pitted in combat with each other. Their particular identity
has varied. The advantaged, once Junkers and industrialists in Wilhelmine
Germany, are today Thatcher’s constituency. The disfavored, earlier the
industrial working class, now include also ethnic minorities, the'handicap-
ped, single mothers and other — from a traditional blue-collar point of view
—marginal groups. Nevertheless, this basic dualistic mold persists in social
explanations of the mystery of how the have-nots ever get more than a
pittance from the haves.

It is frustration with the inability of social interpretations to break this
polar model that has prompted the search for other agencies, above all the
state, with interests and aims transcending such trench warfare. Nonethe-
less, an appeal to this sort of deus ex machina, though tempting, is not yet
necessary. Socially based interpretations have tended to elide between class
and risk category. If these are freed of any necessary identity, however, a
different caliber of social explanation is unsheathed, one that is able to
account for how genuinely solidaristic reform was possible without a
major victory of the disfavored, how redistribution may well have repre-
sented a real concession from some among the fortunate ‘while still
buttressing the power and privileges of others. Such an unravelling reveals
the circumstances in which subgroups from among both the disfavored and
those who in other senses were advantaged held solidaristic goals in
common that they were able to fealize against equally heterogeneous, but

295 . ..
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/ politically less powerful, coalitions of redistributive losers. Actors from
each side have on occasion shared sufficiently coincidental interests to
! constitute a solidaristic quorum. A social explanation of the center of what
is usually seen as an irreconcilable polar conflict between fortunate and
ill-starred is possible. In fact, it is not until one examines the middle
betw.een the have-alls and the have-nothings that solidaristic social policy
. ‘ and its vacillating fortunes can be explained.
\N.*—p”r\ i ”';. )b In high.ly stratified societies, what redistributien took place played
M \1‘;" ,‘\ ,;-~ “between n.ch and poor, channeled through the institutions of charit;;'x{d
0 ?‘Q\--'( i * public assistance. Disputes here pitted disfavored against fortunate, low
27 | against high. As extremes of poverty and affluence gave way ,to a
flourishing of the middle strata, the bourgeoisie could not remain uncon-
: cc'rnec'i by redistributive measures. Because royal bureaucrats had on
( / occasxon‘ assisted the poor courtesy of a taxable, but still disenfranchised
\/ bogrgemsie and because the middle classes, confident in their own self-
reliance, were eager for others to follow their example and reluctant to
help those who did not, reallocation was at first restricted to a minimum
This liberalist bourgeois solution to the need for a reapportionment of risk.
was, however, only transitory; nor, in any comparative account of the
welfare state not locked in an Anglo-centric orbit, has it been particuiarly
characteristic. Risks multiplied in extent and effect with the growth of
modern econormies, necessitating some form of redistribution. Self-reliance
became an increasingly untenable ambition, even for the bourgeoisie
W(?fkers, confronted daily with industrial technology’s dangers and beref;
o{'pSFSQQal resources beyond their labor, were in certain countries the first
clients of a system that promised to spread the consequences of new risks
But they did not long remain the only.ones. Solidaristic.measures qu1c_kly
began to appeal also to groups once proud of their ability to take on fate
and circumstance singlehandedly. T ' A

——

To the extent that redistributive measures began to concern a significant
class at the fulcrum of society, and were no longer a matter exclusively for
the extremes of high and low, they of necessity redirected the flow of
resources within a group distinguished as much by risk as social position
Socm_l insurance, especially of a solidaristic bent, was possible only given a
certain degree of homogeneity. In highly stratified populations, class and
rlsk-'_r‘ap .tpoApg_rg'll_el to egch_ other for there to be_}my common agl"eemelft to
redistribute burdens without at the same time .restmcturing the status cit;o
The large, impoverished, needy mass would‘proﬁt, the smﬁll, favored'
prosperous minority only lose from a system of reallocation with,
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ambitions greater than charity. The possibility of reciprocity was a
precondition for social insurance, especially as it aimed beyond a limited
group to cover much of the population. Those not among the poorest but
nevertheless prone to certain risks had to,b‘é—'éppyinced ‘that,._vp_cp,t,cggjgblly
vulnerable, they too stood to gain. This was not possible unless class and
risk were coriceptually distinguished. At the least, the redistributive pool
had to be sufficiently homogeneous that risk, not cTass, was its primary
differentiating characteristic. Nor would it have been possible for the

" middle classes to recognize their interests in reform were social insurance

not limited to reapportioning merely the effects of risk, and restrained
from any further ambitions also to correct underlying social imbalances.

Unpacking the solidaristic welfare state’s partially middle-class baggage
does not reveal why this route was chosen in the first place. Bourgcois
interests can be and have been served in many other ways, some involving

 different forms of statutory intervention, others, conyggsej_y,_ap_.attemp't,‘io

limit the state’s role. In some cases, an all-embracing risk pool addressed
middie-ciass concerns for reasons that in the broader scope of things seem
fortuitous or at least ‘_u.npremt_:ditat}ed,_’(‘,‘c_)«r}__tig_gntal independents sought

ﬁﬁjversalist measures in the 1960s to resolve the dilemma inadvertently
cfe.zltg:c_li by the §§E§féﬁst approach taken in ppgpw_ﬁ;; reform. In others, the
rr.uddle classes discovered immediate pecuhiary motives for welcoming the
egb race of statutory concern, as when pensions were extended evento.the
well-endowed in Britain and Scandinavia. Most overarchingly, however,
the decision taken by the bourgeoisie in certain nations for statutory
‘ntervention in the guise of social policy, rather than other means of
pursuing its concerns, was determined by much broader motives of an
ideological cast.

For a member of the middle class, average in both fortune and risk,
social insurance of sufficient actuarial orthodoxy was not especially
distinct from private efforts at risk redistribution. It offered no particular
advantages beyond certain considerations of efficiency and administration,
and threatened no fearsome disadvantages. For such a person, it mattered
little whether public risk redistribution was limited to the poorest, leaving
the self-sufficient to their own devices, or whether statutory intervention

broadened in scope, with the bourgeoisie both the main source and |

distinction was largely a matter of indifference: whether they insured
themselves or paid taxes for statutory provision was materially inconse- |! |
quential. The reasons behind a choice between these alternatives. should l
uential. The reasons beninc a cALEE TN iz ams u’

primary recipient of reallocation. For the average middle _classes the ‘ -
\T
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therefore be sought in the ideological realm, Where reliance on the state
was accepted and commonplace, the second was the obvious solution. In
other nations, long and troubling battles over the virtues of statutory
intervention were and continue to be fought. Where the state was regarded
as the appropriate agent for such matters, social policy had to embrace also
the middle classes as it evolved from a means of keeping the poorest afloat
to a wide-spanning system of risk redistribution.

“For the needy, on the other hand, the difference between these altes-
natives was much greater. Where the state was excluded fromor restricted
in the management of personal risk, they were left to the last ;gigqggf
public assi_stané'g.: In nations where the state becavme_thé'.niajﬁ_:i_'nsumnce
broker of th;i_i)ourgéoisie, in contrast, the disadvantaged gained from
clinging to the coattails of the favored. The middle classes arranged things
first and foremost for themselves, the urifortunate were the _bcqgﬁgigr_ie_é_qg
a comparatively successful trickle-down, Thanks to such self-interested

motives, social lgz_gislétion aimed also at the middle classes has been‘_Hor

stable and firmly supported than measures reserved for the needy. Even -
perhaps especially — the cutbacks of the 1970s confirm the point here,
having hit most harshly those programs and policies addressed particularly

or only to the poor, while largely sparing middle-class entitlements.3 In the

long run, the unforrunate have gained most from those welfare states /() §

secu;;l‘yian'éflvlbred, in tvhé-"iflié‘_fgs'gs. and affections of the bourgeoisie.*
The middle-class orientation of the most successful social policy, the
most stable welfare states, can be variously evaluated, differing according
to political standpoint. For some, it may confirm a belief that piecemeal
reform can never transcend the limits of existing society, that, once again,

2 Conversely, given a sufficiently liberalist ideology, universalist social provision that asks
the state to duplicate for the middle classes what they otherwise would acquire on the market,
may in fact undermine itself by encouraging a return to private scrvices. The cffect therefore
depends on the ideological context. See Neil Gilbert, Capitalisim and the Welfare State:
Dilemmas of Social Benevolence (New Haven, 1983), pp. 72-74.

3 Robert E. Goodin and Julian Le Grand (eds.), Not Only the Poor: The Middle Classes
and the Welfare State (London, 1987), chs. 8, 9; Ramesh Mishra, The Welfare State in Crisis:
Social Thought and Social Change (Brighton, 1984}, pp. 50-51. .

+ Hence reformers of more residual systems, like the American, where much of social
policy remains targeted at the poor and regarded with disdain by the average citizen, have
suggested giving the middle classes a direct stake in its fortunes, See William Julius Wilson,
The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the Underclass and Public Policy (Chicago, 1987),
PP. 118-24, 152~57. See also Margaret Weir et al. (eds.), The Politics of Social Policy in the
United States (Princeton, 1988), chs. 7, 8, 12. For a less sophisticated approach, sce Alfred J.
Kahn and Sheita B. Kamerman, Not for the Poor Alone: European Social Services (Philadel-
phia, 1975). In the same spirit, see Robert Kuttner, The Economic Hlusion: False Choices
between Prosperity and Social Justice (Boston, 1984), ch. 6; and Kirsten A, Gronbjerg, Mass
Society and the Extension of Welfare, 1960-1970 (Chicago, 1977).
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social policy has been unmasked as a bourgeois ploy of only incidental use
to those most in need.’ For others, in contrast, it may indicate how reform
can best be made effective and durable, what tactics are able to link the
interests and fate of the poor with the fortunes of the better-off, how
solidarity is 2 notable achievement even though a compromise and not an
absolute, even though the product of coalition, not coercion. Solidarity —
the group’s decision to allocate resources by need — is only misleadingly
analogous to altruism. An individual sentiment, altruism is generally

confined to narrow circles of the like-minded. Soli/clq.r‘i_.ty,wi_xl_;hq.s; few

instances where it has been realized, has been the outcome Qf“a generahzgd
and reciprocal self-interest. Not ethics, but politics explain it.

e e e

"5 This is not a criticism only from thcl;left. The right too can reject 5uppo§cc!ly ss)lldansnc
social policy as an unadmitted boondoggle for a middle cla.sf that ought, in its view, to l?e
self-reliant. See Gordon Tullock, “Income Testing and Politics: A Theoretical Model, in
Irwin Garfinkel (ed.), Income-Tested Ttlansfer Programs: Tbe. Case For and Against (New
York, 1982); and F. A. Hayek, The Mirake of Social Justice (Clu.cago, 1976), p. 141. Fl:om the
liberalist left, see David G. Green, Thé Welfare State: For Rich or for Poor?, Institute of
Economic Affairs, Occasional Paper 63 (London, 1982).
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