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power in Swedish civil society put production politics back on to
the immediate political agenda. The growth of white-collar labour
forganisation and the release of non-manual employees from the
i hegemony of capital brought first employee power in the enterprise
{ and, ultimately, collective ownership to the centre of the labour
{ movement's programme. Though the question of collective owner-
ship is yet to be decided, we think we have established conclusively
that the transition to socialism has not and will not be prevented by
the absorption of the Social Democratic labour movement into the
capitalist system. The inability of Social Democracy in Sweden to
move forward on production politics in earlier times was the
result of a deadlock with capital, not a sell-out. Even if the 1979
election does not bring the Social Democrats to power, the future of
socialism in Sweden will not be decided. The events of the last few
years show that some immediate problems of the Swedish labour
movement require a socialist solution, thus the issue is likely to be
raised again. Furthermore, the renewal of socialism in Sweden
shows that it is at least possible for other reformist socialist parties
to bring socialism back on the agenda given the right conditions.
The transition to socialism depends not only on what the labour
movement does but also on what capital does. Will the introduction
of employee capital funds spark capital exit and investment stops by
domestic capital? And will international capital perceive the Swed-
ish model as a threat and orchestrate some kind of censure? Any
assessment of these future problems involves speculation which we
leave to the conclusion.
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Conclusion

Marx’s faulty predictions on the questions of the development of
the class structure and consciousness formation led him to think that
the transition from capitalism to socialism would occur much more
rapidly than it has. The development of the new middle class and the
more gradual decline in the petty bourgeois sector, particularly the
rural portion, has meant that even under the best of conditions the
development of labour organisation and class consciousness has
proceeded at a much slower rate than the early Marxists imagined.
They also underestimated the strength of religious, ethnic and
linguistic ties ‘and, like virtually all academics to date, failed to
recognise the substantial differences in the economic structure of
various countries. Because of variation in ethnic and linguistic
diversity, the strength of religious ties and economic centralisation,
Western capitalist countries vary substantially in the level of labour
organisation.and the strength of the socialist parties. Consequently,
the political economies of various countries vary considerably.
Countries where labour and the left are weak are moving toward a
corporate collectivist pattern. Where labour and the left are strong,
the political economies are transitional forms between capitalism
and socialism.

Despite the fact that the Western labour movement has not yet
fulfilled the historic role assigned to it by Marx, there is no denying
that its achievements have been substantial. In almost every coun-
try, the working class has been a major actor in the struggle for
political democracy. Though the introduction of democracy did not

. lead to socialism, it did ultimately lead to a compromise on the part

of the bourgeoisie, albeit after an authoritarian interlude in some
cases. The welfare state was the essential element of that com-
promise. '

The expansion of the welfare state was a post-Second World War
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196 The Transition from Capitalism to Socialism

phenomenon, but in every country that experienced even medium
welfare state build-up, plans were laid before the end of the war and
the alignment of political forces destined to be instrumental in
welfare state expansion was already determined. In every case
except the United Kingdom, the welfare statist coalition contained
the organised industrial working class in coalition with urban or
rural petty bourgeois elements.! In the 1930s, the Danish and
Swedish Social Democrats formed a stable coalition government
with a petty bourgeois party. The Norwegian Social Democrats
followed a similar pattern though without formal cabinet colliabora-
tion. The Social Democrats in Belgium had already entered a
coaliion with the Catholics in the 1920s, a pattern which was
followed much later by the Dutch. In Scandinavia, the Netherlands,
Belgimm, and to some extent the United Kingdom, the growing
strength of organised labour also necessitated significant conces-
sions from employers.

The French situation, as we have seen, was somewhat different. A
coaliion between working-class and petty bourgeois forces did
initiate welfare state development. But the decentralised nature of
the French economy and the resultant paternalism on the part of
employers and the erratic character of French unionism impeded
any compromise in the industrial sector. In the long run, these
factors, particularly trade union character, undermined the strength
of theFrench left.

Similarly, the defeat of fascism and the discrediting of the old
ruling coalitions in those countries brought compromises between
the labour movement and the formerly intransigent bourgeoisie.
The most dramatic case of compromise was Austria, where Catholic
conservative forces that had eliminated democracy rather than
compromise with the labour movement, now agreed to rule in an
uneasy coalition with their former enemies. This coalition, which
dominated Austrian politics until the Social Democrats won a
majority in the 1970s, was responsible for very substantial expan-
sion of the welfare state.

The point of this historical sketch is to reinforce several points
made throughout this book. First, the class structure and the
weakness of labour organisations prevented the socialist movement
from pushing through its more radical programmes in the inter-war
period. The coalition with petty bourgeois elements forced social-
isation off the immediate programme during the inter-war period
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and the 1940s and early 1950s. The cold war contributed to keeping
the issue in the background. Second, the social and economic rights
associated with the welfare state are products of class struggle.
After their attempt to limit the gains of the working-class move-
ment to mere political rights failed, the bourgeoisie either com-
promised or aided the downfall of democracy. When the latter
strategy was discredited by military defeat and the holocaust, the
bourgeoisie everywhere settled for a compromise.

But the terms of the compromise varied substantially according
to the strength of organised labour and the socialist parties.
Moreover, the variation among capitalist countries increased in the
whole post-war period. Immediately after the Second World War
all countries stood at the beginning of welfare state development
and the levels of expenditure were similar. By 1970, the differences
were striking with some countries spending less than a quarter of
GDP on non-military public goods and services and other countries
spending almost one-half. Differences can be seen in the variation
in control patterns in the economy, too, as our discussion of
pensions in the United Kingdom, the United States and Sweden
showed. Furthermore, as Table 4.8 showed, the variation in labour
organisation indicates that the underlying distribution of power in
capitalist democracies is increasingly different from country to
country. Thus the character of the political economies has diverged
too, some countries moving towards a corporate collectivist pattern,
others, towards democratic socialism.

The inability of the left to move beyond the welfare state hasbeen
due to its weakness more than anything. There is a certain amount
of truth to the Downsian model of democracy: parties do compete
for the middle-of-the-road voter. But what determines where the
middle of the road is — where the mean opinion lies — is the
distribution of power in civil society. Yet even accepting the prevail- ,
ing distribution of opinion, the electoral record of socialist parties
has been poor. Looking back at Table 4.9, one can see that only in
Scandinavia does the socialist period of incumbency exceed that of
the centre and right in the period 1945-70. Given this, it is not
surprising that only a few countries have moved much beyond the

_welfare state. Taking the Swedish case as a model, we would expect

the labour movement to bring production politics to the centre of its
rogramme when (1) the political necessity of a coalition with petty

|%
bourgeois forces is ended; (2) white-collar employees are
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198 The Transition from Capitalism to Socialism

f thoraughly organised; and (3) the socialists have experienced a

| substantial period alone in the government. The only other country

. which fits these three criteria is Norway. Even Denmark does not
qualily, because, as Esping-Andérsen (1978) shows, continuation

" of the coalition with the petty bourgeoisie has prevented the Social
Demucrats from going beyond welfare statism.

Th is not to say that the reintroduction of socialism to the centre
of the left’s programme in the future is limited by the same three
condiions. There is no reason to think that past incumbency per se
should limit future possibilities to that extent. And most structural
trenck favour the labour movement. Religious divisions in the
working class are declining because of the reorientation of the
Cathalic Church in the wake of Vatican 11, the jettisoning of militant
seculirism by the socialist parties and the general process of sec-
ularimtion. Where it is not supported through subsidisation for
politizal reasons as in France and Italy, the petty bourgeaisie,
partiaztlarly in the rural sector, is declining rapidly. And capital
centmlisation is increasing everywhere. On the other hand, the
cases of Belgium and Canada show that ethnic and linguistic
divisioas are still strong bases for group loyalty.

Ths brings up a topic which we can only touch on here. It has
oftenbeen claimed that a number of ongoing changes in the class
strucure, the most important of which is the relative decline in the
proportion of manual industrial occupations, will undermine the
socid bases of support for socialist parties. Our own research on the
Swedsh and UK cases as well as that of a number of other authors
on oher countries show that this argument received little support
when tested empirically.? For one thing, forced mobility into the
non-manual ranks created by changes in the class structure in-
creags the number of non-manuals from socialist backgrounds and
thus,given the strong intergenerational correlationsin party prefer-
ence, the proportion of non-manuals voting socialist tends to in-
crear. Furthermore, the universalisation of secondary education is
reduting the educational differences between lower non-manuals
and workers and thus decreasing closure of mobility between the
manaal and non-manual working class. The emergent social divi-
sion,as both our work and Hamilton’s show, is between the upper
midde class and the working classes as defined in Chapter 2. The
decline in status consciousness, an essentially pre-capitalist element
ofcliss relations, contributes to this process. In Sweden the decline
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in closure has been furthered by an equalisation of consumption
levels and class desegregation of living patterns. This has contri-
buted to the decline in class voting. The socialists have lost some
support in the working class and gained substantially among non-
manuals. Consequently, the expansion of non-manual ranks is not
likely to weaken the socialists’ electoral base.

" The increasing labour force participation of women also favours

the left. The expansion of the white-collar ranks in the post-war
period led to an inflow of women into active economic life. This is
the material base on which the women’s liberation movement grew.
The increase in sexual equality, the greater contact with work life
and thus the labour movement, and the general process of secular-
isation has eliminated sex differences in voting in Sweden and
promises to do so elsewhere. In the Swedish case, the growth of
sexual equality has already made crucial electoral contributions to
the cause of socialism: the Social Democrats would certainly have
lost the 1973 election and probably the 1970 election had the small
sex differences in voting that characterised the country in the 1940s
not been eliminated by the mid-1960s.

With these trends as a background, it seems at least possible that
the left in the other ‘corporatist’ democracies could follow the
Swedish pattern and bring socialism back on the immediate agenda.
In Norway and Austria, there are no obstacles to doing this. In the
Netherlands, the limited white-collar organisationis a problem, but
the recentideological renewal of the Labour Party and the break-up
of the politics of accommodation are encouraging signs in the other
direction. In fact, the Labour Party has shown some interest in
instituting collective funds along the lines of the Swedish plan.
Given the co-operation between the Social Democrats and the
People’s Democratic Union (the Communists) and the continued
decline in the agricultural population, the Finnish left’s future
prospects look good. The Danish Social Democrats have the sup-
port of a fairly strong labour movement, but the severe economic
problems combined with political fragmentation of the left’s sup-
port make the future of Danish Social Democracy hard to predict.
The Danes are discussing the introduction of a collective ownership
scheme similar to the Swedish plan with the exception that it is to be
developed through a payroll tax (Lykketoft 1977).

Among the other small democracies, the possibility of ideological
renewal comes into question only in the cases of New Zealand and
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Power and Distributional Regimes
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THIS essay presents an analysis of the relationship between political-
power structures and variations in welfare-state regimes within eighteen
advanced capitalist democracies., The leading question is whether, and
under what conditions, the mobilization of working-class political-
POWET TESOUrCes Affects the distributional and institutional character-
ctics of wellare-state development. In comparison to most studies in
the titerature, this one attempts to reconceptualize both the concept of
power and the characteristics of welfare states to be examined.

Phe general hypothesis is that the degree of power mobilization
penuinely alfects distributional outcomes.! Trade-union organization
and the strength of left pnrlizuncntury-cum-cal)inct control serve as the
hitsic power resources in affecting state policics. Yet, it is important to
recognize that the relationship cannot be strictly lincar. Similar levels
ol power mobilization may yicld widely different outcomes given the
structure of power.  We must, in other words, locate working-class
power within a broader power matrix that minimally takes into account
long-standing, divisions within either the right or the left, and that is
sensitive to the patterns of class-alliance building. It is hypothesized
that the offectiveness of working-class power resources depends on: the
extent to which the nonsocialist partics are mutually divided; and the
conditions vpen to working-class partics to forge alliances with oth‘er
sucial classes. The luck of political unity among nonsocialist parties

e

‘I'Tiis article is an interim product of a research project on comparative soc%a.l
policy and distributional conflicts, centered at the Swedish Institute for.Soclal
Research, ‘The research has been funded by grants from the Swedish Delegation for
Social Research, the Bank of Sweden Tercentenniary Fund, the German Marshall
Fund, and a grant from {larvard Univcrsity.
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permits working-class parties grca}cr scope for asserting their objectives
against rightist resistance.2 And the working class's ability to forge
alliznees with other social classes helps to pre-empt the establishment of
a unifted bourgeois block and, in any case, to increase its chances of
success, because a majority based solely on traditional working-class
vote is unlikely to occur and equally unlikely to be stable.

This study takes an unusual approach to the study of wellure-state
variations in that the welfare state is viewed as an articulation of
distributional conflicts, in particular, a conflict between market prin-
riples and  political-allocation  principles, Furthermore, the decisive
distrlmtive nature of the welfare state cannot be grasped with conven-
tional indicators such as level of social expenditure. Rather, historical
conflicts have centered around the institutional arrangements of social
policy. This includes, for one, the capacity of social policy to decom-
modify wage carners, that is, to endow individuals with a relative inde-
pendeace of the cash nexus and work compulsion. It also includes the
sradlicetion attributes of social policy- does it cultivate -universal
solidarity, status segmentation, or individualism? And it includes the
degree to which guaranteed employment is institutionalized. Examined
as institutional arrangements of distribution, it is difficult to examine
wellare states as simply arranged on a scale of “more or less™; instead,
there emerge among our nations distinet clusters distinguished by
unicue types of wellaresstate regimes. As will be discussed below, it s
possible to identily an cssentially “'social democratic” wellare state
regime. The question of power and distribution may accordingly be
wephrased as the relationship between power mobilization and the
“socil democratization of capitalism.™

since wellarestate activities presumably grant entitlements outside
market relations, institutionalize collective political responsibilitics for
midividuals” living standards, redistribute income and resources, and
provide goods and services outside the cash nexus, they are likely to be
resisted by the privileged classes. This is not merely because they in-
frinee on the prerogatives ol private-property  ownership, but also
hecanse they hold the potential ol altering the balance ol class power
m v of the disadvantaged. This was the central point in Michael
Kaleeki's and in Edward Heimann's analyses.® To both, social reforms
and Tall employment would push the boundaries of “sacialism™ for-
wardand weaken the market and the authority of the employer.

Kaleeki and Heimann are sophisticated representatives ol prewar
werd democratic thought, Social reformism is not regarded as merely
fatite ameljoration but as a strategic objective of political struggles:
social citizenship may alleviate pressing needs, but it also provides a

means of “sociul democratizing” capitalist society. A theoretical focus
on working-class politics in welfare-state evolution is therefore war-
ranted.

Lven a cursory review of the dominant empirical studies on the
question supgests a severe mismatch between theoretical intcnt' and
research practice. Virtually all studies examine the welfare state from
the point of view of social-expenditure levels or its redistributive egal-
itarian cffects.t However, spending levels and redistributive effects
are, as such, not especially fruitful for theoretical verification. Granted,
an advanced welfare state will absorb a good deal of the Gross Domestic
Product (GDP), and it may also promote a modicum of income equal-
iation. Still, huge expenditures can also reflect a preponderance of
unsolved social problems, such as unemployment—something that an
clTective “social democratization™  of capitalism presumably would
eradicate. And, more importantly, expenditures mask basic institutional
differences in how social policy is applied: sucial transfers may be dis-
proportionitely rgeted  to privileged  civil servants; thf:y. may be
granted only when accompanied by more or less stigmatizing means
tests, they may require lengthy individual contributions that typically
exclude the weaker groups from participation; or, to the contrary, they
may be granted ona aniversal basis to all as a citizen right. They may
further status cleavages or they may engender solidarity. Measures such
as spending casily obscure the presence ol distinetly different welfare-
state regimes. '

Any historian of social policy will tell us that the early social
reform initiatives were spearheaded by representatives of the ruling
classes. On the Buropean continent, welfare-state foundations were
erected by arch-conservative, statist, and putcrnalistic reformers such as
Fduard, ('l()mﬁ Tualfe in Austria, Otto Bismarck in Germany, and J. B.
Estrup in Denmark. These pioneers were quite prepared to build exten-
sive schemes [or social protection as a means 10 arrest class confh'ct‘s
and subordinate workers to the state. Organized working-class par'ucx-
pation in this cra of wellare-state formulation was, at l?cst, n‘mrgmul;
often it was oppositional. But liberils, too, played a pioncering role,
although their primary ctlorts were dedicated to the csta.bllshment of
social programs that strengthened  the market mechanism, such sas
voluntary contributory insurance and occupational con-tructual plans.

With few exceptions the working classes werc ()bJCCl‘S rather tl}an
subjects of social legislation until the 1930s. And the design o’f welfare
: ‘Thus, in Germany and Austria, where

programs typically reflected this. :
| ared to that of other countries, were

levels of social expenditures, comp : : f
very high in the 1930s, welfare-state schemes certainly did not conlorm



to labor's wishes; they were deliberately designed to fragment wage
carners mto status-distinct corporative identities with visibly different
financialresponsibilities and benefit privileges.

‘To pit the problem in different words, we cannot assume that
social-expenditure levels alone can capture theoretically relevant varia-
tions in welfare-state activities. Welfare-state regimes with only marginal
advances in the direction of social rights may be comparatively high
spenders, 1s was the case with the United States during the 1930s.
Different nations may spend approximately the same, but what they
spend on may be more important, or, still more important, the insti-
tutional properties of their programs may differ significantly. No
political actors have, historically, struggled over spending levels as such.
o test theories of working-class power and welfare-state development
we need first to specify concretely what were the working-class objec-
tives for which power mobilization was instrumentally important.

The Fterature is marred by an additional problem. Its conceptuali-
zation of the relationship between explanatory variables, such as left
power o1 cconomic development and distributional outcomes, such as
spending, is almost invariably lincar: the more power, the more redis-
tribution, the more economic development, the more spending. This
shows a disregard for the sociological meaning of a term such as power.

Powa must be explained as a relational phenomenon. The effects
of similur levels of working-class mobilization—percent trade unionism,
parliamentary strength of labor partics—depends greatly on the overall
power matrix: the chance of producing radical change is much greater
if the beurgeois forces are split and incapable of mobilizing a unificd
counterforce. For example, the basic power resources of Austrian labor
(trade-union organization and party strength) are closely similar to that
ol Seandinavian labor. Yet, in Austria, the bourgeois block is consoli-
dated inxe the Osterreichisches Vulkspartei (OVP); in Scandinavia the
various hourgeois parties have a long history of mutual opposition,
which. in turn, opened opportunitics for cross-class political alliances.
A powertul lubor movement is casier to oust into marginality il the
right canmuster effective majorities.

The groblem of power is additionally complicated by the constel-
lation of parties in the social structure. Harold Wilensky, among others,
has browht attention to the central role played by Christian, and
especially Catholic, parties in social reform.% Catholic movements are
required to appeal to their frequently large working-class constitu-
encies; historically they have also been dedicated to humanitarian social
amelioragon and have resisted, together with traditional conservative
[orces, ths consolidation of a purely cash-nexus-based form of social

organization. In nations where Christian movements prcdominatc', the
working-class organizations are likely to be split along professional
lines, and their social reformist goals are more likely to be thwarted by
(he early institutionalization of Catholic-conservative legisl;%tion. -

Generally speaking, the translation of power resources into political
sutcomes must depend on two decisive conditions. First, a high level -of
power mobilization is likely to be effective only if it is durable. A br}ef
Jtint of left government, preceded and then followed by conservative
cubinets, is unlikely to produce lasting institutional changes. Second,
Eduard Bernstein's predictions concerning class structural development
fhave largely proven correct: few labor movements have ever bCCI:I able
1o count on working-class electoral majorities alone. The translation of
labor-party votes into power will almost invariably rcqui-rc the forr'na-
lion of cross-class alliances: in two-party systems through incorporation
and in multi-party systems through, more likely, governing coalitions.
T he conditions under which working-class parties have been capal?le 9f
forging alliances have varied sharply among ngtions, a.nci.]this has indis-
putably affected their fate as long-term governing parties.”

To summarize, we must pay attention to what specifically are
working-class objectives in social policy, and we must be c.a‘pab.lc o.f
ulentifying the structural conditions under which power mobilization 1s
likely to affect social policy. As will be bricfly argued ne.xt, we must be
able to recognize qualitatively distinct social policy regimes and power

matrices.

THE SOCIAL DEMOGCRATIZATION OF CAPITALISM

Any meaningful analysis of working-class power and welfare-state
outcomes must begin with a specification of what, concretely, wc?rkers
demand and can be mobilized to struggle for. The “‘welfare state’.’ is one
particular outcome of demands that logically flow from the position in
which wage carners find themselves; it is, as 1 shal! argue, the m'ost
likely outcome where wage-carner demands are given a CO.llCCthC,
political expression. To the individual wage earner, social pollcy_ nl:azll
primarily be a means of relicf, a source of lmmur.uty fr(?m the w11c e
whip ol the market. For labor movements, sot_:lal policy has'away‘s
been viewed as a means for cultivating class unity and col.lect.wc soli-
darity in the struggle against competitive_ market atomization and

Be they union funds or ber.xcvolent
beyond the mmediate cry for relief; they
often presented

narrow  corporate loyalties.
socicties, their purpose went Le
were institutions for building collective communitics,
as islands of socialist solidarity.



The exercise of solidarity requires not only communal organization,
but alse resources. Social policy emerges as an important instrument to
aplift the working classes, to distribute resources more equally among
them, and o grant individuals the strength and capacity fnrpommunu]
action. Social policy is therefore integral to the labor movements’
process of class formation. It is @ means through which the balance of
class power can be shifted in Tavor of labor, as viewed by Kaleeki and
Henmann, ‘

sodal policy, therefore, becomes an arena for the accumulation of
working class power resources; the overriding principle is to substitute
market exchange with social distribution and property rights with social
vighis, The “social democratization” of capitalism implics that social
polinn imolves o four-pronged agenda: the decommodification of
wage virners and ol consumption, a restratilication of society along
solidaristic principles; redistributive  corrections of market-induced
megrditics: and, above all, the institutionalization of sustained full
cmpiovment,

DecommodifTeation

Ay individuals and collectivities, wage carners will logically strive
to decommadily their status.® For the individual, the issuc s primarily
one of securing adequate means of sustenance that are independent of
market chanees. For the labor movement, the strength and solidarity
ol the collectivity depend on its capacity to provide workers with an
acceptable exit from the cash nexus. The problem group was mainly the
weakest workers, the migrant rural workers, the lumpen proletariat, and
the anerployed are the most compelled and tempted to underbid
wages, to take the p]ucc of striking workers, or to [lood the labor mar-
ket, thereby provoking bitter rivalries and antagonisms within the work-
e dasses. The social wage  that decommodification  connotes is
therdore paramount for labor-movement formation. The degree of
decommadification is a function of the extent to which citizen rights
supplnt market distribution.

Nedpdurit vy

In principle, decommodification need not require - state social
legishition but can be provided, as it often has been, through union
funds or fraternal societies or in the form of negotiated fringe benefits.
Henwever, Tor reasons of solidarity and class formation, unions and
working-class parties gradually came to understand that social wages
and social services would have 1o be universalistic in scope and cover-
age. They would, as experience showed during the recurrent economic

slumps, creatc mew dualisms among wage earners by failing to come to
the aid of those not organized, who indeed are likely to be those most
in need of protection and aid. Universalist social policies help resolve
other obstacles to solidarity and unity. Guild and craft-worker tradi-
tions of mutual aid are a powerful impediment to broad solidarity.
And, more importantly, labor movements have always l.m‘d to battle t-hc
segmentation Caused by classical liberalism’s stigrr\.atlzmg poor-relief
practices, the individualization caused by priva.lte insurance, and the
corporative  divisiveness caused by conservatives’ status-segregated
social-insurance legislation. Social policy is not just a bat.tle over money
and rights but also over principles of social stratification. The social
democratization of society will incvitably demand that labor move-
ments supplant targeted or corporative social-protection scherT\cs \./vxtlT
4 universalism that promotes solidarity, as evident in the .Sc'an(?nawans
“peoples Home” model, the German and Austrian socialists c‘ztll go‘r
Volksversicherung, and the Italian Communists’ demand for ‘‘unifi-
cazione.’"? ‘
Decommodification and universalism in social policy require: that
financial burdens be socialized; that status differences are ellxmmated
with respect to conditions of entitlement and l)encfits.;.that rights and
benefit distribution are divoreed from initial inequalities OF perform-
ance: and that entitlements be basically conditionless. An advanced
’ nmodification means that individuals can uphold normal
ing without the compulsion to work; a high degree (_)[
all citizens recognize themselves to be “in

level of decor
standards of v
universalism stipulates that
the same boat.”

Redistribution,,

Income cquality was rarcly a prominent theme in socialist s.ocial-
policy thinking. Asa goal in its own right, it would have to aW':nt 'the
In postwar social democracy, C.A.R. Crosland’s view
hecame prominent: that capitalist cvolution itself—backed by I')rogr‘es-
“sive taxation and social transfers—would resolve most of the lingering

10 Certainly, it is to be expected that universal-
would have

{inal socialization.

problems of incquality. - CXpEC
1 wages and services, [inanced solidaristically,

dividends. But social democracy is severely constr.amed
its necessary reliance on political class a}h.ances
the new middle strata prohibits an
bution. For another, its reliance
rnish investments stipulates 2

istic socia
redistributive
on the issuc. For ong,
with (once) the farmers and (now') ‘
aggressive pursuit of income redistri

on  private cmrcprcncurship to fu | tes
tolerance for high profits. Finally, its reliance on a very large, €0 F?h‘s
hensive, and hence costly, welfare state requires heavy taxation. i



places a wztural limit on the tax system's redistributive potential. In
other werds, substantial redistribution requires extraordinarily high
levels of power mobilization.

Fudl Empie ynent

The goal of guaranteed employment appears to contradict the ideal
ol decormmodification—both from the point of view of socialism,
because itconlirms the individual’s position as wage carner in the mar-
ke, and fram the point of view of liberalism and economic orthodoxy,
because welfure ereates disincentives.

For the individual as well as workers as a collectivity, full employ-
ment is of obvious importance. It strengthens the bargaining position
ol hoth, wiemployment clearly being a basic impediment to unity. Full
employmait s also a fundamental precondition for the viability of
social-dermcratic strategy. It constitutes the basic financial under-
pimings for decommodification and solidarity and enhances the
chances v radical income redistribution in general. And to echo
Kalecki again, it is the chief means by which the labor movement can
shift the lnlance of class power-in its favor.

Fall employment on a sustained basis depends on elfective power
mobilizatva, especially where it jeopardizes price stability, profits, and
meernativanl  competitiveness. This means that the labor movement
must be pawerlul enough to override the priority for price stability, but
it must ako be sulliciently unified that wage carners can be made to
sucrilice medividual wage gains for the good of the collectivity. The
labor movement must be able to persuade wage earners to help shoulder
the  finawcial  responsibilities  for  maintaining  full  employment,
especially when the going gets tough.

Not caly is (ull employment in practice (if not in theory) a deeply
contested ssue, but the means by which it can be upheld are relatively
few ina pmvately controlled economy,

DISTRIBUTIONAL REGIMES

Fhe ety of contemporary welfare states cannot be viewed as a
simple question of more or less *social democratization.” T'his is so for
two reasons, First, the “social democratic” model of a welfare state is,
ideally at heast, characterized as integrative, comprehensive, and socictal
in scope. In contrast to the narrower, or marginalist, approach, typical
in the liberal tradition, it recognizes no boundaries for social policy. In
Richiard Titmuss's formulation, it conforms to the institutional welfare
state model I Second, as Gaston Rimlinger has shown, the nature of
wellare-state evolution has varied considerably depending on political

context.12 It is possible to recognize two kinds of welfare-state regimes
that are categorically at variance with the social democratic mode'l.
indeed, a major historical impediment to postwar social dem?cratlc
reformism is the degree to which alternatives were institutionalized at
an carly date. The two models—conservative and liberal—that contcr}d
with social demoracy cannot be identified so muc.h in levels of social
expenditure as in their distinet institutional properties.

[he Conservative Model
The conservative welfare-state regime, prominent in contincnt'al
Furopean nations such as Germany, Austria, .Francc, :.md lt.aly, has 1.ts
Loots in a blend of statist, paternalistic reformism and in social Catholic
influence. The principles, as expressed in Bismarck’s and Taaffe's early
legislation and in the key Papal Encyclicals (Rcru.m Novarum .and Quad-
ragesimo Anno) were not so much guided by desires to establish market
hegemony and rugged individual sclf-reliance as they w.crc.by t'hc goz?l
of arresting the onward march of socialism and capltahs.m..[‘o this
offect, Bismarckian initiatives favored an active interventionist state
that promoted individual subordination and loyalty to .thc state. He
wanted “Soldaten der Arbeit,” not atomized commodities.}3 ‘ Cathol-
icism, in turn, favored a traditional corporativist social policy that
promoted occupational- or status-exclusive s'chemcs. Both‘ f'fwore.d an
organization in which the employer occupies a paternalistic guiding
role. ' '

As their carly socialist critics were quick to pomt‘out, co.nse{'vatlve
policies were *class politics.” By cxpliciﬂ)f ta.rgctmg ngXS“El.UOﬂ to
workers and by promoting sharp status distinctions, the political aim
was to build-and consolidate status cleavages among the wage-earner
population. The strategy, in other words, was to thwart broader class
formation.

The legacy ol conservative
ucracy when, subsequently, the
sucial msurance. In Austria and
the social democratic partics at
hicrarchical and corporative (Bert

social policy came to haunt social dem-
labor movements attempted to reform
Germany, both the trade unions and
tempted after the war to substitute
[fsstandiche) organization with Scand-
avian-style universalist “Volksversichcrung.” Of particular importance
was the status equalization between sala‘r%c.d and mapual wage carners
with respect to Financial obligations, cligibility (zondmons, and b.enefxts.
In both nations, the socialists were only partially succcs.sful' in over-
adversarics. Against OVP objections, the
i Osterreichs (SPO) managed in the 1955
of existing separate Insurance bodies

riding their conservative
Austrian Sozialistische Parte
reform to reduce the number



bly, and a common legislative frame was imposed on both
er and salaried pension schemes. The German Sozialdemokratische
Parter Deatschlands (SPD) had some success too, along similar lines, but
in neither case was anything close to Volk\'ersic]icrung accomplished—
an obvious reason being that the privileged salaried employees and
ather status groups had gained, over many decades, a vested interest in
teining corporative exclusiveness. Over the postwar cra, some of the
greatest battles, and also victories, of German and Austrian social
democracy oceurred in the context of “Lohnfortzahlung” legislation,
the reform to equalize conditions for full and automatic sick pay.

Conservatism shares with liberalism a concern for actuarialism; how-
ever, it is a corporative rather than individualistic actuarialism. This has
been another of the major points of conflict in both Germany and
Austria. Although the socialists have had some success in establishing
closer financial integration among separate insurance schemes, they
hive by and large failed to override conservative vetoes against general
sovernment linancing or subsidization. :

In summary, “conservative” welfare-state regimes differ from the
social democratic variety not so much in their willingness to grant social
rights, asin their corporative structure. It is, however, a structure where

rights and duties are attached o occupation and status, not to citizen-
ship. ‘

The Liberal Model

fnits ideal-typical form, classical liberal social policy is designed to
muximize the commodity status of the individual wage earnert The
comcept of “Less Eligibility” that underpinned the liberals’ poor relief
schemes served to climinate exit opportunities from the market and to
punish those who could, or would, not make do with the pure cash
nesus, Liberalism, in contrast to conservatism, hus maintained a power-
ful attachment to means-tested, targeted forms of social policy. The
trartitional practice of ruthless deterrence has, perhaps, vanished, but
the principle is sustained as a means of sccuring optimal help at mini-
mam cost or as a means of selecting the deserving from the nondeserv-
ing poor. Liberal social policy is residual in that it establishes narrow
boundaries for government intervention but maximum scope for
markets in the distribution of welfare.

For hberalism, the market place is the obvious site of distribution,
and its enthusiasm for private contractual insurance and fringe benefits
i therefore logical. This model of “welfare capitalism” has been
especially dominant in the United States, but also in Australia, Canada,
and s in Switzerland, And, as several studies suggest, trade unions

occasionally not only sanctioned but even favored private, occupational
welfare to state insurance.® On this score, liberalism stands in sharp
contrast to both conservatism and socialism. But, an unusually strong
market logic is also apparent where liberalism adopted and sponsored
state insurance. Liberal social insurance emphasizes voluntary member-
ship, individualistic actuarialism with benefits closely connected to pre-
vious contribution and performance, and comparatively meager public
benefits and standards so as to encourage private insurance alternatives.
By stipulating long contribution requirements, soc.iul insu‘rance may
actually help encourage individual market participation. It is fllso.ea:s;y
to see liberalism’s commitment to market hegemony in its typical insis-
tence on substantial waiting periods for benefit eligibility, as well as on
brief benefit-duration periods.

In short, the hallmarks ol liberalism, in juxtaposition to the two
other contending regime types, are its residualism, its stress on private
market provision, the conspicuous role played by targeted means test-
ing, und its sclf-reliant individualism. Albeit promoted in d.lff(?rent
forms, liberalism does, however, share with socialists a principled
preference for universalistic idcas; of course, it tends to be a universal-
ism of equal opportunity rather than equal rewards.

The industrialized capitalist democracies may rank on a smooth,
lincar continuum in terms ol social expenditures, taxation, unemploy-
ment levels, and other aggregate indices of welfare-state performance.
But they clearly do not in terms of regime characteristics. Indeed, a
fairly distinet clustering is immediately cvident. By and large, the con-
servative model is pre-eminent in nations where the church p.layed a
powerful role in social reform and in nations where absolutism was
strong and slow to give way—in nations, therefore, where thF bourget“:us
revolution was weak, incomplete, or absent, such as in Austria,
Germany, France, Ialy, Japan, and Belgium. By contrast, t.here seems
to be a surprising synonymity between libcra;lstlc socxal-pohq regimes
and Anglo-Saxon *“New World” nations, wherc.: ‘the bourgeois impulse
was especially powerful, such as Britain, the Umtcc! States, Canada, and
Australia. The ideal-typical features of socialist, liberal, and conserva-
tive distribution regimes arc depicted in table 1: ' .

The capacity of labor movements to substitute *“social dem.ocr‘acy
for cither liberalism or conservatism is obviously related to their histor-
ical position of power. If labor movements can affect fundamcntla(;
change through participation in parliamentary democracy, we wolu
expect tn find w positive relation between 'levcls of w.orkfng-f ass
political mobilization and the degree of ‘*social d.emoc.ra.tlzatlon on
welfare-state performance indicators. Where labor is politically strong,
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" hoth libemlistic and conservative welfare-state regime features would
I

thus be comparatively weak.t6

THE BALANCE OF CLASS POWER
AND DEGREE OF SOCIAL DEMOCRATIZATION

Althowrh trace unions, business organizations, and farmers play
fundamentit] roles in defining the relative power resources of the major
social clases in modern capitalism, the proper focus for a “parliamen-
tary kypathesis®™ is obviously the balance of clectoral, legislative, and
cxecugive power among political parties. Some studies employ, as a
mcasure of working-cluss political strength, an index of percent left
votes. However, clectoral rules often do not allocate parliamentary
seats in proportion to votes. Many studies also make do with an index
of pereent left votes, or seats, in one particular year. This risks being
further eonfused by a “Mitterand effect,” where a left government may
recently lave taken office only to be (probably) ousted shortly there-
alter. 1t i unlikely that the dominance, let alone hegemony, of con-
servatsm. or social democracy will occur unless backed by long-term
and durable power. 1t is equally unlikely that such a dominance can be
establishad unless @ party, or a coalition, controls cabinets and parlia-
ment ova long periods. Consequently, the appropriate measure of
power i 30 weight share of parliamentary seats with share ol cabinet
pusts averaged over a relevant time span. 17

Until the 1930s, and gencrally not until after World War 11, it was
excedingy rare that working-cluss political parties held office-or even
partivipated actively in the formulation of social policy. As in Austria
and Genmany between the wars, or in France in the mid-1930s, socialist
cabinets were shortlived, embattled, and usually in a minority position.
The breskthrough of social democracy as a stable and strong expression
of warkime-class poelitics oceurred basically after World War 1, spear-
headad in the 19305 and 1940s by the Labour party in Australia and
Seandinnii, followed by the Labour party in Britain and by the social-
ist pattivsin Austria, Belgium, and clsewhere.

With that in mind, it is highly unlikely that left parties would have
nude any major imprint on social policy until after World War I Since
itis so evident that the variance of left party power increased among
our eachteen nations alter the war, the parliamentary hypothesis would
lead ws to believe that the nations’ social-policy performance was more
homegennus and convergent before the war, and increasingly divergent
tierestier. In other words, the process of social democratization is
primarity a4 postwar phenomenon, and we would expect it to vary con-
siderably «depending on the long-term influence of left parties over

government policy. Finally, as a gcnf:ral rL'lle, we would e.xpect tlhat the
degree of left party power is especially important on issues hz;t are
divisive, that is, where labor movements seek to push the l)Ol:ln aries
of markets back decisively. The scope of nonmarket;cgllectwe con-
sumption or the maintenance of {ull employment dur.mg the Yclrly
severe recessions of the 1970s ought therefore to'rc?,u_xre especially
strong left party power, compared to less ‘‘threatening issues such as
wels of social expenditure. :

l(\dlbn(:l:c l'nlluwr;ng, we present a series of statistical analy-ses'of thé
relation between left weighted cabincet share (LCS) and indices (?f
important advances 1n

wellare-state performance that should reflect ta

the direction ol a social democratization of capitalism.

The Soctal Wage
In contrast to what is often claimed, patterns of social cxpendlt.urle
. ) L tal-
are not hecoming more convergent among the leading eightcen capital-
ence, morcover, cannot he ascribed

i racies. The growing diverg
ist democracies. The growing ¢ : :
he logic of bureaucratic

to Tactors such as cconomic development or t ! :
incrementatism, 19 The longrun trends in social-wage expansion require
a political or social structural explanation. o -
Table 2 indicates that working-class mobilization had no influence
on pre-war social-wage levels. ‘This is even true for .195'0, althot:g? 32
this point the left parties' electoral share—a more mdxrect' sol\: !
influence--had some impact. It is, as we would expect, only in the pos

i era that left cabinet control affects the size of the social wage. This

e view that the postwar welfare

ceems to contradict the commonly held ¥ it
ate expansion was a politically consensua issue. .
" lLLll' \Jc dis;;gg_rcgutclthc historical trends, we see bct'ter whg/_ a natlor;Ss
ranking on social  spending camoulflages mst.itutxonal 1vter§;:nict i;
Although the 1933 data exclude some -of the mght?en countri t', s
clear that the ranking at that time has little to du. w1‘th the situation j
the 1970s, and it tells us very little about a nation s‘progress to.wa.r
elfective social citizenship. In 1933, the leaders were Germany, Bm.zun(1
and Austria; the laggards were Finland, llolland', and Italy. Tht? 1Ur_utt::t
States, even if at that time it had introduced'vn'tually no social-rights
‘ vould still have ranked in the middle. Means-tested poor

programs, v - sted poot
relief, civil-service benefits, and pntmnagc-ﬂavored veterans’ p
|f, ¢

dominated. o
While social-wage expansion in the i e o varicd by
] i . relationship, as Lec Rainwater s , Va
left cabinet power, the relationship, : <
‘m\ ! 'l>c'-’1 ,-\s we shall see shortly, left power 15 cspccm'lly
- T : o . .
b o b i ‘or the growth of collective services, medical
important 1 accountng for the g

postwar cra is closely related to



services in particular. A Catholic/conservative-social-democratic con-

- vergence on the social wage is evident for the postwar decades, showing
these Kinds of nations now to be the leaders and the *“liberalistic’ and
residualistic Anglo-Saxon nations to be the laggards.

Secil Riphts or Puor Relief?

The size of the social wage may indirectly capture the level of
decommodification; another measure is the extent to which citizens
command basic entitlements as opposed to being dependent on various
xinds of means-tested and socially stigmatizing relief programs. The
relative scope of poor reliel in total social-wage expenditurealso offers
away of identifying the stratifving properties of a welfare state. Not
sarprisingly, one of the labor movements’ foremost priorities has histor-
wally been to supplant means-tested relief with rights programs. This
wus the first and foremost goal of the SPD in the Weimar Republic, and
it was the most.pressing reform task of the Nordic social democrats
when they came to power in the 1930s. In short, the social democrati-
zation of capitalism means assigning poor relicf very low priority 22

As we know, a great proportion of total social expenditures in the

19305 and even as late as 1950, consisted of means-tested benefits. The
imgor rights programs in Scandinavia, for example, were really only
fwgislated by the social democrats in the period 1945-1955. Table 2
idicates that, for 1950, there was a substantial correlation between
tota] expenditures and the scope of poor relief; that relationship dis-
appears by the 1970s. The table also shows that there is no significant
impact of left power on the scope of poor relief in 1950. But its impact
is decisive in explaining poor relief in 1974, Among the eighteen
countries, poor relief has been most effectively eliminated in the social
democratically dominated nations, especially in Scandinavia, whereas
i pinys the greatest role in nations where the feft is weakest: the United
sutes, Canada, and France. The **Catholic™ nations occupy a position
m the middle.

Drcommodificd Consumption

Because  collective goods and services threaten to displace the
neitket mechanisim with respect to pricing, and private enterprise with
respect to production, collective consumption is likely to be resisted
anid to generate intense political conflict. The extension of decom-
madified consumption is, accordingly, a distributional battle that may
assume substantial left power mobilization.

An index of decommodified consumption must exclude govern-
ment military and defense outlays. This can be done for all eighteen

g guiphsined

cases in 1950, but for only fifteen in the late 1Y/Us. Gencrally speak-
ing, collective consumption has grown at a less spectacular pace than
has the social wage, but cross-national differences are clearly greater
in 1979 than they were in 1950, At onc extreme lic Denmark and Swe-
den, with more than 20 pereent of Gross Domestic Prqduct' (GDP)
devoted to nondefense, public consumption; at the other cnc‘l lie Japan
and Switzerlund. Again, the strength of working-class parties has: no
consumption in 1950. But left power is decisive
in explaining both the expansion between 1950 and 1.979, z.md the
overall situation in 1979, A full 66.2 percent of the variance in 1979

can be accounted for by LCS. Sce table 4.

bearing on collective

The Public-Private Alix

solidarity and decommodification, the social
democratization of capitalism will have to supplant private and con-
tractual wellare distribution with universalistic and adcquat? soFlai
rights. Private insurance has, for many rcasor?s, been an historica
cn‘icmv of labor movements and a favored solution among cml?loycrsj,
‘ and bourgeois parties. Pri-

For reasons of both

private insurance and financial ¢nterprises, . 3 '
as well as occupational, fringe-benclit  programs
strengthen the wage carner’s attachment to ll.u:. market and the employ-
er and therefore help consolidate the individual’s :?ta.tus.as a com
modity. They also replicate and possibly strengthen c:\'lstmg )anf‘lﬂllllLS
andd differentials among wage carncrs and tend t9 1avor' th? strongest
and exclude the weakest. They may even undermine S()lld.ill:lty towarsl
the wellare state, since those groups who command 2a pr‘lvﬂcgcd 1)9511-
tion in the private market are less likely to support, and identifly with,

vale  insurance

soclal progrims.

The relative share of private pensions and health care to toml.pcn
a good measurce of the private-
taken together, account for
3

sion and health-care outlays constitutes
public mix, because these two programs, . >
the lion's share of social expenditures in all nations.= '
solitical mobilization on the relative
scope of private pensions is less strong than ontiwould ha\'c' antxcxpatc;d,l
and for health cven weaker, See lablc‘ 5. The lallck of arpoygcrt ud
relationship may be due to the way in which tl.1c nations are ¢ istribu 'el

There is a tendency toward a bi-modal distribution \:Vlt 1
ratios of private-to-public pensions
(United States, Canada, Switzerland, and Austmli‘a), and a;xto'thsl;v\i«f(:]hs
low ratios (Norway, Austria, Germany, Italy, and Sweden). o lsmtistical
that the relationship is not lincar and t_hat there are cru(l’::_a hs t‘),ethcr
outliers, Denmark especially, where left power scores high tog

‘The impact of working-class |

on the variable.
one cluster showing very high

Lo



with privatization. Here is a clear instance where the relationship
between power and distribution must take interaction effects into
account.?4

tudividualisin or Solidarity as Soctal Stratification

Rarcly are social-insurance systems strictly actuarial, even if they
are outwardly promoted as such. The liberal ideal of a direct
correspondence hetween benefits and individual contributions is there-
fore, at best, approximated. A key historical conflict has always sur-
rounded the question of financial burdens, labor movements normally
espousing a high—il not total-degree ol financial redistribution. In
contrast, a defining characteristic of liberal reformism was its insistence
on individual sell-reliance, actuarialism, and its veto against socializing
finances. ‘Thus, Arthur Altmeyer’s basic strategy for the defense of the
American social-security system against its rightist attackers was to
(falsely) insist that it remain strictly actuarial. In Germany, likewise,
the labor movement and the conservative forces have fought a peren-
nial battle over the degree to which general revenue finance should be
permitted to subsidize worker insurance.??

Labor movements have typically had to struggle to socialize the
financial burdens of the welfare state, not only because of the forees
oppused to redistribution, but also because of self-reliant actuarialism,
which nurtures egoism and stalls the formation of broad social solidur-

: il)‘.%

A simple way to capture the extent of financial solidarity is to take
the share of individual social contributions as a percent of total
revenues. Prior to the “era of social democracy,” in 1950, the role of
individual sclf-finance was dominant in almost all nations except, of
course, in those where means-tested programs still predominated. In
the lite 1970s, individualism still remained strong and had grown
considerably in many nations whose social-sceurity systems developed
mainly in the postwar decades (such as Japan, the United States, the
Netherlands, and Switzerland). The strongest trend toward financial
solidarity is found among the Nordic social democracies. Special cases
are Australia and New Zealand, where means-tested programs remained
the bulwark of social protection. Since their systems are not really
comparable to the rest, it seems appropriate to run scparate analyses
excluding them from the model. Table 6 shows the relationships
between levels of working-class political mobilization and the degree of
financial individualism. As with almost all our analyses, left power has
no impact on the situation in 1950. There is a similar luck of statistical
association in 1977 as long as the two outliers (Australia and New

— e e
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Zealand) are included. The more appropriate test, however, is to dis-
cern the degree of change between 1950 and 1977. As table 6 shovx{s,
when the two outlicrs are omitted, left cabinet shares play a substantial
role in reducing the degree of financial individualism.

Cor/mrutim'sm as Soctal Stratification

Just as the scope of private programs and the degrcF .of individual
self-finance characterize liberalistic wclfarc-st.atc po.hcws, pr(?gram
corporalivism characterizes conservative social policy. Typically,
status or occupationally exclusive programs were promoted by con-
servative-authoritarian and social-Christian forces not only to preserve
status privileges and differences, but also to direct class loyialtles away
from the universalistic appeals of socialism. The latter u.\tcnt. was,
indecd, cxplicit in Austria and Germany. From the Catholic point (?f
view, corporativism was an attractive answer to the problems of anomie
in industrial mass socictics.

: ”'l'hc degree of corporativism can be captured bY. the extent of
status-distinet, separate social-insurance schemes. In nations where such
prevailed carly on, as in Austria, Belgium, Germany, France, and Ita}y,
that the labor movements have fought hard, though w1t-h
to universalize. Corporativism, it may be noted, 1s
distinctly in contradiction with the liberal ideal, as well. We would,
uccm'(lil"q]y‘ anticipate a negative association between levels of c-orpora-.
nd levels of privuti'/.ati(m. That is indeed the case (r——.510,

it is clear
mixed success,

tivism and
1T =-2.14). .
The n)xcusurc ol corporativism employed here is an average of the
y scparate social-insu‘rance schemes across
three prografns: pensions, unemployment, and'51‘ckn<?ss. Tabk 7;}10.\,:5
that in both 1955 and 1979, strong corporativism 1§ associate w1h
weak ibor movements and that, in the same years, the st.rc.)ngcr t.ei
labor movements, the more they are likely to d.c-cor.porathzc socia
insurance in the postwar cra. However, the relationships are not over-
Jelmingly strong. .
“htil:ll:tgt natiokns with strong corporativism {(Japan cxcluded),;gcml
insurance was legislated at an carly date, and o.ftcn under condi 1:::3
ement political weakness or exclusion, s‘u.ch as o‘ccuh .
in Austria, Germany, and Italy. Left government participation in t esd
_at least on a stable basis, happened only after the St(:lcor}
World War, meaning that the programs will have .had many dtiiair e;o;n-
which they would have institutionalized V(?sted'mtcn?sths :E e
tinuation. These tend, morcover, to be nations in whic € o
reformist  influence  has continued to dominate conservative party

number  of ()ccuputiona]l

ol labor-mov

countriés
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“politics, This presumubly would help preserve the corporative tradition,
In orher words, we would anticipate that the degree of corporativism

corvelates positively with the influence of Catholic-conservative parties,
This seems to bhe the case, as table 7 shows.

Sowcal Demvocrae voas Full-complovinent Capitalism

Ralecki’s beliel that sustained full employment would signficantly
push the balinee of power in favor of the working classes, was probably
shared by all libor movements. While the goal seems to acquiesce to the
practice of wage Tnbor, it is also o means by which labor movements
nuy gain the strength to gradually reform it

o nuny countries, @ public commitment to full employment was
proclaimed and sometimes even written into constitutions in the after-
math of World War [ However, the commitment was unevenly granted
and even more unevenly applied, as a briel comparison between, on one
hand, Norwayv and Sweden and, on the other hand, the United States
and West Germany, suggests. The commitment varies from a constitu-
tional guarantee, as in Norway, to @ general Kevnesian countereyclical
strategy as i Germany alter 1967, and to a practically passive govern-
ment role as in Denmark belore 1958, Germany before 1967, and the
United States during the 1950s and, again, alter 1970, The question is
partly the extent to which fabor movements control instrunients with
which 1o pursue full anployment and partly the extent to which a full
eniplovment performance is secured.

Dauglas Hibbs has shown  that left political power favors full
emplovment over price stability. #7 However, his data cover only the

stowth decades of the postwar era. The task of ensuring continued full
emplovient alter 1973 will probably require substantially more power
mohilization. Active manpower and employment policies or industrial
stimulation policies must be financed and require some degree of
financid solidarity wmong the employed. Analternative method, widely
applicd vver the past decade, is to diminish the labor supply via such
schemes o crly retirement. Obviously, the maintenance of  Tull
emplovment is more ditficult where labor-foree participation rates are
high, The extension ol citizenship rights to include employment s
likely to involve considerably more conflicts than conventional social
legislition because it infringes on managerial prerogatives, because it
hypasses the market’s function as the sole distributive nexus, and
hecause it has snch a high impact on the balance of class power, We
would wecordingly expect that variations in full-employment perfor-
mance and commitments are powerlully related to left power. That this

is the case, is evident in table 8.

Table 8 presents two clusters of analyses. The first consists of three
analyses of the influence of left power on levels of _full-employmen.t
commitment. We use three indices to capture commitment: expendi-
tures on active manpower programs; the size of public-sector emplo?h
ment as a percent of total (in 1980); and the expansion of pu'bh.c
employment during the recessionary 1970s. In all Fhrcc cases, it is
obvious that full-cmployment commitments are heavily dependent on
left political power.28

The second cluster of analyses includes two scparate measures of
full-employment performance. ‘The first, a straightforward index of
average rates of unemployment between 1978 and 1983, suggests that
cnnm‘lilmcnls to full employment may not easily translate into actual
performance; several nations with strong la_bor movements a.nd c9n-
siderable degrees of commitnent have been mf:apab]c of avcrtn)g high
open  unemployment rates—Denmark, especially. Concommitantly,
some nations with low commitments and weak labor movements—
Switzerland par excellence—have experienced virtually no unemploy-
ment. The seccond measure s a weighted long-term pcrformancF
take into account overall levels of labor-fo‘rcc parti-
cipation. It should obwiously make a differ.ean: whether the size of. th(;
labor force has shrunk and f{emale participation rates have remainec
low (as in Germany or Holland), or whether the labor force has cfon(-1
tinued to expand (as in Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and the Unite
States). The index thus captures not merely ab_st?ncc ‘of uncm-pIO)l/jrpe?l
but also performance in terms of job npportun.ltles'. The relatloln; ip lo
left power (and trade-union strength as well) is fairly strong although,

LI ”
ain, it would seem that labor movements’ impact has been
29

indicator where we

once g
stronger on-the commitment than on performance.
$ .

Income Redistrilition

Since cquality has been the flagship of socialist idcology over tll'[\c
past century, and since it is rcpeated as a'florcmost goal in virtually
“every single party program, it is not surprising t~hat a large ht.eraturc
has 'snnght 1o test the relationship between 1e1‘t power a.nd mcor(r)ls
equality. Whether based on pre- and post-tax Gu.u cocff:cm.nts orh.le
alternative indices, many authors argue a su.b'star}tml com'wctxon, w 2{
others are sceptical.30 The problem of vcnf}catxon has in P:llrthto ol
with the overwhelming data dilficulties and in part. to do \Ylt h tr (1: r‘:a
place of income equalization in the overall strz}tchc .bcbm'lor of labor
ous universalistic welfare state

The expansi an cnorm
sements. The expansion of an ¢
il ol I s well as on transfer-based

will place limits on steep tax progressivity a

redistribution.



/ Attempts by labor movements to affect greater carnings equality i
o 1.Iw market through solidaristic wage bargaining arc vpru'l)ul?ly m):);:
likely w0 occur where trade unions are very strong and centralized and
where {f(ll~ employment prevails. In such cases, we can mcavsurc trcnr:ls
‘uu!_ju.nnlmns in earnings differentials among workers (interindustry
cocflicients ol variation), We can then estimate the long-run trend by
the reduction, or increase, in differentials between the 1957-61 avera )L
and the l§)7(i—79 average. Alternatively we can th:ruu;' (lil'f'crcntifls
i the m‘rmd 1957-79 across nations. Among the fou:tccn countries
for which comparable data arce available, differentials are very high in
!hv'l_.'.S. ;m.d Canada and low in Holland, Scandinavia, and ‘l-'rzm)cc ;
‘Iu‘;wmd the problems with Gini coefflicients, our measure oi‘ fiscal
!‘('([lSlrlbl.lli()ll compares the percentage diflference in average taxatio‘n
;mmngxhxgh- and low-income households.3?  As usual, the Scandinavian
countries are among the most redistributive; France, the United King-
dom,and Austria fall at the bottom, i
. For witge dif ferentials, the most relevant factor would be the
“A”[“m of trade-union organization; for tax redistribution, it would be
the pwlitical strength of labor parties. According to table 9, trade-union
t l‘(,‘ll‘\.;.l}‘l is only somewhat related to cross-national wage ’di“'crcntiule
Swipasmgly, Ieft cabinet power seems more decisive. Lelt cubin&
powes also seems to have had some influence on tax redistribution,

SOCIAL-POLICY REGIMES AND WORKING-CLASS MOBILIZATION

Fhe foregoing analysis has sought to establish the impact of labor
movements on the social democratization of postwar capitalism. More-
evernanattemptowas made to isolate three distinet social-policy
rewimes, cach with their own unique, though occasionally m'vrlupping’
Characteristics, ‘ i

It is, first ol all, clear that social democratization has occurred
uncvenly across the cighteen nations examined and that it has advanced
more on some dimensions than others. We noted that cross-national
variations tend to increase over the years on decommodilication indices
such as the social wage, collective consumption, and means-tested relief.
tn all three cases, working-class power mobilization was an important
h.rulicwr of “social democratization.” 'The situation is less clear on our
dimensions of stratification, especially the roles of private protection,
corporativism, and financial individualism. On all threc counts, the
nations do not distribute themselves linecarly but form sharply distin-
puishable clusters: a  liberalistic cluster, where privatization and

- Jong institutionalization of conservati

financial self-reliance arc cmphasized; a conservative cluster, where
corporativism is cmphasized; and a social democratic cluster, where
relatively solidaristic finances, univeralism, and only marginal privatiza-
tion are emphasized. The data suggest, however, that where labor move-
ments have faced cither strongly entrenched liberalism (as in Denmark)
or strongly entrenched conservatism (as in Austria and Germany), they
have had extraordinary difficulties in surmounting institutionalized
social-policy characteristics.

Finally, the issuc of [ull employment seems to be the best indicator
for differentiating the “social democratic” regimes and also seems to
require an extraordinary level of power mobilization. The cross-national
Jevels of performance on this indicator are closely associated with those
on our previous indicators, that is, the best performance in terms of full
employment tends to converge with the strongest levels of both decom-
modification and solidarity. This suggests that there does exist a
distinct social-democratic-regime  type, albeit limited to a very few
nations—the same nations in which working-class power mobilization
has been exceptionally strong: especially Norway and Sweden. These
are, incidentally, also the nations in which the bourgeois parties have
been the most divided. The analysis also suggests the presence of a
semi-social-democratic cluster, a group of nations that exhibit a general
tendeney toward social democratization but that also exhibit excep-
tions to that tendency. This includes: Austria, where labor was forced
to accept corporativism and very limited income redistribution; Den-
mark, where it had to accept privatization of pensions; and possibly
also Germany, Belgium, and Holand, where, again, corporativism could
not be effectively challenged. The “impurities’” present in the second
group suggest-the limits of a simple lincar analysis of labor-movement
strength and social democratization, not because the labor movements
there did not pursue the goals of wsocial democratization,” which they
certainly did, but because labor movements in these nations faced a
gualitatively dilferent power matrix and because they confronted a
ve reformism. In Denmark, the
social democrats always faced a somewhat more united right (that
could govern) and from the 1960s onward faced a left-socialist chal-
lenge as well. In the remaining four countries, the right has been highly
united in two (Austria and Germany) and fragmented in two (Belgium
and Holland). In all four cascs, the labor movements’ mobilization
strategics have been frustrated by the social Christian mass parties’
capacity to attract larpe scctions of the wage earners on denomina-
tional grounds. This meant parriers to left power, but it also meant that

CrP



“the right was committed to a social policy of its own, one that com-
peted effectively with social democracy. ,

. l.n ssmmary, a simple power-mobilization approach to the study of
dnslr{;lmlix,mul outcomes helps clarify overall cross-national variations
hut it is incapable of fully cxplaining why, in some nations, high Icvel;
ol power mobilization yield modest reformist results. One explanation,
c.crminly, could be that these labor movements simply have no ambii
tions to ‘tsuci;d democratize' capitalism. This, however, has rarely been
the case3?

1nst.rud, we must seck the explanations in the structure of power

something that is difficult to quantify. In this perspective, it is clcm"
I.h:ll the Scandinavian ‘“‘success-story,” particularly in Norway and
.Sw.cdcn, was possible because very strong labor movements (both
unions and parties) could originally forge populist coulitions with
larmers and peasants. This helped solidify traditional divisions among
the narsocialist forces. It is notable that in Denmark and Finland
where the wellare state is less **social democratic,” the left has l)cm;
deeply divided over many decades.

Ihe cun.l;n( ntal European nations tend to present another type of

power matrix. In ltaly, Germany, Austria, and Belgium, for example
mnh:ssinnzl] mass parties of the right prc-cmpted a working-class—,
aurarian alliance, mobilized significant sectors of the working class, and
runf;cqurntly cstablished themselves as rather solid and unified L;()ul‘-
weols .cun(ili()ns. This served to limit the terrain for labor parties to
mobilize and 1o block their capacity to build stable governing alliances.
It "ls‘f 1:nsurc(l that postwar social-policy expansion occurred within
pre-existing conservative institutional parameters.
. A third power matrix is apparent in nations such as the United
States, Canada, and Australia (and even the United Kingdom), where
clm'Fur;d—syslcm properties combine with an overwhelming hegemony
0l hhrl»‘.:l—hnu‘rgcms parties to marginalize, or outright pruhibii, labor-
party fermation. In the “new nations,” immigration patterns clearly
s helped place regional and ethnic divisions at the center of l)olitic;;l
community formation. However, within this cluster the United States
stand asa possibly aborted case of social democratization. The Roosc-
velt realignment of the 1930s was a close parallel to the Nordic worker-
farmer coalition, and it was of course precisely this that gave risc to the
New Deal package of social reform and agricultural subsidics, as well as
tor the rise of American Keynesianism, The absence of a separate labor
party may also explain why the “social democratic project” was
arrested in the late 1940s,

g —

A discussion of the comparative politics of postwar social democrat-
ization cannot avoid addressing their obvious limits. The social-demo-
cratic labor parties arc almost en bloc losing ground and, in many cases,
are actually decomposing. They have been effectively challenged {and
often ousted) by the nco-liberal right, such as in Britain, Denmark, the
Netherlands, West Germany, and to a degree even in Norway and
Sweden. The new right has managed to weaken the traditional welfare-
state consensus and to usc legal means to direct attacks on social-
democratic achievements. Indced, in several cases, the labor parties are
themselves active (if perhaps unhappy) participants in the policy-
reversal process. The German SPD, since about 1975, clearly resigned
itself to the restrictive, procyclical platform of the Christian Demo-
cratic Union (CDU) and of its own liberal Freie Demokratische Partei
(FDP) allies. The Danish social democrats have also, since the mid-
1970s, participated in roll-backs of carlier achicvements.

Social democracy has, concommitantly, had to face a political
challenge from the “new left” ‘The attack here is not that the politics
of social democratization stifle cconomic efficiency but that they
destroy community and implant statism. This has further impaired
the labor movements' capacity to count on a broad consensus for the
wellare state.

Comparatively spraking, the paradox we find is that social democ-
racy has been least challenged and weakened in those nations where its
accomplishments have gone furthest (Norway and Sweden) while it has
been most elfectively attacked in nations where the process of social
democratization was only partial or marginal. On hindsight, it is now
evident that Germany abandoned the social-democratic model only
shortly alter it was launched; the effectiveness of the new right in
both Britain and Denmark cannot be cxplained by the circumstance
that the labor movements there had been exceptionally successful in
altering the political cconomy, but rather by the incompleteness of
their accomplishments. In short, it would appear that the welfare state
is not merely the outcome of political power mobilization but s, in its

own right, institutionalized power.
APPENDIX
The datat for the correlational analyses are derived from an ongoing

project undertaken at the Swedish Institute for $ocial Research, under
the direction of Walter Korpi and Gosta Fsping-Andersen. It 1s based on



a sample of cighteen advanced capitalist democracies, examined over

the period 1930-80. ‘

I} Working-class mobilization is measured by taking the average lev
of parliamentary representation of lcft)'partié.'s, wcigﬁti;(’lc 1:::!?
awerage levels of .cabinet shares, over relevant time periods (1918-
32, for analyses ol prewar relationships; 1950-76, for analyses of
postwar relationships).

2} The “social wage” (SSE/GDP—social sccurity expenditure as a per-
ceat ol GDP) measures the ratio of social-security expenditures
(using the International Labour Office [ILO] delinition) as a per-
vent of Gross Domestic Product. The data are primarily assembled
Irum -II.O statistical publications, supplemented with national
statistical sources.

3} The *poor reliel™ variable (PA/SSE—public assistance as a percent

of total social-security spending) serves to capture the degree to
which welfure policy is stigmatizing. The index measures the ratio
of meuns-tested public-assistance expenditures to total social expen-
ditures; i high score reflects a welfare state where social rights are
comparatively weak. It should be noted that the measurement of
what are poor-reliel-program expenditures poses considerable dif-
licudties, since one ideally must know the rules governing the grant-
mg ol assistance. Included are only expenditures for pm;.grums
thut are directly means tested and of a nonautomatic nature, that
is, recipients must prove to relevant authorities the presence of
abject need. Ience, such programs as old-age pensions in Australia
ar rent allowances in Scandinavia are no¢ considered poor relicl
hecause they do not invalve proof of abject poverty. The data are
primarily collected from ILO social security statistics but have been
adjusted with national statistics to asstire comparability.

4) Public Civil Consumption (PUBCONS/GDP—public nondelense con-

sumption expenditure as a percent of GDP) measures the scope of

nonmarket consumption of goods and services. It excludes, of
course, military spending. The level of decommodificd consumption
is taken as the ratio of public civil consumption to Gross Domestic

Product. The data are derived from the Organization lor Economic

Cooperation and Development (OECD) National Accounts series.

5} The ratio of private to public pension and health expenditures

measures the relative importance of state and market allocation

within the two single Targest soctal programs. ‘The index shows the
amount of private pension and health expenditures as a percent of
total public expenditures in these fields. Note that {for pensions, the
public share excludes cvil servants’ pensions, since they can be

space. Interested readers may

regarded as “occupational’” in nature; they have also been excluded
from private pensions. The data for private and public health expen-
ditures are derived from QECD, The Growth of the Public Sector
(Paris: OECD, 1983), while the data on private pension expenditure
(including individual and group insurance plans, as well as company
and occupational plans) have been compiled from national govern-
ments directly (in most cases from the Ministry of Finance).
Financial individualism (INDFIN/SSE—share of individual contribu-
tions to total social-security finance) indicates the strength of the
traditional liberal dogma of self-reliance. It is measured by the share
of total social-security revenues derived from individual contribu-
tions among the insured as a percent of the total. The data derive
from 11.0's social-sccurity data series.
Corporativism  (CORP) in the organization of social-security
schemes is measured by taking the number of separate, status-
distinet programs in pensions and in unemployment and sickness
insurance. Where social sccurity is arranged in a large number of
status or occupationally distinct schiemes, a nation will score high
on the corporativism index. The data are collected from Social
Securily Programs throughout the World, published every two years
by the U.S. Social Sccurity Administration.
The data on full-employment commitments and performance fall
into two categories. The first three (MANPROG, PUBEMP, and
(PUBEMP)N(L.FPART)) are indices of commitment. MANPROG
is expenditures on manpower programs as a percent of GDP
(excluding unemployment compensation); PUBEMP is the percent
of public-scctor employment of the total in 1980; and (PUBEMP)X
(LFPART) is the expansion or decline in public employment be-
(ween 1970-80, adjusted by overall labor-force participation rates
in 1970. (Obviously, public employment expansion is more impres-
sive where overall participation is already high.) The data for these
indices are primarily based on OECD National Accounts series and
national statistical sources.

The second category has two indices that measure actual full-
employment performance. The first is the level of unemployment
(UNEMPLY), standardized according to OECD convention, as a per-
cent of labor force, averaged over the years 1978-83—the deepest
The second is a composite performance index

postwar recession.
The data here are based

(explained in the note to the table itself).
on OLCD sources, as above.
Note thata presentation of all the raw data would occupy too much
obtain data directly from the author.
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Left Power and the Social Wage 1533-197/ _2
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r Rr2 T (n)
SSE/GDP (1933) on LCS (1918-32) .275 0.0 .95 (13)
SSE/GDP (1950) on LCS (1918-49) 247 0.2 102  (18)
SSE/GDP (1950) on LEFT VOTE
(1918-45) .588 30.5 2.91 (18)
SSE/GDP (1950) on UNION (1918-45) 506 21.0 2.35 (18)
527 32.3 2.48 (18)

SSE/GDP (1977) on LCS (1950-76)
SSE/GDP (change 1950-77) on

o Table 1
Distributional Characteristics on Six Iimensions and their Relation to

Political Ideal Types of Socialism, Liberalism and Conservatism:

De-com-

Fiscal
equali-

modificd
consump-

ton

De-com-

Corpor-

atism

Private

Poor

modified
labor

pensions

relief

zation

High Low Low Low

Low

High High

Low

Socialism

Low

High

High
High

Low

Liberalism

High

Low

Low

(Med?)

(Med?)

Conservatism

LCS (1950-77) .635 36.6 3.29 (18)
NOTE: $SE/GDP is social sccurity expenditure as a percent of GDP, LCS is
weighted left cabinet share. For 1977, left vote explains 6.4 percent of the variance
of SSE/GDP, and union orgunization explains 8.1 percent: neither is significant at

.05 or better.

. Table 3
‘The Institutionalization of Social Rights. The Relative Importance of
Acans-tested Public Assistance, 1950-1974

r R2 T (n)

i) PA/SSE (1950) on SSE/GDP (1950) -.572 10.8 1.64 (18)
i) PA/SSE (1974) on SSE/GDP (1977) -.234 0.0 -.93 (18)
‘iii) PA/SSE (1950) on LCS (1918-49) 177 0.0 72 (18)
iv) PA/SSE (1974) on LCS (1950-76) -.674 418 -3.54  (18)
as a percent of total social security spending.
rm as reliel programs, and does not

lements or family allow-
type pension or related

NOTL: 'A/SSE is public assistance
Public assistance is defined in the narrow te
include income-dependent transfers such as pension supp

ances. Nor does it include expenditure on social assistance
sions. Since neither unionizaton or left votes

programs, such as the Australian pen
have been omitted from the table.

alter the patterns of association, they



¢ubke Civil Consumption Expenditure and Working Class Mobilization

r R? T (n)
i) PUBCONS/GDP (1950) on LCS )
(1918-49) -.050 0.0  -.20 (18)
i) PUBCONS/GDP (1979) on LCS
(1950-76) 828 66.2 5.33 (15)
i) PI'BCONS/GDP (change 1950-1979)
{onL.SC (1950-76) 745 52.1 4.03 (15)

NOTE: PUBCONS/GDP is public non-defense consumption expenditure as a per--

» - R o n
un.t of (jDz. As in table 3, left votes and unionization correlations have been
omitted, sisce they add nothing to the patterns,

Table 5
The Mix of Market and State in the Distribution of
Pensions and Health Care, mid-1970s

r R? T (n)
private persion expenditure
as u percent of Public? on LCS (1950-76) -.424 12.5 ~-1.81 (17)
Private Hedth Expenditure '
as percent of Public, on LCS (1950-76) -.309 3.5 -1.26 (17)

1. Private plans include individual/group/occupational schemes. Note that public
prograrss exclude civil servants’ pensions,

NO ‘,IA’: Ihe samaple is reduced to 17, since it is impossible to estimate private scctor
pensionfhealth expenditures for Ireland. Leflt votes and unionization variables have
been omittd since they add nothing to the patterns.

Financial Individualism 1950-1977

r R2 T (n)

i) INDFIN/SSF (1950) on LCS :

(1918-49) .322 4.8 1.36 (18)
ii) INDFIN/SSF (1977) on LCS

(1950-76) -.267 1.3 -1.11 (18)
iii) INDFIN/SSF (change 1950-1977)

on LCS (1950-76) -.196 0.0 -.080 (18)
iv) INDFIN/SSF (change 1950-1977)

on 1L.CS (1950-76) omitting

twe extreme outliers! -.523 22.1 -2.29 (16)

1. The 1wo outliers are Australia and New Zealand. Sec text for further explana-

tion,

NOTE: INDFIN/SSI is share of individual contributions to total social security
finance. Left votes and unionization have been omitted, since they add nothing
to the patterns,

Table 7
Corporative Social Stratification in Social Insurance 1955-1979
r R? T (n)

CORP (1955) on LGS (1918-49) -.476 17.8 -2.16 (18)
CORP (1979) on LCS (1950-76) ~-329 5.2 -1.39 (18)
CORP (change 1955-79) on L.CS

(1950-79) -.393 10.2 -1.71 (18)
CORP (1979) on CATHOLIC

(1950-79)! 511 21.5 2.38 (18)

1. The influence of Catholic conscrvative parties is crudely measured by giving a
score of 3 to nations with strong confessional voting; a score of 2 to nations
with split religious voting; and a score of 1 to countries with no religion-based
divisions in voting Trade unionism and left vates are omitted due to their lack

of independent association with corporativism.

e J



14bic O
Government Full Employment Commitment and Performance
and Working Class Mobilization!

r R2 T {n)

MANPROG/GDP (ca 1975) on LCS

(1950-76) 695 14.4 3.49  (15)
PUREMP/TOTEMP (1980) on LCS

(1950-76) 710 $7.1 3.90 17
(PLBEMP) X (LFPART) CHANGE

1970-80 on LCS (1950-76) 691 445 3.83  (18)2
UNEMPL (1978-83) on LCS

(1950-76) -.384 9.4 -1.67 (18)
PERFORMANCE INDEX (1959-83) on

L.CS (1950-76) 557 26.7 268  (18)

Kev 0 Variable Abbreviations:

MAXNPROG/GDP = Expenditure on active manpower programs {excluding unem-
plevnent compensation payments) as a percent of GDP.

PUBEMP/TOTEMP = Public sector employment as a percent of total employment.
{PUBMP) X (LFPART) CHANGE 1970~1980 = Percentage change in public em-
ployment 1970-1980, multiplied by total labor force participation as a percent of

age group 15-64 (in 1970). Note here that, for two nations (Canada and U.S.)
wher public employment declined, a score of zero was given.

UNEMPL = level of unemployment as a percent of labor force, according to OECD
defizition,

PERFORMANCE INDEX = Average level of unemployment 1959-1978 plus
averige level of unemployment 1978-1983 multiplied with ratio of inactives (as
percesit of age group 15-64). Note that index has been inverted so that a positive
sign indicates good performance.

1. Tac Commitment varables are manpower program expenditures and public
cmployment expansion. The Performance variables are levels of unemployment,
adusted for labor force participation rates.

2 luta on public employment expansion 1970-80 for New Zealand are lacking in
the OECD sources. | have given New Zealand a rough estimate of 20 percent
=ipansion (or, similar to Australia and the U.K.).

NOTE: Left vate and trade unionism variables have been omitted, since they add
notking to the patterns,

Table 9
Income Equality in the Market and in the State
r R2 T (n)

WAGEDIFF (average 1957-1979) on

UNION (1946-1976) -.449 13.5 -1.74 (14)
WAGEDIFF (change) on UNION

(1946-1976) 034 0.0 12 (14)
WAGEDIFF (average 1957-1979) on

1.CS (1950-1976) -525 215 -2.14  (14)
TAXREDISTR (1978) on LSC (1950-79) .h60 27.0 2.70 (18)

NOTE: WAGEDIFVF is inter-industry wage differentials.
TAXREDISTR is a measure of the difference in tax burdens between an
averapge worker family, and a family with twice the average worker earnings.
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Class Politics in Postwar Capitalism,” in Order and Conflict in Western European
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4. For a recent critique of this research tradition, see Jens Alber, Gésta Esping-
Andersen and Lee Rainwater, “Alternative Approaches to Gomparative Social Pol-
icy Research,'” in Comparative Public Policy Research, ed. K Mayer (forthcoming).

5. For examinations of carly social reforms, see: Gaston Rimlinger, Welfare
Policy and Industrinlization in Europe, America and Russia (New York: Wiley,
1971); ‘Theda Skoepo! and J. Ikenberry, *“The Political Formation of the American
Welfare State” (Unpublished manuscript, University of Chicago, Chicago, 1983);
Asa Briggs, ‘“The Welfare State in Ilistorical Perspective,” European Journal of
Sociology, vol. 1 (1961); and P. Kohler and H. F. Zacher, 4 Century of Social
Insurance (Berlin:Duncker & {umboldt, 1982).

6. See Harold Wilensky, *‘Leftism, Catholicism, and Democratic Corporatism,”’
in The Development of Welfare States in Europe and America, ed. Peter Flora and
Amold J. Heidenheimer (New Brunswick: Transaction Press, 1981).

7. Scandinavia’s virtually permanent social-democratic rule over the past forty
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was premiscd on the alliance with farmers' parties in the 1930s. In contrast, both
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~cierman and Austrian social democracy were unable to offer an alternative to the
risc of fascism in the 1930s precisely because they were working-cluss ghetto move-
ments, unable to coalesce with the farmers. For a detailed analysis of social
democracy and class alliances, see Gosta Esping-Andersen, Politics against Markets:
The Sucial Democratic Road to Power (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1a85).

8.The concept of decommodification, in reference to social policies, has
previously been developed in the writings of Claus Offe;its analytical origins clearly
derive from Polanyi and Marx, For a somewhat different discussion than presented
here, see Claus Offe, Contradictions in the Welfare State (Cambridge: M.LT. Press,
1984). ‘

9. A detailed examination of solidaristic social policy can be found in Esping-
Andersen, P'olitics against Markets.
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berry, “Political Formation of the American Welflare State.”

16. We are here formulating a simple, linear relationship between power mobil-
ization and distributional outcome that scems to contradict our basic point that
wellare state regimes are categorically distinet and cannot therefore be analyzed as
“muore or less.” Additionadly, our formulation contradicts the earlier assertion that
working-cluss power resources alone are an insufficient indicator of power, because
power is relational and so requires of us an invcsliénlion of the broader power
matrix, The intention at this point is to establish basic statistical relationships be-
tween levels of power mobilization and the degree of social democratization. Sub-
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17. Using Korpi's data set on percent left votes and parliamentary and cabinet
stats {the latter two weighted with one another), the data can be broken down into
an interwar period average (1918-46) and a postwar average {(1946-76). For the
interwar cra, the simple correlation between left votes and weighted cabinet shares
is r=_648. For the same period, the correlation between trade-union membership
andd weighted left cabinet shares is r=.333. The postwar correlutions are stronger.
The former is 1= .636; the latter increases to r=.816. This suggests that, for
the postwar years, one measure generally substitutes for another, but that is not
the case for the pre-World War II eru. Note that, among the cighteen nations
included in the study, postwar trade-union strength explains 64.4 percent of the
weighted cabinet share vanance (1= 5.64). In this, as in all subsequent analyses, the
R-squared are adjusted for degrees of freedom. For a more detailed description of
the data, consult Kompt, Democratic Class Strugele.

18. See the accompanying appendix for a more detailed discussion of the data
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30. Among the studies that argue a positive relationship are: D. Cameron,
“Inequality and the State: A Political-Economic Comparison” (Paper presented
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Politics & Socicty 14, no. 2 (1985): 223-56.

i o

International Lending and the Relative
Autonomy of the State: A Case Study
of Twentieth-Century Peru

BARBARA STALLINGS

THIE debt crisis that has wracked Latin America since August 1982 has
rekindled debate on the impact of the international economy on Third
World nations. A crucial aspect of that debate focuses on the role of_the
state and how it is affected by the internationalization of capital.
Superficially, the crisis seems to have severely undermined the power
of the state as the banks and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
joined forces to demand austerity programs, and a low.er level of state
participation in the cconomy, in exchange for debt relief. The current
situation thus appears at first glance to support the more extreme ver-
sions of dependency theory whereby external actors have a c_ictermnr
ing and-detrimental influence on the Third World.! Probing a bit
deeper, however, reveals that foreign loans had actually strengthened
the state before the crisis struck and that the powerful state apparatuses
that emerged are not likely to fade away.

This paper focuses on past cxperiences rather than fut\_Jre pros-
peets.” Using Peru as a case study, 1 will develop an analysis of the
mechanisms by which foreign capital can help cxpanc.l state c.apacny as
well as limit it. By examining a single case overa period ot: sixty years,
I hope to contribute to a general undcrstandm.g of tl.lc posmb'lc rela(;lobn-
ships between foreign capital and the state in Latin America and, by
extension, in other parts of the Third World.

‘The autonomy, or relative autonomy, 0
concept in the analysis. This concept has been very

f the state will bea central
important in the

This article was originally prcscnted‘ to the Rcsc_arr:h Committee K/ln E:comczoimt;'
and Socicty -at the International Sociological Association Cc.)ngrfcss,h lc;:;:ou cs:
August 1982.1 would like to thank parﬁcipants at ?ha.t meeting for helpful sugg
tions and Peter Evans for extensive comments on various drafts.



