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Taking Exception

Explaining the Distinctiveness of
American Public Policies in the
Last Century

Edwin Amenta and Theda Skocpol

Introduction: The Stereotyping of American Exceptionalism

A chapter on the distinctiveness of public policy in a particular country
presents a task that is difficult, but straightforward. One must show what
makes the country’s profile of public policies stand out from those of
other countries, convince the reader that the differences matter, and
offer an explanation for them. A chdpter on the distinctiveness of
American public policies has to do the same things, but with different
emphases. There is no trouble in convincing thé reader that American
policies are different from others, for public policy in America is often
considered the quintessential case of exceptionalism. To show what
stands out and to advance an explanation — these constitute trickier
problems. One must first shatter stereotypes, because readers tend to
have their own answers to what makes Ametican policies different and
why they are different, ,

When speaking of US public policies, by exceptionalism people
usually mean underdeveloped. The standard case might run as follows.
American policies were slow in getting started, little of importance
happened until the Great Depression, and low levels of spending and
taxation persist to this day. To home in on finer distinctions, it might be
pointed out that America has an incomplete system of social insurance
which includes neither health insurance nor family allowances. To
complete the case, there is the American position securely on the low-
inflation-high-unemployment segment of the Phillips curve. Like many
stereotypes, this one is not entirely false. American social insurance was
minimal until the 1930s, and today Americans do_not benefit from a
cg_ggl_gt_gwsys_t‘em of social insurance, Moreover, Arri'éf'ii:.:iﬁfs'aaija-l
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spending as a percentage of incinﬁ’fa amo‘uﬁﬁgé to less than most of the
other rich countries. In 1981, Americah sdcial spending dmotinted to
20.8 per cent of GDP (OECD, 1985, p. 21), and i1 1980 American tax
receipts 30.7 per cent (OECD, 1981, p. 11), in both cages tanking 14th
of the 18 long-standing OECD countries. Fiqaﬂy, ﬂﬂéte are the high
rates of unemployment. From. 1950 to 1984 Ameritdn unemployment
averaged 5.3 per cent, higher {han all but 5 of 18 QECD eonhitles
(OECD, 1984). T
The problem is not that this stéreotype has no eleffielits of triith, The
problem is that it takes too narrow a view of publi¢ poliey, 4 iew that
includes only the major social spending programries, phg» the crudest
b

p ; d anly the posts
Second World War period. To tinderstand A'mc;rilcag;ri riub

indicators of ecofiomic or employment ”p,liciés;, dhﬂ 4

, ¢ policles, I
the sense of public lines of social sperding, taxing; étlﬁlp dymefit; ;lﬁd
economic strategies that influence people's chances iij lifé, one must gd
beyond the discussion of recent history ahd I;bﬁgidé& Amierledn
developments in the light of recent theoretical édVﬁtﬂﬁé‘ + In examining
the last century of American public policies in this wider sense, one can
discern two paradoxes. ‘

The first paradox is the erratic patterii of the history of American
public policies. According to one influential imodel of Western Evitopeat
hiStory, the development of social insu;'anlcexpolid‘iés“ i dvdqped l'ggﬂtingly,
but in a unilinear direction (Flora and Alber, 1931) From the late
nineteenth century through the early tw,e'ptieih Eetitury thete was 4
period of experimentation, as different schemes were tgéted; The next
phase, occurring between the wars, saw the goﬁsqlid:;ﬁqn pf the soolal
insurance experiments of the previous petiod; Ir'ri“mé;djgtély after the
Second World War most countries completed a profile of socal
insurance policies, enacting insurance against the fauf main types of risk,
In the post=war period, there was stéady gtawth i coverage and
expenditures. Although the miodel includes’ orily sqbigl instirance and
does not describe the pattern of every Westérn Evtopedn polity, one can
use if for purposes of comparison becguse the history of US public
policies departs dramatically from it. ‘ ‘ ‘

American public policies did not mietely lag‘ behitid European
innovations while following the same pdttern; hoWever arrested and
thwarted, as perhaps was the case with _]q‘p‘q‘n; Iiis ‘egd, the history of
American public. policies exhibited a afttém,p? zigzags that can be
divided into four somewhat different’ periods. Ti_the late nineteenth
century, the United States was 4 leader in activist puﬁﬁﬁ"fiﬁﬁaéé.‘ These
policies” included a primitive old age pensions systém, a public
employment programme and a macroecoriomic policy on tariffs. These
policies, however, were seen 'l)')'f""r‘r'ii”c'i'&llé—,cia‘s‘s American reformets as
corruption and as dbstacles to placing policies off 4 modern basis, as
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defined by European innovationis. In the second phase, running from
the turn of the century to 1930, many of these initial policies were
undermined, but were not replacéd as the United States fell behind
other rich nations in the development of modern public policies. The
period from 1930 to 1950 witnessed the heroic period of American
public policies, as America was once again briefly a leader, constructing
innovative public policies and planning even more progressive ones.
Needless to say, this phase was mainly a failure. America fell behind

. . oy . iy e s A
agaip in the post-war period, with only a brief period of innovation in the
légofs.,gm,aszxg,w;gs- A

reat as the influence of twentieth-century policy innovations have

} been, American public policies of the late twentieth century closely

resemble the policies of the late nineteenth century. This is the second
paradox. The following five characteristics are common to both
centuries: (1) an emphasis on spending programmes with divisible rather
than collective benefits, and CB,}},S,_QE&%}. rather than permanent Eienéﬁ;s;
(2) a system of taxation that was largely a product of wartime, but

afterwards used for peacetime revenue purposés and overburdened with
distributive and economic goals; (3) the reliance on” ng;jgg_g@ﬁc
macroeconomic policies, avoiding both classical market liberalism and
more detaifed and selective economic interventions; (4) an extensive, but
ambiguous public employment system not legitimated in political
discourse; (5) a seléctivist soctal spending policy with a division between
two types of programmes: gerierots programmes, usually administered
by the national government, whose T¢cipicits; fricluding certain groups
of veterans, the aged, and widows, have been considered deserving;
meagre programmes, usually administered by"‘lower units of govérnment,
whose recipients have been considered undeserving and have been
St NS i Co R 2 PRI
subject to ‘surveillance. .
. To explain the distinctiveness of American public policies is to resolve
. ; these paradoxes.Why did American public policies follow the zigzagging
" “historical pattern that they did? Why do American public policies of the
Jate twentieth century resemble the policies of the nineteenth century?
‘Although the political class-struggle model helps to explain post-Second
World War developments in spending and innovations, the model as
usually constructed cannot explain the developments in the nineteenth
century or many of the characteristics of public policies. One needs a
model including the roles of the state, political parties, and crises.
{Briefly, we argue that American state political institutions made it likely
{that_public policies would be early in appearancé and pre-modern in
gform. Changes in the political party system and the wrenching influence
of crises made. it possiblé.to overcome. these predispositions and account
* Yfor the pace of change and many of the characteristics of the policies. In
¢ end, the influence of the parties and crises only partly overcame the

o S e AT A A SASY tid 1 4 ®
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mediating influence of state political instititions, and nineteenth-century ‘
policies were reasserted. Before these riddles can be solved, a history
of the four phases of American publit policies is needed - to reveal their

) il P I . .« =
peculiarities and to flesh out their fijanifestations in current policies.

The Beginning and the End of Prgamodq:m Public Policies

The public policies of late nincteenthecéﬂyg}‘y America were notable for
their comparatively high levels of spending anid for their distributive or
patronage character. The most expensive experiment i patronage-based
social policy was the Civil war perision systerd, In this context, patronage
is not corruption, or breaking laws for persofial ar political gain, although
corruption was rampant. By definitiofy patronage benefits can be divided
amongst constituents or timed with political diseTetion, or both; they are
defined in_opposition to, awtomatic and gollgctive benefits accruing to
large categorical groups. The morg discretioht involved in the benefit, the
greater the element of patronage,' Theh@ﬁa‘ifhﬁystﬁm of the Civil War
!

period (1861-5) was established as a categotieal scheme of payments to
soldiers injuréd in battle and to widows of soldlers killed in gotion, but by
the end of the century this prograthme had beefi transmuted into # sort of
discretioniary old age and survivors’ péqsipn A second dspect of
nineteenth-century public policy cofistituted qvpﬁqiiﬁvépu lig employ-
ment programme: federal government jobis fur th

hese "I HINAC

political Connections. Pensions and positiony were fuded mainly with
revenues generated by a systel of tariffs stre hgthenéd gredtly during the
Civil War., The tariff {sygfgg was 1al!l,s‘o a §lp‘,’ur pf digtributiy# henefits,
and_protection constituted the miain ecorg licy, On the slate and
local levels of government, innpvations Weje made in fi1ag, E‘ublic
education, a form of early American sdeial spending thiat stood apart
from the national programmes. ‘ '

“The next period, from 1900 to 1930, revetsed many of these trends.
These three decades include the’ twd “peHio 3 known Th"Ametican
historiography as the Progressive Era and the ngnﬁeg and were notable
for the rise of attempts at bureautratio refatti and state buflding, A
middle-class reform movement with adhi¢rents in bplh politlcal parties,
as well as a short-lived political party, the Progréssive moverment sought
to attack party machines by way of éltériﬁjg bﬁé(.,tbfal riiles and creating
bureaucratic executive institutions at all LeV;%s of goyernient. This
movement helped to end Civil War pensions a3 selective old age
insurance and numbered the ddys of using the government bureaucracy
a$ an employment programme. The haHrHur‘aj political dotinahce of the
Republicans in the 1920s ensured that tariff pf ofi would remain the
main economic policy, although tarifts declin '

) §6utce of revenue,
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Instead, it was at the state and local Jevels that experiments in modern
social spending policies began. ‘

The late nineteenth century: premature public policies

The military origins of the, Civil War pension s stem have usuall

prevented it fromg:)eing considered & | Torm, mwg‘\%lgﬁrimitive, of public):,
social provision. But, before the end of its peculiar career, it grew to a
system of greater size than early social insurance programmes elsewhere.
As the system was originally devised by the Republican party, it benefited
only war widows and injured veterans, and by the middle of the 1870s
the number of claimants had started to drop. In 1879, however, the so-
called Arrears Act became law; it gave incentives to press equivocal and
sometimes false claims on the government; for it authorized the payment
of all the benefits an injured or widowed party was due from the time of
the alleged injury or death. Claims soared, and so too did the.new
numbers of recipients, for it was difficult to determine who was eligible.
For one thing, claimants provided their own evidénpe. For another, the
primitive bureaucracy and its political operatives could not have checked
the stories even if they had desired to do so. A political coalition based on
Republican congressmen with some northern Democratic support,
spurred on by a newly activated soldiers’ interest group, increased the
coverage and then the benefits of the programme. In 1890, the so-called
Dependent Pensions Act legislated benefits to almost anyone who served
and could not perform manual labour, for whatever reason. In 1904, the
pension bureau considered old age a disability in itself, and other acts
increased benefits. Benefits for widows tended to follow in the wake of
legislation for disabled men, but with less money and more disqualifi-
cations based on style of life.

Categorical as these bursts of legisiation seemed, the benefits were
nothing like automatic. There was always a waiting list of applicants, and
politicians decided who would be pensioned, when, and at what rate.
This aspect of the programme was more significant than the fact that
some people received pensions illegdily. The overall numbers of
recipients grew regularly. In 1873, at the system’s apparent peak, there
were about a quarter of a million pension recipients. Due to the act of
1879, this number had more than doubled by 1889, approaching half a
million. Under the influence of the 1890 legislation, the numbers of
recipients reached a peak of nearly a.million by the end of the century.
Legislated increases in benefits continued after almost everyone who
could possibly qualify was receiving a pension. To gain access to
legislated increases in benefits required a similar process of applying and
waiting. Pension expenditures constituted more than 40 per cent of
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government spending and more than one per ¢eiit of GNP by the middle
of the 1890s (US Ceisus, 1975, pp. 1104, 1114).

By the standards of modern social insufphce, this performance was
perhaps unimpressive. The programme did figt seleot according to need

“or, as in the ¢dse of German social insurance, ccording to work record,

It provided benefits to those (northerners) who had made a mildly
plausible case for their importance ini preserying the Urilon, and it he_lped
to have a connection to a pp;i;icgl grgéqizaﬂpn, preferably Republican,
For the late riineteenth century, however, the performance was notable.
A sizeable proportiqn of the American agad received a pension, The
more than half a million elderly men on the rolls translated to
approximately 29 per cent of Americah men 65 years old and older in
1910. And the gmount of benefits compared favourably to those given in
Germany or Britain. The average pension for the disabled soldier in
1910 amounted to about 30 per cent of gvetage earnings, for widows, 25
per cent; in Britain, an dld age pgnsion cafg to 22 per cent of average
annual earnings, and in ”Gefm‘,aqyl,» dbgut 17 per cent (Skocpol et al.,
1987).

A second kind of natiorial public policy concetried thgﬁ.’:‘i?gg% of joll;s
for people.notin.the. middle. class anid without professional credentials.
THiS policy was tied more closely’ t‘%plitfcal activity: governmental
positions ‘went to party supportéfs, whosé f’drm of repayment usually
included political work and a taxinig of $alaries: On the national level,
blatant use was made of theé post office %ﬁd the vilstotns houses, Unlike
the Civil War pension system, this policy Wiy rot used by professional
politicians to make rhetorical appeals to ,ﬂi),‘ Elét}tgmmq M_th(?llg'h civil
service reform made some headway with theé Peridletott Act of 1878, the
number of federal government positions uvgilabl(; wis  substantial
(Keller, 1977; White, 1958).* For the late m%gﬁﬁmh centuty and early
twentieth century, there were moré thafi 10; 00 fﬁde‘ral governiment
jobs available, For instance, in 1891; of the 187,442 ciyiliaf émplayees of
the federal government, {"norg thari 60 per cent warked iti the post office.
All told, less than 22 per cent of federal civiliaf| emmipildyees were classified
as part of the competitive civil service (US Census, 1975, p. 1103),
There were many more 4t other levels of gavetniment, eSp‘gcgni!y in citles,
not to mention jobs with ‘bUSiI‘lCTS‘FfS alped to rtpgal party male‘lh‘les or
public works (Bridges, 1984). Although the ntimbers of such jobs were
inadequate and . the choice of recipients blased ilicyssm‘, 1986), in

comparative perspective this ambig;ljouﬁ pdplib etriployment programme

stands out.

A complex tagiff systetti paid for these progiufnlities:
after the Civil % ar untl ‘t'H e First World V ai M‘P tat:

about half of the revenues of the, national fb‘fﬁf
figure. In 1890, for instance, ciistoms provided 57 p

From immediately
1 systetn gonerated

Iy # telatively high
er cefit of tatlondl
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revenue, compared to about 21 per cent in Great Britain (Keller, 1977,
p. 307). The system was bqosted during the Civil War and, unlike the
primitive wartime income tax and other emergency internal taxes, tariffs
were not rolled back after the war. Whenever the government began to
run a deficit, upward adjustments in tariff schedules were passed.
Eventually the system became the focus of parnsan politics, with the
resurgent Democratic party proposing to use the income tax to eclipse
the tariff. In 1890, the same year that a Repubhcan Congress
transformed Civil War disability benefits into old age pensions, a tariff-
stiffening bill was also passed. Tariffs were strengthened again when the
realigning election of 1896 brought renewed Republican dominance.*
Fiscally lucrative as it was, the tariff system was much more than a
means of revenue generation. In the tariff, the issues of revenue
generation, distributive benefits and economic policy were bound
together, and these other characteristics were at least as important as the
first. Tariff protection constituted American macroeconomic policy even
before the economic crisis of the late nineteenth century when many
other countries turned to protection (Gourevitch, 1986). Like the turn-
of-the-century Australian system, tariffs were used to defend established
industries as well as to protect infant industries (Castles, 1985). Tariffs
were used rhetorically to merge the interests of capitalists and industrial
workers. Unlike the Australian system, American tariffs were not
negotiated by representatives of organized capital and labour. The
American tariff system was devised within congressional committees and
. party caucuses; attempts to rationalize tatiff formation through tariff
commissions failed. Moreover, the system was not combined with

compulsory wage arbitration Wthh was rejected at the turn of the

century by the organized working class. As they would do for most of the
next century, industrial workers and capitalists fought wage battles more
or less privately, except for the use of the courts by capitalists to stop
strikes. The Republican party portrayed itself as the party of prosperity
and the tariff as the means to prosperity and, with the aid of the
depression of 1893, won over many industrial workers in their capacity as
voters.

Tariffs were also distributive beriefits dorninated by specific duties, not
ad valorem schedules. Various interest groups turned congressional
tariff-making into a political balancing act in party caucuses. This
sometimes led to conflicts over the system. For instance, to keep together
the political coalition for tariffs, in 1877 Republican party legislators
successfully fought an attempt by industrialists to lower the schedules for
raw materials used in industry and other attempts to remove tariffs from
congressional control. The multifaceted nature of the tariffs underlined
the long-term. political weakiiess of the taxation system “In an economy as
competitive as the American one became, tariffs“could not forever
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remain the main economic policy. More iiiportant, they eventually
stopped generanng great amounts of reYenue anci politicians wore forced
to devise new types of taxes. These ta:.es were harsher, politically
speaking, for they could not be portrayed simultanepuslv as benefits to
important groups.

The final ‘element of public policy; the expansion of American
education; ran outside this national system and ltifiately did not suffer
its fate. The early rise 6f Amerlcan educatit)n wis well under way by the
middle of the nineteenth century, 'By the Civil Wat, the dominance of
pubhc primary “schiools over private schipols had been established.
American educatxon in the nineteenth century was notable in comparative
perspective for its high level of enr olments and its lack of formal stratifi-
cation (He1denhe1mer, 1981): Moreovﬁr, ‘Ametican public education
flourished throughout the nmeteepth ceritury when it had begun to falter
in other places such as Getmany The movement to institutionalize
public education was led by locdl Republican paities and professional
educators, emerging first in lural ateas (Meéyer et al., 1979; Rubinson,
1986). This movement won iis bAttles mainly in the loc'xlmes, with
enabling laws and subsidies from 1ghel levels of govetnment, and
throughout American hlstory educi}tiori polioy lias been characterized by
state and ldcal control of the primgry and secoridaty sehooling, This lack
of connection with the national dlstnbutWe sytem of politics worked to
the advantage of education polmtés Whétll nanonal public spending
p011c1es were attacked programmes at the lower IGVelB of govumment
survived. This was also the case for twenneth-benmry spending policies
developed at the state and local leyels.

The “Progressive era and the Ttpenttcs rollmg‘ Il( (& the iineted 'a(tla«wntlm'
system 1 900-] 93d

The reforms of the Progressive Era, 1900~—2Q Were fiot sweeping; local
political machines mainly survived and state-biifl ding wag atily partial,
But the pre-modern pubhc polie;es of e niiieteenth penifury were
gradually defeated. Civil War penmons exe pppoged by P;ogressnve
reformers_who_considered them cortupt The passing of thé "aged
pensioners made their job ‘easier as new pgtq]ation wa fequired to
provide simnilar benefits to later yeteran,s_,, Na “nal social insurance
programme replaced pensions, partly becd ¢ ers | teared that any
naﬁmt*ﬁ?oﬁfaﬁme w\\Qfould repeat the p tfpﬂ iafice of Civil War
pensions. Tri 4ty Case, the dymg-off of Cwﬂ qu pensipiiérs brought no
fiscal dividerid because pensions paid tg it Vo d W_gh t%ns w1th
service-related dlsabxlmem t the ‘tofa ?j‘ rgp Igions A
neari_ya co ""fantTéveT(Dﬂhngﬁam, 952. s, 19 6 ), "And
t' System of public

reformers ‘prevented the growth of thé bﬁc
T e nwﬁ-mw.awm
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employment through governmental jobs. By 1916, the number of federal
civilian employees had reached ‘approximately 400,000, or about two-
and-a-half times the number in 1891, but nearly three-quarters of
appointments were on a merit basis (US Census, 1975, p. 1102).

If spending policies no longer gave advantages to aged veterans and
gave fewer advantages to party workers, the selectivist policies grew to
include additional widowed mothers, not only those formerly married to
Civil War veterans. The first state-level public spending programme
concerning one of the major risks was mothers’ pensions legislation, a
primitive form of family allowances. Enabling legislation was passed in

39 states between 1911 and 1919. The typical law allowed localities to
provide means-tested pensions for widowed mothers, and later in'some
places to deserted mothers, to keep their children at home. These systems
were staffed mainly by middle-class women and most programmes
included strict rules of eligibility (Leff, 1973). In addition, state-level
programmes _for_infants and expectant_mothers were encouraged by
ederal grants-in-aid mandated by the Sheppard-Towner Act of 1921,
an act that was repealed before the Great Depression. Like Civil War
pensioners, these recipients were portrayed as exceptionally worthy of
assistance, Other lasting state-level reforms did not upset this pattern.
One sort of reform came in what was known as labour legislation, but
. which was not typically initiated by prganized labour. Child labour and
women’s hours legislation were promioted by reformers and supported to
some extent by organized labour because of the competitive threat posed
by women and children. In addition, various health and safety laws were
established and enforced by state industrial commissions (Brandeis,
1935). One major risk, industrial accidents, was covered by a speties of
state-level regulatory policy. Workmen’s compensation was passed in 42
of the 48 states between 1911 and 1921 and required businesses to
insure, not necessarily through the state, their workers against industrial
accidents. Moreover, many things were lacking from workmen’s
compensation that one would expect in social insurance: elements of
. public spending and national controls or incentives (Asher, 1971). In the

- 1910s, state-level movements for health and unemployment insurance

and old age pensions often made it to the study-commission stage of the
state politics, but foundered after that (Nelson, 1969; Brandeis, 1935;
Starr, 1982). Although health insurance was removed from the political
agenda in the 1910, in the 1920s the.movement for means-tested old
age pensions made advances near the end of the decade. Before Hoover
was sent from office, ] |2 states had passed tompulsory old age pensions.
In early 1932, the first unemployment compensation programmie was
| passed, < - SR S e S

2 The tariff system lost its pre-eminence in generating: revenue. In
% j 1913, the assumption of national political power by the Democrats, with
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their southern and western bases of support; led to the estqblis‘,hment of
individual and corporate income taxes. T :p inc ividisal income tax tapped
the income of the rich, for the vast ]majml‘-‘i,,{y of people making fess than
$4000 per year were exempted. The tax /ag Bpp‘stgd, by the need to pay
for the war and by continued Dptﬁbcrqﬁ‘q tule. Both corparation and
individual income taxes were radg rhch stiffer and more progressive
with the individual income tax re’tginjng“its olass basis. Only about 13 per
cent of the labour force filed feturns In 192() (Witte, 1985, chs, 4 and 5).
The rise of the Republicans in the 19205 piit the weakening of income
taxes at the top of the political agenda, arid the Treasury Department of
Andrew Mellon claimed that lowered income taxes would promote
investment, a forerunner of so-cilled supply-side economics (Stein,
1969, ch. 1). Despite tax cuts, by 1929 4 combination of corporate and
individual income taxes was providing the bulk of national government
reveriue. In gomparison, the tariff systéri constituted less than 16 per
cent of federal revenues (US Censuys, 1975, p. 1102).

Yet tariff protection continued to bé the key economic policy. The
systefii was still confrolled corigressionally, mainly by the Republican
party. The ascension of the Democritic party to national power lowered
the levels of protection soméywhat, but, as irt 1894, it did not undermine
the basic policy. Even these minior changes Wete reversed in 1922 by the
Republican Fordney-McCumber Tariff A¢t which was designed to
defend established industries s well as protect the wartime infant
industries, su¢h as chemicals and ﬁ;e;allgrgy, and to appease agricultural
interests by increasing rates oni wheat, sugat, wool and buter, amongst
other things; no doubt the influence was largély symbolic, as the United
States was an agricultural exporter (Ratrier; 1972, ch. 3). The last hurrah
of tariff protection was the 1930 H?JWM}’*SMOM Tarlff Act, an
agricultural relief measure which ‘was amended to please the gamut of
industrial interests (Schatschneider, 1963); The dot engendered an
international reaction; trade bartiers were sdo established elsewhere,
The making of tariffs was removed from cohgressidnal control only after
being eclipsed by the Roosevelt admiihistiatipn's tore intetventionist
economic policies. ‘

Modern Public Policies and the Retiifn pf the Nineteenth
: Century

For any number of reasons, one might H;We gxpected the rise of a
coherent, nationalized and modgrg sghé#ﬁé of public policies during the
Great Depression and the Second prc{ War, These two great
international crises coincided wxﬂlpl}e politicy
Rogsetely nd + plal pary, th

S e rE A WAL LTS PR 30

Hoimiinatice of a ficsident,
figtats;  that” liad”"Become

et
i




et AN LA AND 1THEDA SKOCPQL

committed to these goals. T, le party allied itself with a rising labour
movement which threw its ‘support behind social spending. State-
building accelerated. Accordingly, the administration attempted to put
under the control of the national executive social spending, taxation,
economic and employment policies. By the end of the 1930s, these
initiatives ended, temporarily, America’s status as a laggard in interven-
tionist public policies. By the end of the 1940, the bid to create an

- almost social democratic scheme of public policies had fifled. Instead, a

hybrid system took hold. It included some innovations, such as old age
and survivors’ insurance, a revamped income taxation system, and
greater control by the executive branch over macroeconomic policy-
imaking. However, these modern initiatives became enmeshed in a
jframework of policies similar to the nineteenth-century systein, a system
‘mainly at the discretion of congressional actérs. T.ike that system, it
s included similarly selectivist social ‘spending policies, .a_distributive,
i quasi-public employment policy, this time relying on military contracting,
: and an “overburdened taxation system. Innovations i post-war public
 policies have followed the lines éstablishéd immediately after the war.

US public policies during depression and war: an attempt to construct
: modern public policies

Roosevelt took action on many policy fronts when he assumed office
in 1933. But it was not unti] the end of 1934 that national committees and
administrative bodies started to plan sweeping changes in national public
policies. Such planning began with the Committee on Economic
Security, a cabinet-level group which drafted the bill that became the
1935 Social Security Act, the centrepiece of the so-called Second New
Deal. Planning was continued by the Social Security Board, the
administrative body in control of the national aspects of the act, and the
National Resources Planning Board, part of the (1939) Executive Office
of the President. These organizations proposed a nationalized system of
sodial insurance, supported both by payroll taxes and strongly progressive
and broad-based income taxes, nationally controlled employment relying

which envisaged macroeconomic deficit spending combined with an
industrial policy.s '
Although gains were made, nationalized and comprehensive social

insurance policies were not enacted. The Sggj_g}ég:g;g_rigx_ﬁgg_ggqgtgd
- only one national socjal insurance prografiite, old age insurance, which

" had "its"6Wn " payroll tax, or social security ¢oiitribution.” Even this

programme, as a result of congressiotal changes in the bill, excluded
blacks by excluding agricultural and domestic workers. The greater part
of the 1935 Act was devoted to national incentives for the states to
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legislate their own social 'spendipg' pragrifimes, For ofie thing, it
provided taxation incentives for states to g Heite | "éﬁth social ﬂnsul‘nncq
programme, against unémploymient, All S{a £y ha; pragrainies by 1938,
For another, the Act provided grants-in=aid fof states to estatilish old age
assistance programmes, which Miriy states haq already passed, and for
miothers’ pensions, whose new name becdme did to dependent children.
Because of the wide variety of star‘\,tla\r‘d‘S? thise state-level programmes
were regarded as mere experiments by the New Deal platiners who

wanted them to be superseded by national ones and to be dugmented by
national health and sickness insutdrice; In 1939, administration forces
passed important amendments to the Social Security Act, adding
benefits for the survivors of qualifying workers, But the programme was
not safe until the amendments of 1950, Unlike Britain, which
completed a national system of social insirance soon after the war, the
United States entered the 1950s with only ohe national programme.
The United States alsg gained one ndtjonal spending programme that
fitted neither the plans of the New Dealets nor cross-national trends in
social instirance programmes. 'Bi_;h_e end of the war, a comprehensive
gystem.of yeterans’ benefits was enacted, These benefits included a ype
of unemployrment compensation, educatignal ber‘i“eﬁts, free medical care,
and ‘incentives to help ab‘le-bbdiéd“ veteran§ to purchase homes. This
group of"b;eneﬁts‘(:ame' ‘in addition fo the ‘ones granted to d}sabled
veterans who :iutomatically bén¢ﬁg¢d frofn the categorical legislation
enacted after previous wars. Faced with 4 choice between long-term
spending policies for all Americans and ephemeral spending policies for
veterans, Congress did not hesitate, .
As a result, social spending programines were incomplete, for the risk
of illness was left uncovered, and ran aloflg two tracks. Old age and
survivors’ insurance was separated progratimatically and fiscally from
the other programmes. In this systemn, whigh ;J‘f:ef:mpt,ed the name soc:‘ml
security, national controls were cbmbi;@eq With national payroll taxation

and bureaucratic distribution with m{n}mgl sur\'@‘illdh?d of the recipient

population. In the other system, which becatie kiown as welfare,
benefits and eligibility were controlled by the gtatfés which dpplied menns
tests and "' 16¢al system of surveillance. The planiners imdgined these
programimies would disappear with the growth of social instirance prid the
assurance of full employment. Ne ther hap‘pehpd ‘
Employment policies were the s .'the,slt f 8l hational New Deal pro-
grammes. The American approact; o fighting the effécts of the Depression

g the effe Jon
was the provision of public empidyr’hgr‘ihgl;:l 1935 the #dministration

called for the creation of theamork?s*P;ogpxés%‘sﬁ.dﬁ;‘ﬁnistiqnip,tp; nder this

ppropriated. money, state gnd lacal gosernment
programime, Congress.appropriated. money state and local govesnments.
sponsored projects, and the ‘&ﬁ’A decided W,’libﬁ ones tp fund and then
ran theim’ "THis Wa departure from prefious etplovent programmes:

o
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 creation of jobs was the explicit goal and the executive branch exerted

control over the system. In 1939, when the programme was formally
institutionalized under executive reorganization, the WPA (renamed the
Work Projects Administration) and other public employment programmes
employed more than three million people and accounted for about 20 per
cent of national government expenditures. When_ the war brought
temporary full employment and when the 1942 elections brought a
strongly conservative coalition into Congress, however, these programmes
died. Unlike in Sweden, which dlso fought the Depression with
employment strategies, the main American antidepression device did not
outlive the war. ‘

Economic policy was closely related to employment policy. Here, too,
interventionist solutions were attempted and then abandoned, The
Roosevelt administration followed the lead of Britain in abandoning the
gold standard, and the administration attempted intrusive recovery
policies, notably the quasi-corporatism of the National Recovery
Administration which allowed the capitalists of industries to organize
themselves to fix production levels and, for a while, prices. When that
scheme mainly failed and was rulqd Lin‘constitutional in 1935, the
administration began to emphasize the promotion of competition and the
fight against monopoly, a fight which included the guarantees of labour
organization enshrined in ‘the 1935 National Labour Relations Act
(Hawley, 1966).

By 1938, after the start of Roosevelt’s own recession, the administration
added a peculiar Keynesian logic to its initiatives. The American version
- of Keynesianism was not a hands-off manipulation of aggregate

spending; it called for redistribution; the creation of large social spending
policies, and direct intervention in what was considered a permanently
Stagnant economy. The administration and its followers had to settle for
purposely running deficits. Deficits had characterized earlier Roosevelt
policy, but after 1938 the administration stopped trying to balance the
budget and, in any case, the war made such a task impossible (May,
1981; Stein, 1969). Immediately after the war, an attempt was made to
legislate the principle of deficit spending to achieve full employment, but
this unworkable policy was deleted by Congress in its passage of the weak
Employment Act of 1946 (Bailey, 1950). Because of failures in social
spending policies and the destructiopj of public employment policies,
there were no programmatic means to implement an interventionist
Keynesian policy.

National taxation initiatives had somewhat greater long-term success
than did most New Deal public policies. The planners hoped to break
the national dependence on regressive excise taxes, which had funded
the early New Deal, with more progressive measures. Later New Deal

* taxation policies included innovative business taxes, which were intended
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in part to promote competition. 'fheSt; t‘g};@ﬁ did fot begr the main
burden of ecoromic policy-making, hbwﬂwi‘*aﬂd had shore symbolic
than fiscal or policy significance (Leff, IQ8§) The bf?gl&t:};oughs came
in the shadow of war, during 1941 and 1942, Thﬁ individua! income tax

w
?

- was transformed from a tax on u per incofnes fo 4 tax o almost evetyone

and became more progressive gn@ptp@pf@ﬁﬁg of fevenites; National
revenues jurhped from 7.4 per cgnt of GNP it 1939 fo ‘1‘857 per cent in
1946 (US Council of Economic Advisors, 1980, pp, 203, 288), These
gains were made secure during the early 19504, Impressive as they were,
the taxation ricreases were not as complete a they fitight have been for
there was a failure of taxation eﬁcphcltly fof social spending. Social
security .contributions were not only ridt jricreased; Congress rejected
scheduled increases legislited before the war. State-level taxation
systems innovated during the 1930s arid 1940s limiting the process of
fiscal centralization often promoted by depression ahd war.

The post-mar period: the return of ((fpg{g’éﬂtlhrfﬂtlﬂ;)_’ policies but without
j')zzi‘{y conttol and cojription

The innovations of theé New Deal arid the Second World War were
ultimately incorporated into a policy framiework which resembles that of
the nineteenth century. Congress has regained the control over the
details of policies, but without the cox"x"uptiqn and the party control of the
nineteenth century. The one natiofial socid] ifisiirance programme, for
the retired, has become part of 4 selectivist sacial spending scheme that
does not veer too far from the groups covered by Civil War pensions. -
Military spending, like the earliet use of the natonal bureaucracy, has
been used as an inefficient, backdoof public employment policy.
Taxation policy, forged during war, has become biirdened with economic
and distributive goals. One difference is ‘that the pational executive
gained more control gver economic policies, Like tariff protection,

however, these policies are mécfbecbqp‘mig? relylng on few direct
controls, and attempt, however unsticcessfilly, to merge the interests of
industrial capital and labour, . ' , ‘

‘As for spcial spending policy, veterans of fglé Seodnd Wqﬂd War and
retired veterans of wage-earning c%nploymgt}r allid their stirvivors have
become relatively advantaged. Np:n;éroq;s Ie ih dted Iiicreasey in coverage ,'
and benefits have created 4 sort of welfare stdte for the qialified aged - °
contrary to the stereotyped view of Amigticatt social palicy. The
augmentation of old age and suryivors’ nsurance hds beeti promoted,
usually during election years, by Dg‘mqgé i @ﬁﬁgﬁ:ésbﬁ thirolighout the
post-war period (Derthick, 1979). New iisi&q wete instired. 'I;he
insurance of permanerit and total disablgty Was iqh;'pduc&d It 1956, drid
the Democratic administration of President Lyfidon Johnson (1964-9)
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oversaw the adoption in 1965 of Medicare, social insurance for the
hospitalization costs and doctors’ fees of the elderly. Perhaps more
important, coverage for old age and survivors’ insurance became almost
universal and the benefits were increased, especially from the late 1960s
to 1972. As a result, there was a rise in the replacement rate, the degree
to which benefits allow continuity in earnings, to levels not as high as in
Sweden and Germany but higher than those in Canada and the UK
(Myles, 1988). These public insurance programmes have been aug-
mented by many private benefits in pensions and insurance. These
private programmes chiefly have covered the white-collar and unionized
work force and are under the control of large corporations. This post-
war private welfare state now accounts for most consumer spending on
health and about a quarter of all welfare spending (Stevens, 1988),
The separation between the programmies known as social security and
those known as welfare has widened. Welfare or means-tested pro-
grammes have made gains, but have not fared as well as the insurance
programmes and have been damaged by the Reagan administration. Old
age pensions, the state-level, means-tested programme, were, as
expected, eventually eclipsed by old age insurance. The renamed Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the means-tested American
answer to universal family allowances, However, continued to grow to
much greater levels than the programme executives of social security
initially expected. Innovations came in the wake of Johnson’s War on
Poverty and the civil rights movement in the 1950s and 1960s (Haveman,
1977). One of these was Medicaid; the less generous part of the
- American answer to national health insurance. Like AFDC, Medicaid is
a national subsidy programme to states for means-tested assistance, but
for medical care. In addition, spending for AFDC exploded in the late
1960s and early 1970s. These programmes for poor people have had
narrow political support and they were the main victims of the Reagan
administration’s attack on social welfare policy (Schwarz, 1983). The
inadequacy of these programmes largely accounts for America’s poor
social spending performance. :

Post-war economic policy has been concerned with the manipulation
of aggregate spending and taxing, relying on fiscal stimulation rather
thah classical liberalism. There has been an American comparative
advantage in deficit spending. American fiscal policies have tended to be
expansionary, with relatively large deficits being run . during the late
1960s and the 1980s. These policies have been run chiefly by presidents,
with the assistance of the Council of Economic Advisors; a body created

lin 1946, F iscal policy has amounted to a limited type of Keynesianism.

One technique, if taking no'dction can be called techmique, has beer the-

use ‘of so-called automatic stabilisers; taxes have not been raised during
recessions; “while "spending has increaséd because..of. the-.increased
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numbers of people who qualify for pﬁ'ogrzixqmda siich 48 unemployment
insurance. A sécond form has been the stimyilgtive tax out of the increase
in military spending not covered by new taxes. Posi-war Democratic
administrations have proposed ta¥ cuty th iheredse consumption,
Similarly, the Reagan administratign hds b!ﬁilk,ﬂed that its so-called
supply-side tax cuts, motivated at legst partly by & mnsgrvgtiw dislike of
progressive income taxes, were desighed to Stimidate the economy
(Stein, 1984). Bath szmbcratic and Répubﬂt'zm ddrifinistraons have
increased military spending withqut tax ifitredies.

Other types of Keynesianism, undetstdtd 4 the minipulation of
aggregate spending, have begn politically tinfworkable. First, it has been
impossible to increase sdcial spenc ing striotly fot the stimulation of the
economy. Second, it has been impossible to puirsue restriotive Keynes-
ianism on the British miodel in which tax inctenses are adopted solely to

_slow inflation. The one-sidedness of the golity 18 due to the difficulties in

forming a political coalition to increasé sodial spending ot to raise taxes.
Cutting taxes has proved less than flexible; Congress has frequently used
the occasion of an administrationi-sponsored tax bill to add many
provisions of its own.

To fight inflation, for recent presiderits, has meant to provokef
recessions, which at,onice slow. demand afid, reduce, labour militaricy.
Although the Federal Reserve Board, which influences interest rates and
the supply of money, is nominally indepefident, it has been susceptible to
presidential pressure. As a result, métaged recessions have been
instigated by Republicans and Democrats alike = by Kepublicans in 1969
and in 1981, both at the begirining of presidential terms, and by
Democratic President Carter ih 1979, oddly, near the end of his one
term in office. The Federal Reserve Bodrd has pursued nothing -
approaching a monetarist policy in which the money supply follows
automatic decision rules rel4ting to ecohoifiic growth. Favourable as the
American performance ofi inflatiofi has beef, it lias not been due to an
independent bureaucratic guardian of price ;‘;t{ab_ﬂit‘y, as in the German
case. Partly for this reason, the inflation r4té of Geriany rem‘ained‘low
during the recessionary 1974~84 period, 'Whﬂ,gé Lﬁe inflation rate of the
United States approactied the OECD avetage (Schimidt, ch, 3 this
volume; OECD, 1984). . o

' So far as the processes of wage detetiihtion have bisen puncetned,
the post-war United States has mainly folloWed its historieal bath - with
little direct state’ control, but With‘ admirils -

Bl

process. Collective bargaining was sanct Qm:d
Wagner Act, was put into_actioti during, f (f Wat; a
thereafter. Wage and price gpgtrblsf,,y‘zg;é_g dgel S
were experimented with o 'E??i‘iﬂl’...?f?&“’i’? ds. f

In ?ﬁE'ﬁHéffﬁﬁi"ﬁérida;"l'églslaﬁoh has been'satewh
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930s, beginning with the 1947 Taft-Hartley Act
me of labour’s adyantages at the bargaining table.
, the system had produced relatively high levels of

onflict (Korpi and Shalev, 1980). In recent years, however,
bargaining power has been undercut by induced recessions and
ublican administrations, diminishing labour’s militancy.
_addition to Keynesianism, there has existed a sort of direct
_employment policy only partly connected to economic conditions and the
rhetoric of employment. The provision of jobs through military contracts
has been the counterpart to the provision of federal jobs in the
nineteenth century. Since the Second World War, the United States has
spent more than any OECD country on the military, with little change in
the rankings since 1950 (Keman, 1982). Miilitary ‘investment’, a category
dominated by weaponry, has constituted about half the military budget in
any given year, and more than half during the 1979--85 build-up, and the
vast majority of weaponry is domestically produced. The policy has lent
itself to congressional log-rolling; military appropriations bills often have
included expenditures throughout many areas of the country (Russett,
1970). This is not to say that American internatibnal policy has been
motivated by domestic concerns over unemployment. It is not to say that
the economy requires such spending or that contracting for weapons is
an efficient employment strategy. All the same, specific sectors of the
economy, and their workers, have been underwritten, and these
purchases have been probably somewhat greater than they otherwise
would have been. The number of workers making weapons rose to 2.8
million during the Vietnam War. In 1977, before the recent build-up, the
number had dropped only to approximately 2 million or about 2 per cent
of the labour force, and had risen in 1986 to 3.4 milliop (Griffin, 1984,
New York Times, 1987). Military employment and aggregate demand
stimulation has been no substitute for a flexible Keynesianism, a targeted
public employment system and labour-market interventions. However,
the policies probably have kept American unemployment lower than
otherwise might be expected. Specifically, these policies have perhaps
kept unemployment from rising to relatively high levels during world-
wide declines in economic growth. In the 1950s, a period of relatively low
economic activity for the Western world, the American average
unemployment rate approximated the average of 18 OECD countries. In
the 1960s, a period of higher growth, the American uriemployment rate
was almost twice as high as the average of the other OECD countries.
Similarly, from 1974 to the middle of the 1980s, the US rate of
unemployment has risen, but has become closer to the average of the
long-standing OECD nations and i not, in the late 1980s, amongst the
countries with the highest unemployment, such as Britain (OECD,
1984).
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Of all major public policies, the 1at¢ twejitiéth-connity American
taxation system most closely resembles its njikts fith-centiiry counter-
part. In both cases Anﬁegican taxes werg Tdrged i War ahd put to
different uses during peacetime. Since the Secofid World War, the
income tax has become a tool of econoiiip E&}ii(ﬁy and o distributive
benefit system. Under the influence of Keyf;elgh advlsers, Dermiocrats
have promoted the permanent lowering of inoote tax rates to galn short-
term economic benefits, hotably in 1964 wjthvth‘ so-cilled Kerinedy tax
cut. Using a somewhat different ‘s,dp‘J'y-iaiggf logic, the Reagan
administration has permanently lldWe‘re«d"‘f xes; also partly In order to
promote economic growth. Both types of aﬂmfmstradons'lmve allowed
recessions to pass without making atferfipts to augment tax revenues,

Distributing benefits through  the tax system has been achieved
through selective forgiveness, ‘Tax expenditites! ate usually measured
as deviations from the revenues that would have been generated under
the so-called structural provisions 0f the tax, Congress has attached tax
forgiveness provisions especially tg administration bills that modified the
structure of tax codes for reasons of ecorothic policy. This modern
congressional patronage has been the cost of securing programmatic
changes in" schedules. From 1970 t 1981 therc have been 105
modifications in the direction of increasinig siich provisions and only 43
modifications decreasing them (Wittg, 1985, ch, 12). The most generous
dispensations under the indiyidual ificome tax have been deductions for
mortgage interest payments for home owners, Tax expenditures grew
from 4.4 per cent of GNP in 1967 to 8,4 per cent in 1982, Strong
presidential lobbying for the ‘revengeTpéu&g!‘ 1986 Tax Reform Act and
the spectre of enormous deficits eliminated some of these expenditures,
Many remained, however, and congressional leaders devised numerous
exceptiens to the reforms. ' ;

In short, patronage, meaning liyisibility ifi benefits and the use of
discretion, moughdut'Agﬁgriéqgj sdcjal spending, employment
and taxation policies in the post-yar pc'riodeiﬂ this way the post-war
policies resemble those of the nmeteetith centuiry, It perhaps seems
obvious that patronage has characterizéd Foverhient contracts for
military procurement and construction. Similarly the term tax expendi-
tures implies that small constituericies haye been the beneficlaries, But
patronage has also been evident to sofe gxtéﬁ,t n the itidst programmatie
of spending policies, old age and suryivars' i_t‘,léuraﬁbe. For that
programme, the timing of increases in ‘en‘t:ﬂﬁ hﬁs freqiiently carrespon-

b

ded to elections (Derthick, 1979).¢
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Explaining the Distinctiveness of American Public Policies

Not only do people have their own ideas of what constitutes American
exceptionalism in public policy. They also tend to have stereotyped views
of why American exceptionalism exists. Sometimes these arguments are
based on political or social characteristics deemed to be uniquely
American. The most helpful of recent explanations of differences in

- post-war public policies focus on class struggles. Yet this perspective
tends to shunt American politics into a residual category: America is a
place where the political strength of labour has been decidedly inferior to
the strength of capital.

The limits of the class struggle approach

The features of the social democratic model, the dominant political class
struggle perspective, are well known (see Shalev, 1983). The model
holds that the earlier and more extensively industrial workers become
organized in centralized unions and in social democratic parties, and the
more frequently ‘that these parties holq office, the sooner and more
extensive the development of the welfare state. How American conditions
correspond to the model is also well known. American labour organization
has been minimal compared to most capitalist democracies, with
divisions between craft and industrial workers. The typical indicators of
the strength of organized labour give the United States the lowest score
on centralization and a low score on union density. In addition, America
has had no real socialist party. In cross-national research, the United
States typically scores zero on the number of years ruled by a social
democratic party. For the American case, the implications of the model
are generally negative: this gap in American political organization has
made strong public policies impossible. The only positive statements to
be made are counterfactual. Undoubtedly, the argument is true as far as
it goes. :

It does not go far, however, in answering the questions poséd by this
chapter. It cannot explain the trajectory of US public policies. Policies
comparatively favourable to workers and to the disadvantaged were
achieved in the late nineteenth century and in the 1930s. Yet the United
States would score low on social democratic strength in both periods.

+ The early rise of education and Civil War pensions owed little to

"' i organized labour movements and less to social democratic parties. This

! failure to explain initial developments is not limited to the United States.

1) The origins of European social insurance programmes have been

attributed to_conservative monarchs and liberal politicians (Flora and

')(Albé"r, '1981). More important, in its standard form, the model cannot
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explain why a supposedly bourgeois polity tifitlé dn abortive bid in the
1930s to establish public policies of a sqci?! deitgeratic kind, Similarly, |
even though the model works best in the postswak period, it does not

explain well the characteristics of post-wak Aﬁltﬁcﬂh ‘ﬁublid policies,

-The model would expect strict mqi‘kgf hbéi‘duﬁm,fbr ihstance, rather

than demand stimulus as an epopofnic ppii,dj} MGI‘EQVEI‘, th@ tnadel
cannot explain why American provision for th,é retived is I Gofne ways
more fayourable than suich proyision if B;‘«itaﬁi, where 8 hocial
democratic party Has frequently hlgld“o’fﬁ‘g:g.‘ Fgm iermore, the model
cannot explain the charagter of the ;nqovajc“ns pf the 1960s during -
which many programmes were tailgred spggiﬁﬁgjly to appeal to blacks,
A major shottcoming of thé madel I5 its assuinption that state
capacities in the realm of public policies ate We“ tleveloped. According to
the logic of the model, oncé a social demdg;jr‘atiq pafty gdins power it has
few obstacles in the way of creaﬁlrig a comiprehinsive set of public
policies. It is implicit that the insthiments of the state are developed well
enough to' implement the social policies of 4 transnational consensus
amongst socialists. In the American cdse, Ho\ever, state_capacities have
been underdeveloped. Such capacitiés havé had to be built, else policies
were pursued With e inadequate mearis at liand. Additionally, in its
standard form, the model also rﬁays down the fact that a labour
movenient can be, and dccasionally Has b:’;@am politically strong even in
the absence of 4 social democratic party. Ametican labour has frequently
allied itself with, political. parties;. especially the Democratic party since
the"1930s, and when these parties have achieved power legislation
Favourable to workers, spmetimes bqi‘de‘rig%p‘n the social democratic,
can be passed, Generally speaking, the mode] plays down the role of
strategy within the labour movement, Labouf thoverments make different
choices at different times, the push fot social policy improvemenits being
only one possible strategy, In the American tase, organized labour has
often been only in the hackground, of movetnents for public policy
ifinovations &1d Somefimes labour has .999959.‘? them,
A second palitical class-struggle hypotiiesig holds that deficiencies in
American public policies have beeh due to the existence of # unified
right-wing political party (Castles, 1982). Vatiotis categoties of post-war
social spending have been shown to be sighifica) tiy lower ih places where
the right-wing parties have controlled the gavérnment, In the United
States, the right-wing party is the Repfiblican Pyﬁnty, whicht has alternated
in office with the centrist Democrats. This ling nf explanation hgs some
explanatory advantages. It does not Eoquq off Amiefica from other
countries whase public policies are similarly stingy. It makes sends of the
fact that the twentieth-century Republicafl gty h th oppuse

social spending policy. innovations and has'defined" the ndtianal
lele[:-\ﬁ;fﬁits,QPRDSiﬁO.n.mﬂiﬁ_.i.ll,C.Cgmé fax. It s ﬁﬁpﬁ.;l in explainitg when




waves of reform are possible; the.reforms, and innovations of the 1930s
and 1960s came when.the Republican Jparty was not in power. And it
underscores the importance of understanding historically whether and
how the major constituents of the political right coalesced around
political parties and how early decisions about trade and economic
development influence the formation of the party system. Like the social
democratic model, however, the right wing parties model has difficulty in
explaining many of the specifics in the historical pattern and character of
American public policies. It not only cannot atcount for the nineteenth-
century. policy developments; it is contradicted by the fact that in Jhe
nineteenth, century Republicans initiated spending policies, including

Civi War pensions and. education. Similarly, because the argument is’

negative, it has trouble in explaining the character of public policies. To
explain the trajectory and characteristics of American public policies, one
needs to incorporate the insights of political class-struggle approach into
a wider view of political parties, as well as to pay greater attention to other
political institutions and processes.

A wider approach

To explain the two aspects of distinctiveness in American public policies

is to answer a number of smaller questions. As far as the historical .

pattern of public policies is concerned, first, one must explain the rise of
the public. policies of the late nineteenth century. Why did they occur
when they did? Second, why was this system undermined to some extent
in the early twentieth century and to a greater extent during the 1930s?
Third, one must account for the attempt and the failure of the new
approach of the 1930s and the re-emergence of policies reminiscent of

the late nineteenth century. So far'as the characteristics of public policies .

are concerned, one must first explain why the policies of the nineteenth
century took the forms that they did. Notable here is the distributive or
patronage nature of policies. Second, one should account for the often
racial and gender bases of policies. Third, one needs to explain why
certain policies of the late twentieth century differ from their counterparts
in the late nineteenth century. :

il Our framework emphasizes the mediating effect_of state _bolitical

¥ institutions. These institutions predisposed American public policies to
form certain patterns. American political institutions were characterized

early on by a strong sgpﬁr_a_r'&)n*_o_ﬁf_‘powers, a lgck of state executive
bureaucracies.and widespread manho ffraag.h"f‘ﬁ'éé'é characteristics
combined to lead to ear) ion .0

Tt ey,

geared to white men. The district representation system of (Toﬁ”g?ess Also

encouragea, and continues to encourage, patronage policies. In addition,
state institutions influenced the forms of mobilization of political groups

patronage-based benefits .
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and their strategies, as well ag the rh'bbi,li;lqﬂ(';i of other politiedl groups
and the form and nature of the party systen,

Next, the model ipcbgg",orggqu,g}i;'ig‘g_ ; e polit
system, _Political parties could oVercome these’ pi‘edlsposith{ls; A
sﬁstaiﬁed_periodaqxg rule of a political party pfxbn reslts in the building of
new state cApacities and the insfitdtionalization of hew poligies, At first,
political parties were orjented more towatls batro f?%?,ihﬁﬁal&&tl!? :
programmes and became more prqgjfammﬁtfg avet time,"And sustained
party tule occurred only rarely'in Anjerjca. All d}? samig, the rliythms of
party politics account far much of the chanjse iff ulbilic policles, Including
the bid to cteate a social democrati¢ scheme bf policles it the 1930s and
the innovations of the 1960s, An urban bgchfqgjc cogliton, an
American functional approximatiosi to 2 sackal dgmqutic patty, came
into power in the 1930s. This coalition dcepunted for programmatic
policy breakthroughs. The coalition failed to be ustained, huwevFr, and
its failure ensured that natipnal pol‘iqiqs wold be replaced mainly l?_v
patronage ones; individual corigtessthent rather than a programmatic
faction of a party took charge of ,Pplicyffxggking, This coalition briefly
rose to power again in the 1960s with similar effects.

Additionally, the extensiveness and patterng of crises have had. an
impact on public policies. The American expérience of geopalitical crises
differed substantially from most other coutitries The tmost severe  war in
US history came in the middle of t?le nhw;&énth'cantuq. This created
additional pressure for early public social benefits, pressure that. was
transformed into policy By démocratc institiitions, Otherwise, geopolitical
crises were not s severe ih the United SLa"tfés as they were in most large
Western nations and had the effect of re Hfbi‘ci‘ng previous policies. Yet
the US geopolitical trajectory brouight world political and economic
hegemony. This situation has helped to retlirn Congress to a position of
dominance on domestic pqlicgés generally, but has given the e).:ecunye. an
extra degree of freedom in the rutining of aggregate economic policies.
Although for ease of presentation the follo’wing sections discuss
individually the state, parties, and crisﬁt‘*s? the interaction of these
theoretical components is impottant.

o
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State Political Institutiofis 4

It has been frequently noted that Aericd began with fig sttong and
centralized bureaucracy. Executive institutiang be att weak, The under-
development of the Amierican bureaucratic g“% hicaht thqt state
capacities in specific public poliCy”axjeag Wg}l‘i‘ bg tg,lqﬁﬁgly‘ Hiedgre,
When the autonomy of the st?t'g in Fh? fo)iuy—making of libbral
democracies is discussed, scholais paiqi to H‘ld Cq,ﬂ,tﬂhudﬂns of

s and he poliical party | I+
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bureaucrats and civil servants pl the creation or reworking of public
policies. Unsurprisingly, these actors were less prevalent in America than
elsewhere. The processes of state-building relied to some extent on
crises such as war and depressior to bring power to the national state.
State-building also relied on the.success of reform movements, such as

rogressivism, to forge new areas of bureaucratic authority. These
movements were only modestly successful, and frequently prospective
state_builders. wanted first to overturn previous developments fn public
policies, including the Civil War pension system, Which combined
patronage and corruption. However, where state capacities were created,
in which particular policy areas, often influenced the later development
of public policies. The chequered growth of executive state capacities
across policy areas and across levels of government had a strong impact
on the pattern of American public policies.

Nevertheless, it was not so much the weakness of the state as the
overall character of political institutions that influenced public policy-
making. These political institutions are part of the state as it is usually
defined: as a set of organizations that extract resources and extend
coercive control and political authority over territories and their
inhabitants. State political institutions can be more or less democratic,
including or not including representative institutions with varying
degrees - of suffrage. Moreover, these political institutions can be
structured in different ways, with powers and functions focused or
separated,

Representation, voting rights and public policies

A second key concerned the history of representative democracy and
voting rights. America was a leader in ranting spffrage on a wide hggis,
and suffrage mattered. Electoral reSuf;s “Were nofi?n%?ély's?ﬁ%'ﬁ'd'for
they decided who would man the many political offices. White male
suffrage was secured by the 1830s. Yet the wirining of the vote for other
groups was more difficult. Black men gained the franchise in the post-
Civil War reforms of the radical Republicans, but enfranchisement soon
led to disenfranchisement in the Souith, where most blacks resided. The
losing of the vote began at the end of Reconstruction ( 1865-76) and was
largely completed by the beginning of the twentieth century (Kousser,
1974). It was not until the 1960s that the civil rights movement helped to
secure voting rights for southern blacks (Motris, 1984). Women also
mobilized. for the suffrage in the nineteenth. century. Although this

movement was not complefely successful undl 1919, its success was .

permangit. :
The early adoption of the vote for white males made'it more likely that
‘benefits for lower classes would be publicly provided. As has been shown
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in cross-national research, the granting of th‘.ﬁ yote generally leads to the

extension of public benefits (Schneider, 1?33; Flora and Alber, 1981),
wi

But the democratization of the electorate ¢ Hot proceed snoothly, and
) with cansequetices for public
f L

the mobilization of groups also varled ~ W ]
ifluerige.of blagks and

olicies. Early public policies reflegted the Jack ¢
. e jéss geherous and had more

women. Civil War pensions for wamen were
féétfié?ions, including restrictigns not qpliy fqn‘j WiﬁQWS but for women
who served in wartime non-combat roles, Similarly, blacks were
excluded from most New Deal socidl policigs, Both of these groups,
unlike white males or xyprkers, fought for m& gﬁff;ggg g9 mﬁ‘m‘b‘ers of
distinctive groups, and public po‘ljcies‘r{: éated thiy fact, The p;oliti.cal
empowerment of women resulted in eatly M@ﬂﬂ@th‘ﬁﬁl1ml‘y spending

programmes for women which were i}staffé{:l. by wothen, In the wake of the
civil rights movement, the pu‘bii,‘c“ policy Infitivations of the Johsison
regime explicitly appealed to blacks. THes¢ policies sete patly designed
to,bring this group into the DemocFati¢ elettotdl fold.

Two aspects of American electoral in'§ntH§iQi15 iﬂﬂﬂﬁhwd the shape of
the party system. First, technical charactetistics of representation helped
to ensure that only two major parties emetged, annér-‘takE-a“ electoral
systems, such as that for Cox'lg“ré;sé,x‘djscpq; :l ]éthird patties; the Electoral
College, the means by which prg’sidcnts arg elected, has frequently led
third parfies to ally with larger patties in ordet to itifluence the outcome
(McCormick, 1986, ch. 4). As 4 result, third parties have been fare, and
successful ones rarer. Second, th fact tHat the d?»‘ﬂ??(ﬁﬂ?ﬂ?}?ﬂ»-{lf
politics mainly preceded the development, of national B,urt‘?a_ucra_tfc
institutions, affected the type ‘of party system, and through it public
p‘o’ff‘c'iéssl‘.mif(&ﬁ* these two processes partly determined Whethef ‘polmcal
parties were geared towdrd proyigi,ifng patrotiage, granting divisible a.nd
discretionary benefits to constituencies, of taward programmes appealing
to established groups with colléctive gobds, Where democracy appeared
much sooner than bureavcracy, 45 it did i the United States and Italy,
political partigs were disposed towards patotiage policies. In places such
s Germany, the opposite occtirred anid patties appealed to ‘the electorate
with collective programmes (Shefter, 1977), In the American case, t

decentralization of goverhment enisured that these patronage-oriented | |’

CBH&‘S'Hﬁgﬁa‘ﬁm’?ﬁﬁffﬁr‘61‘?‘%“&}'@1}}’ governmietits and to L_nsa‘the.m to
distribute benefits and keep up he qtrepgthj of the party organization,

parties \voulﬂ’*‘b&“ﬁrgﬁrﬁz‘e‘d‘*1oc§}l , with & network “of'lotal parties

The separation dfﬁp‘mm

A third key ihitial characteristi¢ gf thiese stettgpqlitical
the separation of powers in govern nentt, Legislatikes.,

ity to make governimentdl decisiofis, TH

exercised
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these institutions dvEx_rfid‘_t_?e/pQ)\@Qs of gu,gga‘%gga_g}&gﬁs, national or
3

subnational (see, for example, Huntington, 1968, ch. 2). American
legislatures are based on geographic units of representation; under this
system the representative usually must reside in the district. Legislatures
have mattered not only on the national level, but also in the subnational
governments which have overlapped with the national government in
their functions and hence have competed with the national government
for power. Although American courts were not initially granted judicial
review, the power to overturn laws, the Supreme Court appropriated this
power and has used it and other powers, as have lower courts, in
influencing public policy, especially in the realm of labour law. The
struggle to enact modern public policies can be seen partly as bids by the
executive o create, CeMtral bureautratlc. authorty and to ‘wrést authority

oy T b g X iR A g S AP g,
frofithc pational and state Iegislatires, as well s TR
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these other governmental actors struggling for power ariongst themselves.
The nature of American legisiativq: institutions and their strength
relative to the executive and its bureaucracies promoted divisible and
discretionary benefits in policies. To the extent that legislatures, with
their Egg&g_gpbical system of representatipn, made policies, these policies

istributive or patronage charac

took on a dis Or patronage character rather than a programmatic
R L T Yo Pl R S DSty e -

L. SRS 1N it S S £ > N . ;
:one. Representatives represent their, local.interests. Only the strongest

* system of political parties can keep coalitions of individual legislators

from distributing benefits amongst their constituents. Only the dominance
of a party with strong programmatic teridencies, a requirement not often
met in American history, has been able to induce such a system to
provide the collective benefits characteristic of modern public policies.
Under typical conditions, this legislative system of control helped Civil
War pensions and tariffs to take a brokered character, as did many post-
Second World War public policies. The set-up of Congress assumed
more importance as the nineteenth-century patronage parties declined in
the twentieth century.

The many overlapping legislative institutions ensured that there would
be conflict over the control of public policies. This situation has impeded
national control of public policies. And to the extent that nationalization
has meant more generous and less intrusive ones, the system of
legislative institutions has worked agairist that. Most state and local
policies, from education onward; that have passed with the support of
professional groups have been difficult to nationalize, The clearest
example of this came in the 1930s. The Social Security Act mainly gave
national financial support to state-level progrimmes (Skocpol and

Amenta, 1985). Roosevelt’s later attempts to nationalize. social policies -

conflicted with previous state developments in social spending (Amenta
and Skocpol, 1988). Similarly, in that period the national state did not
monopolize key sources of taxation. State level innovations were

Jabour. and_agrarian. moyements.
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advanced in both income taxation and sdles taxdtion. Thus the
overlapping powers of legislative mghtutxbr!;s have contribiited to the

two-track nature of American social spend 1 ho icles,

e e e et W

State political institutions z{(m; capftg;l"{si fﬁtﬂ{;ii‘i{?/f&dﬁ’ﬂﬂ

The interaction between these progesses Qf 's}tate iﬁsti&;ﬂbﬁqiizntion and
the process of capitalist industrialization alsg Had impbttam inlljlicatit)lls
for public policies. Whereas the processes of detrigeratizatipn, industrial-
ization and Bureaucratization were V’vqﬂd“-yyide’ it their impact, they
differed from country to country i their Hmiflg and sequence, In
America, the democratization of the pqlitil cihe sgmcwbqt before the
industialization of the econainy, which had made great stridEs b
the bureaucratization of the stafé, ‘The {abt ‘tll,gt‘ industriglization
preceded “Bireatcratization n doubt h?fi in‘ﬂﬂc‘ncé on the lneys of
control of early public policies. To the extent t ‘Htlmﬁﬂtwﬂtll‘jvténlury
industrialization led to _problems of hatiofigl.¢ Haamic Heyelopment, the
devising of solutions fell to the national legisly tires This s riot 10 say that
Congress was likely to splve the probletis, biit 4t i!sﬁds; liit devised é:lolicie?
and wrapped them in the symbolism of etonatnic policy, regardless o
their effect. The nineteénth-genm%y tagffgugihégfﬂes were nothing like a
rationally devised economic policy. Yet Rgggégtiqp prld not be granted

by local governments and hence the national legislature and its political

party managers aftempted to fill the yoid. TJIS“%SLY#GPH&?W93??3!..9.9.“.?9‘
of economic policy no.doubt stems, from.fhis Sifuation.

“"More important, the fact that elec‘tcjj‘él democracy tame before
industrialization led to 2 bifircdted form of political mobilization for
workers. Locally based nolitical parties came into being before the ise of
nis. Because of many cenirés of power,
political parties organized.Jocally to control the spoils of office, These
parties mobilized the electorate_ according to the, most salient group
boundaries, ethnic and Teligibus ones. The tise of workers’ movements »
I€d %o a separate form of organizdtioil. Vmég‘lq,hgguppqugn.ts‘bpgan,

they organized labour into trade usiond, rather fhan political pirties |
(Katznelson, 19815, Pardy bec 1se of this form of mobilization, these
unions have been concerned chiefly with issuies of organization and pay.
The early rise of locally ba}"sed political parties ensured that capital also
would organize ifself in a fragmerited ma nei}, organized capital would
not be able to control policy ouicomes (Vogel, 1978). i

v

In short, the initial sttucture of state political institutions explains
certain tendericies in Amjerican public policies, The early rise of
democracy helped to bring the edily gglhi_bvgmem of generous public _, ;
policies. The overlapping of legislative authiorlty meant that natonal- !

Jevel public policies would have to comtipeté with folicies devised aclower .
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TR MR p AVELULHL. L€ underdevelopment of bureaucracies, at the
centre and the state level, and the idiosyncracies of state building
ensured that autonomous policy developments would form an uneven
pattern. Early manhood suffrage in the context of a weak bureaucracy
assisted political parties devoted to patronage. The dominance of these
parties within a certain type of legislature meant that policies would
frequently take a distributive character. If American state political
institutions help to explain the early rise and the patronage character of
early American public policies, other aspects of the trajectory of public
policies and their characteristics are left unexplained. Why was there an
attempt to undo the nineteenth-century public policies? Why was there
an attempt to create a nationalized scheme of public policies along social
democratic lines? Why did congressional policy-making re-emerge in the
post-war period? The structure of state political inistitutions made it seem
unlikely that bids to upset the system would succeed. But they succeeded
partially, and the attempt and the partial successes require explanation.
To help answer these questions, one must address political parties in a
wider sense than taken by the social democratic and the right-wing
parties models. Our approach includes organizational characteristics of
the party system and the nature of party competition, as well as the class
and group nature of party suppott. :

A Second Look at Political Parties .

The place to start a discussion of American parties is with their initial
organizational characteristics and the nature of inter-party conflict. In
the middle of the nineteenth century, parties were locally based and
oriented towards patronage benefits rather than collective programmes,
although sectional and religious divisions existed. As the twenteth
century progressed, parties were weakened as institutions. The Organiza-
tional basis of parties was attacked throughout the twentieth century by
middle-class reformers, who opposed their often illegal methods, and by
party leaders concerned with more programmatic issues (Schiesl, 1977).
Thus parties simultaneously became more programmatic and weaker,
The making of programmatic parties was not without obstacles. What
became the right-wing party of the twentieth century, the Republican
party, was a state-building and centrist party in the nineteenth century,
and the Democratic party performed a similar turnaround. In the
nineteenth century, the Democratic party was the main source of
opposition for national spending programmes and public education. The
contlicts of the formative years of the parties continued to have influence
later, preventing the Democrats from making a complete transition from
right to left. The dominance of one party over another has influenced the
't
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historical trajectory of American‘g‘phliq p‘q’“‘@i_gg; State<building and
policy-making have often been effected by 4 P,UI,MCQI party with g sire
grasp of political power (Skowronek, 1982 pp L ~h9)§‘lyxji the twentleth
century, to pass programmatic c@g‘es‘ 1&"94‘1,0 pc!i,uy reqiired hot
merely that the government be “controlled By the Demuctatic party,
Instead they required a Democratic presidei}t 4nid 4 Congresy dominated
by Democrats from’ areas, usually where organized labour was
strong, Although this conlition galuid blely, malnly during
the 19305, it brought major changes In public pefioies. ‘
"The lack of sustained party dominarice hdg h‘j‘ d ati even greater jmpact
on public policies. In the late ninieteenth 'a‘il“d )aﬁe twentieth centuties, the
absence of party dominance has been the rule, The fragmeértation of
American goverrmental powers has ine‘#ﬁ that ffrﬂquenﬂy no political
party or programmatic political coalifion hig bp‘aii able to cotitrol the
government. When one party or ‘in‘ajorj factlon withih # party has
controlled the national go?emm':qt, it hay been fanWﬁ:d by a Jonger
period in which neither major party not progfdiimatie factions within
major parties were able to do so. This ’a,lck df control promoted the
provision of divisible benefits in both the late nineteenith and late
twentieth centuries. '

Amerizan parties and public policies it the Hineteetth centipy

In Europe, the crystallization of party systefilg took place in the early
twentieth century, with the extension of Yoting rights to lower orders
(Lipset and Rokkan, 1967), In Ameriea, the party system, or the ‘third
party system’ as it is known in Ametigan palitical science literature, had
largely been set by the middle of the hinéteefth century, Afterwards, no
other parties were able to join the system.” The process of building
national parties was a mdtter of formiing caglitions of partles rooted in
local politics. The national Demacratic party, for instance, was little
more than the coricerted efforts of state and lacal parties to win national
elections. The national party had little c‘oqtfql over the local parties. Near
the end of the century, the parties wgf‘q lp their heyday as vote-getting
institutions. In the 1876~92 period as a whole, 77 per cent of the eligible
electorate voted in presideh"tial‘lelec,tiqns, 82 per cent outside the South
(Kleppner, 1987, p. 43). Aside froin chartdoteristics of the electoral
system and the caution of trade union ledders ~ who avoided close
connections to political patties, incll.iﬁliﬁ'g nageent farmer-labour parties,
for fear of losing membership — the sheer strength of the two major
parties helped to prevent third parties of atly kind from becoming
permanent contenders (Shefter, 1983; 1986},

The nineteenth-century parties were polari Fd a@png twa lines, First,
they were divided according to section, In ;hé ﬁﬁﬂ lle and ldte ningteerith




century when the Republican party won national power, it was because of
its strength in the industrial North and the Midwest, the main sources of
opposition of the extension of the system of slavery. Although the
Democratic party was competitive in these areas, it was strongest in the
South. After the end of the Reconstruction, Republican influence there
was increasingly diminished, partly because of the sectional split and
especially because of the restriction of the sufﬁage, which resulted in a
one-party South by the end of the century. Second, the party system was
divided along ethnic and religious lines. People subscnbmg to ritualistic
religions, such as Catholicism” and "German Lutheranism, tended to vote
Democratic, and those subscr;bmg to pietistic religions, including most
strands of Protestantism, tended to vote Republican (Kleppner, 1979).

This separated the two parties on questions of personal liberty, with the
Republicans frequently supporting temperance legislation and the
Democrats opposing all such restrictions.

Business and labour, like other organized groups, had to work within
this system to gain leverage over public policies. The two major parties
appealed to both upper and lower classes, drawmg conmbunons mamly
from the former and votes from the latter. Party divisions split the upper
classes: the industrial elites of the North stayed Republican and the
landed elites of the South became Democratic. The parties also split
industrial workers along ethnic and religious lines. At the end of the
nineteenth century, in the wake of the depression of 1893, industrialists
and industrial workers had thrown their electoral support mainly behind
the Republicans, and the party system continued to be polarized along
sectional lines (Bensel, 1984; Kleppner, 1987). As parties declined in
strength they became divided in different ways. Industrial workers left
the Republican party in large numbers at the end of the 1920s and the
beginning of the 1930s. Its nativism and the failure of its economic
policies pushed industrial workers into the Democratic fold, and
Democrats mobilized many working-class immigrant voters and their
wives who had not previously voted (Anderson, 1979). Similarly, the
Republicans, with their historical opposition to the national income tax,
drew heavier support from right wing forces such as organized business
groups. The Democrats, however, were still a sectional party and
therefore an unlikely vehicle for policy reform and state-building. There
was always a southern delegation devoted to thwarting natlonal power
and redistributive policies.

An absence of party dominance characterized the second half of the
nineteenth century. The Repubhcan party was able to control the
national government only from 1861 to 1875. During this period a
number of issues were settled, notably, the end of slavery, but also the
tariff and the so-called money question, how to retire ‘greenbacks’, and
the return to the gold standard (Sharkey, 1959; Unger, 1964). This was

followed by a period of 1 two-party cpmpetxdtm aSting until 1896, During
this time, the Republicans and Democrats eqph cpntrolled gbout half of
the national electorate (Kleppner, 197?1 hit mattered more was that
only rarely did one patty control bdth the pi‘esntiahcy dnd Cpngrcss. In
this sense, the Republicans ran the govemfpen{ ofily for four ;\:mirSg and
the Democrqts for two. This perlod of parly bqihﬁebticm, af t llwlx of
dominance bgr one party, corresponded»g_ntﬁ t f of dlstribﬂﬂ\'e pubtic
pohcxes, suc

as Civil War- pensions, a§ th“é“t{ phlj‘lcan’s bid fof I support
{0 break the electoral stalemate.

American parties and publw polzqes ﬁ{ the !Wnln’t); century

The election of 1896 brought 34 years pf Rbphblichn hegemtony, with
brief, if significant, intérruptions (Bumha 1 1970) The Republicans
controlled the national government from 18 7t 191i and dgain from
1921 untxl the end-of the. decadg. Fol‘ four yeais in the 1910s the
Demiscrats controlled the pre51dency and Coi' tess, This control was
due, however to a split within the Rephblir_éﬁ' Thf.‘ Progtessive party,
an urban middle-class movement concetrigd thi#aﬂy with the reform of
political parties and governmental pracL{OE ditfaoted enaugh votes to
elect Democrats and to ihfluehcé policies, qgghqhgh qot énbﬁgh to win 4
permanent place in American politics. Reptiblicai ge meant thut\
industrial_protection remained..the mam' gbunomio”stratégy and that
mcome taxes were kem 10,0l nqalmlwgls, Pgrﬂy as # fesult of these

QA_._

‘taxation policies, na_ltxonal &endlxgg PRWW‘% . Were, negliglble and

confined to the sta“’uievel, where morg favﬁura le political coalitions
might conspire to enact them.

The Depression ended this pcnod of tHié and completed the process
of turnmg the . voters. of. large, cmes iito Democratsk Democrats
dominated the .presidency and Congi‘ess for most of the next two
decades. It was durinig this period that the break with past public policies
was most thorough. The réssion, and, mote impottant, a_large

,,,,,,

D;W in Cbngress gave the adrglmstrzu?% powers t0 byild
state institutions and ena g&\g,gghgmg tban and labour Democrats

ominated mg%ﬁt.)ngress fr%in 1935 to 193‘.9J and to a lesser extent from
1939 to 1943. As mennoned preyiously, the new economic policies
involved direct controls, n _;p_ngl_am‘ 1oy nent policies were yursued, and
modem Collective social spendi; ,g_gohciel‘ Wene beguany the end of the
1930s, many new _pirlgﬁgpgmm,gibf Bl ent and social spending
had been set “in motion!; admmistration planning bodies had gained
sufficient tenure to devise a social democra,tic olitical agenda.

The domihance of ﬂigemocrats and, th@lJ

support eventually led t0 an alli T
o the giiick” cementmg o‘ an, allian e ¥

. One obstacle(

v
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new.sources, of urban g p

¥
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,he Weakness of labour. In ¢ #% T
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1933 there was little organization of labour to speak of, about 11 per cent
of the non-agricultural labour force. Labour’s upsurge came mainly as a
result of Democratic policies to promote it. Despite the dampening effect
of low economic activity on labour organization, workers streamed into
the industrial unions, especially after 1935. That year saw the passage of
the so-called Wagner Act, protecting union organization and authorizing
collective bargaining. The process accelerated during the Secofid World
Watwhen labour mainly. traded _Wwage restraint for ofganizational gains
(Brody, 1981, ch. 3). As labour organized, the connection between it and
the administration and urban Democrats in Congress became closer. Yet
Democratic dominance did not bring to power a cross-class coalition of
workers and farmers. Partly this failure had to do with Roosevelt’s initial
reluctance and later inability to purge conservative Democrats, especially
in the South; in that region the dominant planter class and the state
Democratic parties opposed genergus social spending policies as a threat
to the system of labour control (Quadagno, 1988). The South was
riddled with rotten boroughs where poor blacks and whites were denied
the vote and political representation.

In the absence of such a cross-class coalition, to pass elements of the
quasi-soclal-democratic sgenda required the ¢ongressional presence of a
libour-supported president and ~a coalition of urban Democrats in
Congress.® Although Roosevelt was elected four consecutive times and
Truman was elected in 1948, Congress met these strict standards only
from 1935 to 1939, the period of greatest reform. It was close to
achieving this standard from 1939 to 1943, and again from 1949 to 1951.
These periods witnessed the greatest gains in collective social spending
policies. With this sort of political coalition, the administration and its
supporters could overcome the opposition of Republicans and._ rural
Democrats. Needless to say, the requirements for forming such a
coalition' were daunting and were made more formidable by the rural
bias of political institutions. For this coalition to control the 435-seat
House of Representatives in the 1940s, for example, it was necessary to
win_almost all of the approximately 240 districts where_labour had a
strong, electoral presence. ‘

One can go too far in comparing the Democrats to social democratic
parties. Although the two were connected electorally, neither the
Democratic party nor organized labour was bound by the policies of the
other, unlike most social democratic parties. The looseness of the
connection between labour and party made it possible for labour to win
social welfare battles in its dealings with capital and lose them in the

political arena. In_the immediate post-war p.euri‘od,hlal_‘gqgrmljegghe‘c_l the

peak of its organized power, In 1945, union members accounted for 355
pet_cent of the fighi=agricultural labour force = "eight percentage points
higher than the 1938 eve”l'(US”tensusTTWS, p. 178). During the war,
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American organized labour grew at 4 faster pg’,qé apd was o1 the offensive
so far as strikes were concerned, much fudrg sd than British labour
(Amenta and Skocpol, 1988). Yet, tinlike ‘ﬁ,n, Britaiti, Afgrican organized
labour’s strength with respect to capital qutriin the strength of ts allies in
the national government. Although fabour pushed fot strong Aﬁ{}?.’_orf%}}lld '
health_policigs in its dealings with the 'SGIE 4Ad with Capital il the
immediate post-war period, it achieved mdre siitcbss ;_Wifl}%t" al, This
combination of public failure and pfivate Suéfes ’"évekitw,iy Fegul eding
greater ggﬂgﬁm in the provisiol of petistotis and health betiefits;
organized industrial workers were able to gdg‘ A ptjvate tief of benefits to -
pre-existing public omnes; ’ ‘

In the post-Second World War period, eofipetition betiveeh partlsan
factions has resembled the type of party eofpetition pi‘ex'alen; in the
late nineteenth century; with sifnilar effetts of publiv polivies, For the
most part, neither left-wing nor right-winig politleal factions haye been
able to achf&Ve™4 sustained*dSminance of foverhmental in,ét'}t'utions.&
Atthough Congress Has mainly been doﬂﬁhﬁtﬁd by the Democratic party,
the presidency has shifted back and forth bgw{“ﬁbu thc;‘ pitties, The sort
of overwhelming Demgcratic dominarce 'gf Congress chatacteristic of\,
the Iate 1930s occutred gnly during the ﬁlifjd‘é of the 1960931_81@1&:‘!_\{,
the right has gained complete palitica] pater only duting the early
1980s. ' - S '

“The post-war lagk of patisan coiitrol Hgs iqhibltﬁd the constriction of

programmatic and comprehensive policies devised by the exscutive and

hds reinfo ssional contral over the m.aking’ of thost public

spending policies. Although various local politieal f%‘fﬁes. with their

emphasis on patronage, Have been Weél{(:\lf}‘éd“thmﬁg,ic;ut the t\iVentieth

century, the patronage  character, of Amérjgan . blic pplicies was -
regss_gﬁé;df}jy way. o?%mr”égfmnﬁqd “ﬁ%ﬁg\“fg Some have

attacked this sort of patronage as gbrmpqgn, strictly speaking it is not

illegal and is thus more securely founded, Thﬁ bteakthroughs in partisan

control have accounted for the i'xﬁnovgtipﬂs and cutbacks of public

policies during the period, Finally, the éxpansion.of ane spending policy,

old age and survivors, insisance, wis due ‘ﬁa;ft‘lzygfb its BStfgr;Slmim%:%?%Lj
period og ugggg,]};mggggcucg%@ and it adaptiability to congressiog}al

electoralieeds in a more competitive peffod, ' .

“The mediating influence of state pdliﬁcﬁi institutions and the direct
influence of political parties go far in atiswering questions about the
historical pattern and characteristics of American public policies. The
character of American state political institutions has predisposed
American policies to take pgrticdlall'i‘ directlons, and American political
parties have reinforced some predispositions and opposed others, Parties
have influenced the pace of }chﬁﬁg‘c‘ and have determined many
characteristics of policies. AltHough the American experience of crises
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has mainly reinforced these Patterns and characteristics, crises have also
exerted an independent influence on policies.

The Crises of Depression and War -,

Crises can bring changes in public policies in two main ways. Crises _

often promote state-building and hence might augur later changes in
public policies. During major crise$ political power shiffs to the centre of
the system, with national authorities gaining at the expense of others.
The second way is more indirect. A crisis. oftenimpljes_,go]itical failure,
which in turn augurs changes in public policies. Previous policies and
institutions are often discredited 'and new apptoaches attempted,
frequently by new political regimes. Most major shifts in American
clectoral behaviour have come i the wake of depressions or wars, but
the crisis itself is not as important as the > _direction of the_political
changes. When crises are viewed 1n s Way and When American crises
aré“placed in comparative perspective, it is the peculiar pattern of
American geopolitical crises and their outcomes that have influenced the
trajectory and character of public policies. Depressions have had less
influence. Although crises have had to some extent independent effects,
they have had a greater impact when working in tandem with
developments in state political institutions and political parties. And the
initial weakness of the national American state and the initia| dispersion
of power in the American system has magnified the importance of crises.
To some extent the influence of geopolitical crises on American public
policies has been negative, American geopolitical crises have not been as
severe as those experienced by othier large countries. America started
from a favourable, if isolated, geopolitical position; no major opponent
faced it on the North American continent. It took relatively little effort to
subdue and expropriate the native peoples and, aside from the Civil War,
the largest nineteenth-century war was against a militarily feeble former
Spanish colony, Mexico. The weakness of early opponents had a mildly
expansive effect on early public speriding policies. A great deal of
territory and other land-baged resources came under the control of the
national state. But this occurred _Wi_thgug‘,building up state military and
bureaucratic institutions. The resources.at the disposal of the state gave
the United States a comparative advaritage in the early development of
distributive public policies; the fack of opponents gave state-builders few
opportunities, to build national execitive instifutions. '

Similarly, the world wars of the twentieth century made less of an
impact in _the United States thar i other places. Tn both wars, the

United States eniered Tat lesse { economic mobiliza-
tion_and, like Britain, on the winning side of both world wars. Unlike

ot

 had gained much experience with mode
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Germany and Japan, the United States hag never lost a major war and
has never been ;oxldgérq:d or; leaving aside Peatl Harbor, invaded. As
was the case in the nineteenth tentiiry, the comparatively minor
influence of the world wars did ndt Sﬁmmqté the sharpening of the
instruments of the American exetutive stite, That America ended up on
the winning side of most war$ regfﬁtmad American state political
institutions. Having passed the test of wail, kegiitdless of the reasons for
passing, the institutions were ﬁerccjv,ed 48 _‘“‘eriing atid therefore
requiring no major changes (Ség‘ Marwick, 1974), Also, hp cohyuerors
came to rebuild them. . _

This geopolitical story might lead bﬁ};‘ te belleve that Way has had o
similar, though somewhat l¢ss severe, impigat dij Alfl1liffit‘&l i it hyds had on
Britain. This has not béeg‘lkthl’e cége Id Btitaﬁﬂ,, modern wirs came in an

ascending pattern of severity, from the Bopr Vir th the Setind World
War. In America the influerdce of ‘W,ﬂ%’ %f d its diterinath By hen g
pattern that contrasts with the British pattertl, Sp fit s civilfan tastulticy
were concerned, America’s gredtest war cami il it the Aiddle of
the nineteenth cen.tugfy.'Thé'Ciﬁl"VVd’,r"(?la}iﬁ dbout 1,71 percent oF the
American population; this figure tomipares t the 0,13 per'eenit ynd 0.31
per cent killed in the First and Secon‘ld Wb’rr’d Witk puspectively (Singer
and Small, 1972), On the other hand, the smialler Amerdean wars, in
Korea and Viemam, which were analdgols fh t?w Boet War, have come
in_the late wentieth. century, AS 4 res by the gretost iressure for |
compensatory public policies came carliet I Aty BT TR Sonld |
' madetn UbIE policies, "L pressure |

moctatic representation nnd p prty

wastrans] through a state with demic inta
jsteti it dictated the form and [He tafnifig of wivptan of ek Tiehohts, !

““Finally, the outcomies of wars have pushed the US il Btitain in
opposite geopalitical directions, At the efid of the Seeand World War,
the United States was the major world eedhomic and ilitary power,
Having accepted world léaQers;hﬁ), a tble it esthewed fiee the Pirst
World War, the United States built exeputiiy institutlony devoted to
geopolitical purposes. The ek‘e’g:‘u‘ti%/e branch, dommated 35 T wis by The
Demiocrats during the Second Whi:ld Wi and mtediately afierwards,
hid 'to pay  ¢closer attention to internatignal events, In its battles with
Congress, it used jts influénce to pain fory g[‘..&f?‘.’.ﬂ“?'?li.!rfi‘l‘.&l..lﬂﬂi.?.‘lf-" aid
as well as expanded miljtary progranimiel dhid, refatiyely Speakin £, turned
its attention away from the makirig of domgsti piblic policies. Domestic
policies attracted the most executive aftention in the 19305, and thus
Congress was given more leeway in the making of such policies. So, in
addition to the p}osk—wai‘ difficulties in dehieving political coalitions
in favour of expanded asid prdgraiﬂgiatio domestic public policies,

dudgyelopments Helped to rétlirf power over domestic olicy-

il



Co oL oo AR et e peopolitical impact of the Second World
War had its greatest independent effect on American employment and
economic policies. The effects were twofold and worked in opposite

i directions. On the one hand, the short-term full employment brought by
: war_helped to undermine the alggg‘tﬁ public ,Q&QR;QX%RSQLR&QB{E@,{_“S of

the Depression period. These were no loriger immediately necessary and
were eliminated when'a conservative Congress was elected. The post-
war resurgence of Congress doubtless would have restricted these
executively controlled programmeés had they survived the war.
On the other hand, the results of the war brought American 1 political
et et DOC

apd economic predominarnice, and the international economic institutions

of the post-war period were devised in the interest of the United States. )

These arrangements have made it easmi_e;;nt_‘gh;,y,g'gg_itggyvlg,t,ixgﬁg,cgl‘p,gligj;s.

For instance, the gold standard y was abandoned when it came into
jconflict with deficit spending. In addition, the new AT.SQSEB geopolitical
{role has required permanently higher levels of military sperding? These
programmes have meshed neatly With"the needs and constituencies of
Congress.

Analysts of American public policies often make the connection
between depression and changes in public policy (Leman, 1977),
claiming that the Great Depression stirred the American system into
action. No doubt this is partly true, as crises often sanction state-
building. And many of Roosevelt’s reforms were aimed partly at
recovery. However, it is difficult to separate the direct effects of the
Depression on policy from the political formation that accompanied it, Jt
helped to bring Roosevelt and the urban Democrats to power. Moreover,
the. Depression was a_worldwide phenomenon and was severe in all
industrial countries. Therefore depression in itself cannot explain why
some countries, such as Germany, Sweden and the United States, broke
; with _orthodox economic and ﬁscal policic;s and why ot”l}me"ris, SL{gﬁ:’hs
' 7Eggnce and Britain, did not (Gourevitch, 1986;" Weir ‘and” Skocpol,
2

1985). A similar logicmﬁ'f)"ﬁlies to the economic crises of the late
nineteenth and late twentieth ‘céntiries, - o ‘

Conclusion

The resemblance of current Americar public policies to nineteenth-

century ones suggests questions about the prospects of change. Will the
current policies be undermined? Will they be augmented by other

modern innovations such as health insurance? Will they continue °

indefinitely? These questions can be approached from two directions,
One can look at the internal logic of the policies to determine whether
they are stable. One can ask whether the conditions of party politics and
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geopolitical crises that promote change it public policies are likely to
occur. Both directions indicate thdt slight modifications of current
policies are in order, but no funddmental thirges,

The_logic of the Dpolicies. stiggests the continuation of distributive
policies, but of a less lucrative nature, U the Gre-temythe errrtit
sy8tém of congressional patronage is more §table oh two counts than the
nineteenth-century system of party patiaridge. First, the most flagrant
corruption has been removed: Deéspité the often repeated claims about
unscrupulous “welfare bg:neﬁgi;lr'ié}s,) the fraudulence of Civil War
pensions has not been thatched by current polici¢s, Accordingly,
although there have been complaints abayit the finaricing of congressional
campaigns, there has been no sstained mibyemment to end congressional
patronage procedures. Secgnd, I‘?Olriﬁtalﬁﬂl‘ﬁﬁs‘#nd fractions of political
parties are no longér in contrpl of distiibytive progratimes. In the
nifiétéenth cenitury, the party catious Was # key inethanism for making
decisions about distributive policies. In ‘hf_‘ i“‘eét‘ém petlod the System has
responded to coalitions of individual cong essien; Thete is nothing to
attack — except Congréss, dn unlikely iarjgg;t; ;

On the other hand, uhlike the case itt tﬁ;ﬁ latg Hihetéenth century, the
many functions of the tax code have weakened rather th’aﬁ telinforced the
system. The weakness of mi:.NI,{S_' tax statg drii uﬁ Instahe pro fusion of
greater distibutiye spending and agayisr e L’ﬁ@frgi%h't'ﬁﬂbh gf &ﬂﬁ?i"fﬁe
benefits. With respect 6" total tax receips 18 percenitage of GDP, the
United States ranked 11th amhxﬁgqt thébECD fiatlons ih 1950 and
dropped to 14th in 1980 - before the large tix ctits of the current
administration. The American tak State grew dt  slower rate than all but
four OECD countriés from 1950‘ to 1580, Atnerloan taxes, excluding
social security contributions, have gfpwiﬂ l‘immincg 1950 (OECD, 1981,

Pp._11, 13). The Americar revénue wor tise, the soclal security
than the avetage OECD

-
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contribution, which has grown at 4 rate’ iigher
country, is_not likely to make up thé gapy it the future, The greatest
increases in social security taxes liave' comié oy H’ after new beriefits have
been legislated. The Jast major {ncredsg i benefits was leglslated in
1972. To pay for this sefies of benefit inrenses, tax ificreases were
passed in 1977 and again after the electiorls of 1982,

One source of change seemis unlikely tg tpset thé system, The
advantages of geonolitical crises have disapedred with the possibility of
the recurréne of such Csgs: WoHEHE T hbse of the first half of the
twentieth century cannot be rcpe'atp;d; afid the small wars of the
superpower tend to drain resources rqthgg" than to generate hew ones
(Wilensky, 1975, ch. 4). There will be no intiovations of the tax system
due to war if the Vietnam War and the 19805 military build-up indicate
the future. Although military speriding Nl probably not grow, it will
remain at a high level. If Fhe impact of world politics suggests anything, it

e T st At g ' t



Is that the United States will probably lose its comparative adyantage in
running_deficits as its. €CORQINIC power. continues. to decline and. other
countries, such as Germany.and Japan, bégin to gain a voice in world
economic affairs commensurate with their economic strength. Although
the future may hold additional economic decline, a depression of the
order of the 1930s is unlikely. e
“The final Souree-of~tHange, the rise of pro-social policy political
coalition, is less, unlikely. On the one Rand; the stréfigth of organized
labour has slumped to_its lowest point in_the post-war period. Job

security and arresting the slide in union organization have beéome more

important to the labour movement than improvements in public policies..

Moreover, urban areas have declined relatively in population and
congressional representation. Furthermore, the reforms in the last two
decades in the process of nomindting presidential candidates do not
ensure a Democratic candidate will form a strong alliance with labour.
On the other hand, the victory of democracy in the South has meant
more black representatives’ and Congressmen relying on the votes of
blacks who_ generally favour -generous and activist public policies.
Constructing a left-wing political coalition will not be impossible, but will
undoubtedly be difficult and will depend partly on the appearance of
fortuitous disasters that the electorate attributes to the policies and rule
of Republicans and the right. Even if a left-wing coalition comes to
power, unless it rules for a long period. of time the public policies of the
United States will continue ta have, one foot in the nineteenth century,

Notes

For helpful comments and criticisms on a previous draft, the authors thank
Bruce G. Carruthers, Larry J. Griffin, Sunita Parikh, the members of the
Workshop on Comparative Politics at the University of Chicago, and the
members of the Workshop on the Comiparative History of Public Policies.

1 The definition of patronage is drawn from Shefter (1983).

2 The following paragraphs on the history of pension legislation draw on
Glasson (1918) and Oliver (1917)., '

3 Even when civil service reform succeeded, it usually specified that those
previously holding positions would keep them. ‘

4 The following paragraphs on tariffs draw on Ratner (1972), Terill (1973),

Rothman (1966, ch. 3), Poulshock ‘(1962), Summers (1953) and Taussig

(1905).

This section relies heavily on A,mex;lta and Skocpol (1988).

It is no surprise that the literature on the so-called Tufte hypothesis,

including Tufte’s own work, concerning the influence of elections on

spending has concentrated so heavily on the post-Second World War

United States.

[= ¥, ]

 Castles, F.G. 1982: The Impict of Partipd t‘
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7 During the 18505‘1 the Republicans werg d&}knblgbhcd ] prrnitently jolned
the Democrats to constitiite the AméHiai Dty gystinile OF eourse these
parties changed considerably dnd Afnd Lo f)ﬂhﬂul Wi hay chiene-
terized these changes as the cr‘eﬁ‘qq‘h n(‘ (five) Mmpm P Avstems,
Althougli the four periods of publi xioﬁgj’y‘ Efebspond to st extent with
these party systems, they do not overlgp Epmpilorcly, Ihe Ehardeterizntions
here are motivated anly partly by electofs] fdnditiiis.

8  For an extended discu‘ssiqn of this pbiﬁ,g, L1y A,W-‘hh-‘ atid Skoepol (1988),

9 Compare the argument of Russett (1970). He vlain thit highet American

military spending in the post-wat periad i fue o the *ratehef effect’, that is,

to a political inability to decredse m litaty speniding after a war, not 1w an

expanded American 'gépp!oliltjic'a role

Cong o
e

References

Amenta, E. and Skocpol; T. 1988;: Redefining the New Deal; World War 11 and
the Deyelopment of Socidl Provision ifi the United States, In M. Weir, AS.
Orloff, and T. Skotpol (eds) The P{)[(‘ﬁg‘}' W' Social Policy i the United States.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Presy; ¢h. 3,

Anderson,‘ K. 1979: The Creation of' 4 Dd{g dergtie Mjurity 19281936, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Asher, R, 1971: Workmen’s Compensatiof ifi the United States, 1880-1933,
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Minngiot;

Bailey, S.K. 1950: Congress Makes A La: The Stopy Belind the Employment -Aer o’
1946. New York: Columbia University Priss,

Bensel, R. 1984: Sectionalism amd Anericity Pulitical Developrivent, 1880~1980,
Madison, Wis.: Univefsity of ’is;cdngi,n Brityy,

Brandeis, E. 1935: Labor Legisl 't‘iqq‘.‘ In LR, Gommons (ed,) Wismer of Labor in
the Usiited States, 1896~1932."vol, 3. Now Yokt Macmillan, 399-700,

Bridges, A. 1984: A City iy the Re[i;iblia."‘A}g(é'[ti'/llml Nett Yark qud the Oviging of

. Machine Politics. New York: Caitbridge Uﬁiwr’h‘itj‘ Ituss,

Brody, D. 1981: Workers in Industria] /Ii)lg‘i‘ljtri,‘ E.f;vm'x Wt Dbt Centnry
Struggle. New York: Oxford University Prigs,

Burnham, W.D. 1970: Critical Electiohs ang Hy Mg{("’(‘y‘/ﬁmg‘s‘ ol Politis,
New York: W.W. Ndrton: ‘

X i Hublie bspendoel, In 1.6,
Castles (ed.) The Impact of Partics, chquy‘ H“\{ GA By, 2100,

Castles, F.G . 1985: The Warking Class ajil 1} s Reflectioh i e /’n/in'm/
Developnient of the Welfare State in Apstiafi i Nt Xe‘qiltms}, 1890 1980,
Wellington: Port Nicholson Press. o

Derthick, M. 1979; Poligmmlez‘gzg For Sqt{gil/ Sttty Wshifdin Gy The
Brookings Institution. ‘ o '

Dillingham, W.P. 1952: Federal Aid to Vg!e}é}}bf, ‘1!')]?4-19-/14 Calnesville, B1:
University of Florida Press. ‘ .

Flora, P. and Alber, J. '1981: Modermifzation; Demrivoratization, and the
Development of Welfare States in Westetn Eltope, in P, Flora and AJ.




