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A key disuncnon in models of social policy and tvpologies of welfare provision has been a
differentiation bBetween residual and institutional tvpes, However, despite the griadual elab-
oration of models based on this distinction. there has been lintde effort w apply them in
empunical comparative analvsis or 1o assess the strengths and weaknesses of the models. This
article initally examines two mam approachies m identfyving tvpes of welfore states and major
welfare state varations. [ subsequently applies several dimensions of variation posited by
the restdual and institutional models inoa comparison of the United Staes, the United
Kingdam, the Netherlands and Sweden. This comparizon forms the paint of departere for
cvaluating the menis and himatations of models based on the residual-mstitutional distinetion.,

Unul the mid-1970s conceptions and studies of the welfare state largely
revolved around a generic notion with little emphasis on tvpes of welfare
states. However, within the span of a few vears, three works (Titmuss
1974; Mishra 1977: Furniss & Tilton 1977) containing the first efforts at
constructing typologies of welfare provision initiated a trend of underlining
the importance of welfare state vanations. Empirical research during the
past two decades has reinforced this trend. Statistical and quanttative
analyses focusing on expenditures and revenues have documented the range
of differences between countries in public provision of welfare (Wilensky
1475, 1976; Cameron 1975; korpr 1950, Both comparative policy studies
(e.2. Heidenheimer et al, 1975, 1983, 990 Kamerman & Kahn 1981
Gordon 1458) and comparisons of two or three welfare states (Furniss &
Tilton 1977 Rugzie 1954 Esping-Andersen 1955 Weir and Skocpol 1985
Ashford 1986; Romwater ot al. 1986: Davidson 1989) have indicated the
wide varicty of governmental responses in the area of social policy. Several
recent anthologies comprising analvses of indvidual countries, utilizing a
common framework (Flora 1986b, 19587, 1989 Fricdmann ¢t al. 1987
Dixon & Scheurell 1989), have provided standard descriptions of legislation
on social benefits, thus enabling comparison.

Nonetheless, certaimn features of this empincal rescarch have acted o
retard comparison and identification of major weltare state variations, The
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earlier quantitative analyses centred attention on differences in size at
the expense of other possible variations, and interest gravitated towards
determinants of the growth of welfare states resulting in a major debate on
the relative importance of socio-economic and political explanations (for
summaries, see Uusitalo 1984, Trousdell et al. 1986). A further shortcoming
of several comparative policy studies and comparisons of welfare states is
that they have seldom indicated the theoretical criteria for the choice of
countries under examination. Or when such eriteria have been stipulated,
they have frequently been of an ad hoc or pest hoe nature,

Finally. much comparative research on social policy and welfare provision
has been transfixed on the horns of a dilemma. On the one hand, com-
parisons of social policy which examine ten to twenty countries, although
usclul as exploratory studies, entail several pitfalls. Because a large number
of countries are included, the analysis must be pitched at a macro-level,
and it risks being superficial; it also encounters practical difficultics of a
single researcher or team of researchers adequately mastering information
for so many countries. The inclusion of a large number of countries also
means that a particular policy 1s often removed from its context (e.g.
Gordon 1988). On the other hand, the spate of recent collections of country-
specific analyses, adopting a shared framework, are ironically characterized
by a lack of comparisons between countries. Morcover, the common
categories of analysis in these collections are in some instances so broad
that they vield uncomparable information (cf. Flora 1986b, 1987, Yols |
and 2}. In summary, despite the profusion of cross-national studies during
the past two decades, our understanding of major welfare state variations
and their implications is still quite limited, and efforts to build upon the
carlier typologies of wellare provision and to apply them in empirical
analysis remain modest.

This article addresses the issue of which dimensions of vanation are
central to the comparative analysis of welfare states and social policy. In
exploring this question the article looks briefly at some of the important
discussions on types of welfare states and models of social policy in order
to determine how distinctive features and important variations have been
defined. More than the other typologies examined, models of social policy
based on the residual-institutional distinction provide a clarification of
possible dimensions of variation. Despite the prominence of these models
in the literature, however, these dimensions of variation have not generally
been utilized as the basis of a framework for an empirical comparative
analysis of welfare states. In attempting to assess the fruitfulness of this
typology, a major portion of the article uses the dimensions of variation
claborated by the models to compare four countries: the US, the UK, the
Netherlands and Sweden. This application allows us to identify certain
ambiguities in the dimensions as well as important omissions. The con-
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cluding section summarizes the advantages and shortcomings of using the
residual and institutional models as a framework for analysing welfare state
variations.

By concentrating on four countries the intent is to avoid the dilemma
described above. At the same time the potential payoff is greater than if
the comparison only focuses on two countries. An initial reason for the
choice of these countries has been the desire to combine a “most different”
and ‘most similar” design in gauging the utility of models based on the
residual=institutional distinction. The underlying assumption of these
models is the importance of the state in welfare provision. Intuitively, the
models seem appropriate when one is interested in differences. e.g. in
comparisons of welfare state leaders and welfare state laggards, such as
Sweden and the US respectively. But how useful are the models in making
comparisons between leaders or between laggards? or between welfare
states which share fundamental features?

For example, Britain and the Scandinavian countries are often bracketed
together as welfare states which put a much greater emphasis on uni-
versalism and social citizenship compared to the welfare states on the
Continent {c.g. Elmdér 1975, 252-258; Flora 1986a, xix). Universalism
and social citizenship are manifested in unified programmes covering the
population with considerable funding through taxation. Recently, however,
Ruggie (1984) has challenged the image of commonality between the British
and Swedish welfare states and analyses them with the aid of contrasting
ideal tvpes distinguishing between the nature of state intervention.

The selection of the Netherlands has been predicated by the desire 1o
include a welfare state of the continental varety, At the same time the
Netherlands is also viewed as sharing features of the Scandinavian welfare
states, especially having an ambitous level of weltare provision as evi-
denced in heavy social expenditures. In analvses using a varietv of quan-
titative indicators, the Netherlands and Scandinavia generallv rank among
the top countries (Wilensky 1975, 1976; Heidenheimer et al. 1990 Castles
1978 Therborn 198Y).

Let us now turn to the question of how 1o analyvse the similarities and
differences between welfare states by examining the models and tvpologies
of welfare provision in the literature,

Types of Welfare States and Dimensions of
Variation

Two distinet approaches have figured prominently in the discussion on
tvpes of welfare states and weltare state vanations, although at times the two
approaches have derived inspiration from cach other. The first approach
identifies major differences through the construction of analyucal models
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based on contrasting ideal types. The second examines a specific country
or sets of countries with the purpose of describing its/their distinctive
features (e.g. Furniss & Tilton 1977 Rainwater et al. 1986; Esping-
Andersen & Korpi 1987 Davidson 198Y).

Basic to the first approach of model building has been a distinction
between residual (or marginal) and institutional {or comprehensive) welfare
provision. Although a distinction between residual and institutional con-
ceptions of social wellare had already been made in the late 1950s (Wilensky
& Lebeaux 1938). it was not until nearly twenty years later that social
scientists, using this distinction. presented the first typologies of welfare
provision.' Building on this distinetion. Titmuss presents the rough outlines
of a wpology of welfare provision which centres on the functions or tasks
of social policy. He sketches three maodels of social policy: the residual
moadel. the industrial achievement-performance model, and the insti-
tunonal redistnbutive model, Along the lines of the earlier distinction,
Titmuss identifies the major task of the residual welfare model as remedial
but temporary aid because of the failure of other channels of welfare
provision — the market and the family. In the case of the industrial-
achievement model the function is to provide a minimum standard of social
security, and public provision of welfare largely complements the market
economy. As indicated by 1ts name. the task of the third model is redis-
tribution. and redistribution focuses on ‘command-over-resources through
tume’ in order to achieve greater equality (Titmuss 1974, 30-31).

A more recent trend has been to concentrate on the residual-institutional
distinction. using it to construct contrasting polar models and adding several

Takle L. Dimensions of YVariation of the Besidoal Model and Institmions) Model

Residual Institutional

Lrimension el el
Froportion of notional income devoted e

saczl purprses Low High
Level ol henchits Meagre Adeguate
Range of statutory serveces and benclits Limitccl Extensive
Population covered Mincray Majoriny
Impsertance of programmes preventing needs Mon-existent Substantial
Lrominant tvpe of programme Selective Llniverszl
Twvpe of hnancing Contributions fees Taxaion
Mile of priviate orgsniestions Larpe Small
ldeology of stste intervention Ml imimal Optimal
Megd-hosed distpbation as o vilueg

Tidbeology ol distribwnion) hlarginil Secondary

Somregs: Muhra (1977, U and Korpi (F9E0, 303),



new dimensions of variation (Mishra 1977; Korpi 1980). Table 1 combines
and sums up several of these dimensions.

These models were ininally presented as heunstic devices 1o clanfy
analyucal distinctions. Interestingly enough. there appears to have been
little attempt to apply these models in empirical compararive analysis,
although individual dimensions, especially those lending themselves to
quantifiable measures — such as, social spending as a percentage of GDP,
level of benefits and coverage of the population = have been unlized. Also
the models have been loosely applied in descriptions of individual countries
(Esping-Andersen & Korpi 1987: Kuhnle & Selle 1989). Consequently. the
question remains largely unanswered as to how useful the models are when
applied in comparing welfare states in the real world.

As noted above, the second approach starts with a particular country or
set of countries and seeks to pinpoint the distinctive features of the welfare
state/s in question. These distinctive features are then described as a
particular tvpe of welfare state, sometimes in general terms. Using this
approach, Furniss and Tilton (1977), for example. outline three models:
the positive state, the social-sccurity state and the social welfare state.”
They construct these models by distinguishing between different forms of
state intervention for different purposes. In particular, Furmiss and Tilton’s
models emphasize the aims of goals of intervention along with who benetfits
from a particular form of state intervention.

Several problematical aspects permeate the models, however, The first
15 that the dimensions of varation underlving the three models reman
implicit. Nor is there any assurance that the defimng properties of one
particular model constitute a vanable or dimension of vanation pertaining
to all models. Parenthetcallv, this latter ditficulty also pertains to Titmuss's
models (cf. Flora 1986a. xxi). Conversely, this approach’s emphasis on the
distinctive and the most salient features can casily obscure the fact that the
same features exist in the other weltare states under examination but are
less prominent. A final difficulty 1s the 1ssue of broader appheabtibity. As
distinet from the ideal tvpes of the first approach which are essentially
logico-analytical constructs. these models are basically inductive and
extracted from the experiences of three speafic countries: the US. Britain
and Sweden respectively. How useful are they for understanding welfare
states in other advanced industrial countries, say, the Netherlands, France.,
ltaly or Germany? Can the kev features of the Dutch weltare state be
analysed with the aid of these models or must a fourth model be devised?!

Welfare State Variations: The US. Britain. the
Netherlands and Sweden

In view of the problems associated with this second inductive approach,

3



Table 2. Social Expenditurcs as a Percentage of GDF by Purpose.

United United
Staes  Kingdom Netherlands  Sweden
(1980)  (1980) (1983 (1981)

Total social spending 2.0 6.5 40.3 40,2
Purpose
Pensions 25 29 133 11.8
Heuith and medical care 4.1 52 6.5 8.7
Sickness benefits na 0.3 i) 2.5
Unemplovment/employment
policy 0.6 1.5 4.9 2.0
Social assistance 2.8 1.0 22 02
Family policy na 1.7 2.3 4.4
Education 57 3.5 1.2 7.1
Housing fi 2.5 1.3 3.5

Sources: For the US, OECD 1955, 85, 1989 Siurisrical Abstrace; for the UK, Parry 1987;
Socigl Trends 1982, 59, 1986, 132, Soctal Security Sratistics 1981, 232; for the Netherlands,
Rochrock & Berben 1987, Smaristical Yearbook of the Netherlands f984, 356-357, 1985, 11T;
and for Sweden, Olsson 1987, Sraisisk deshok [952/83, 384387, Kommunernas finanser
T981, Sociwlvdrden 1951,

Comments: For definitions of the expenditures included in the various calegories, se¢ annex.

The figures for the UK, the Netherlands and Sweden in this table are compiled and in some
cuses recalculinted rom duta in the instiutional synoepses and tables in Flora 1987 (i.e. Parry
19487 Rochrock & Berben 1987: Olsson 1987). Recaleulstions have been necessary to achicwe
grestier camparahility. In the chapter on Sweden, for example, invalidity pensions have been
included under pensions. whereas in the chapters on the Metherlands and the UK they ane
included wnder health and sickness benefits. Furthermore, the Swedish chapter reports the
same expeaditures ender different functions or purposes, ¢.2. howsing allowances for the
elderly are included wnder pensions and howsing, but not in the above table (here they are
placed under housing). Drespite these efforts, inequivalencies no doubt remain and the fgures
should be regarded ws approximate.

The data presented in Table 2 diverge substantially from other contemporary comparative
anilvses hased on OECD and [LO statistics. Among the important differences are spending
on family palicy and social assistance. For example, a study by O'Higgins (1988) suggests a
higher level of spending for the Netherlands (2.1 pergent of GODP) and similar levels for the
LK and Sweden (1.6 percent ), However, is analysis is limited to transfers, whereas Table 2
mcludes expenditures on services, In Sweden spending on public day care exceeds that for
translers, and thus largely accoumts for the difference. With respect 10 the second major
divergence. Gardon’s {1985) analysis of socal assistance presents higher figures for Sweden
im this areas (5.2 percent of GERP in 1979-80 based on 11O statistics and 2.9 percent in 1980
bzsed on OECTY data) which reflect broader definitions of public assistance.

the comparison undertaken here utilizes the dimensions of variation ident-
ificd by the institutional and residual models as summarized in Table 1.
For practical reasons such as availability of data, the period of comparison
focuses on the carly 1980k, This comparison also allows us to explore the
question of the usefulness of this sort of model building by revealing its
strengths and shortcomings.
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Proportion of National Income Devoted ro Social Purposes

The proportion of public resources earmarked for social purposes provides
some initial indication of the extent of a country’s commitment to the
welfare of its citizens.” The four countries differ sharply with respect to the
share of resources allocated to social purposes. Sweden and the Netherlands
rank as top spenders, devoting around 409% of their GDP o welfare
expenditures, defined in a broad sense as made clear in Table 2. whereas
the US and Britwin are located at the other end of the scale utilizing
between roughly 20 and 25 percent of their GDPs for these purposes.

Level of Benefits

Again Sweden and the Netherlands tend to cluster together providing more
adequate benefits than either Britain or the US. For example, as noted in
Table 2, sickness benefits comprise around 2.5 percent of GDP in Sweden
and the Netherlands. In Sweden sickness benefits are equivalent 1o 90
percent of one’s daily wage or salary up to a certain ceiling, and in the
Netherlands the fgure was 80 percent in the early 1980s (Roebroek &
Berben 1987, 682) but has subsequently been reduced to 70 percent (Info
1958). By contrast, British sickness benefits amounted to roughly a scant
20 percent of the average wage, although supplements could double the
percentage (Parry 1987, 363). In the US there is no public provision of
sickness benefits for short-term illness. For pensions. family benefits and
unemployment compensation the picture 15 much the same.

Range of Swmtory Benefits and Services

On this dimension the United States and Sweden appear as polar opposites.
The US social policy system s generally less complete than those of other
weltare states. Most obvious is the lack of a national sickness insurance.,
health insurance covering the entire population. the absence of famuly
policy measures such as general family allowances, and a parsimonious
public housing policy. To some extent the major gaps in social protection
show up in Table 2 which presents the percentage of the GDP allocated 1o
total social expenditures and spending by purpose. On the other hand.
Sweden stands out in terms of the vanety of pohiey areas to which substantial
resources are allocated. and Swedish spending on health services, family
policy and housing outstrips that of the other countries,

Mevertheless it is on this dimension that a clear-cut pattern between the
countrices starts w become blurred. At ficst elance., the Netherlands, laraely
because of its higher levels of spending. seems the most likely candidate
for second place on this dimension wa. Inone respect. however, the pattern



of British spending challenges such a conclusion. Britain puts a good deal
more resources into public housing compared to the Netherlands.

One problem here concerns the conceptualization of this dimension of
varation. By including both cash transfers and services, this dimension
conceals a crucial difference between welfare states. They differ con-
siderably with respect to their reliance on transters and the prionty given
to provision of scrvices as reflected in public consumption expenditures
(excluding defence}. In the Netherlands more resources have been devoted
to transfer expenditures, whereas in Sweden and Britain public con-
sumption figures indicate that provision of services has been favoured (Kohl
1952, 312). In fact, confining the companson to public consumption as a
percentage of the GDP, we find Sweden at the top of the list, and the
Metherlands near the bottom, and clearly below the OECD average in the
carly 1980s (Lybeck 1984, 61. Cf. OECD 1989, 38).

Coverage of the Population

In all the countries a trend towards a wider coverage of the population
exists. Despite this trend, sizeable variations in coverage characterize the
four countries. In part, these variations are a reflection of the range of
benefits and services as well as the extent to which policies are targeted to
special groups. However, even looking at programmes common to all four
countries — such as in the area of income maintenance - we find substantial
differences. [n most countries income maintenance programmes ( pensions,
sickness benefits and unemployment benefits) cover the labour force, and
estimates of coverage are percentages of the labour force (cf. Heidenheimer
et al, 1983, 219; Zarf 1986, 128). A less common cstimate is coverage in
terms of the entire population, yet this sort of measure points up a major
welfare state variation. In Sweden the basic pension, sickness benefits,
parental benefits and an unemployment cash allowance cover groups out-
side the labour force — housewives and students — although benefits are set
at @ lower level than those of the work-force except in the case of the basic
pension.

Importance of Programmes Preventing Need

Table 2 also discloses a striking contrast between Sweden and the other
three countrics with respect to spending on social assistance — on “welfare’
in the narrow sense of the word. In this area Sweden spends an infinitesimal
amount of its GDP - 00,2 percent - whereas spending on social assistance
ranged from 1.2 percent to 2.8 percent of GDP for the other three countries.
In large measure, the low level of spending in the Swedish case 15 because
programmes in other policy areas alleviate needs and reduce the necessity
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of resorting to public assistance. For example. income-tested housing
allowances are available to ensure that low income groups have access to
high-quality housing. Family policy provides fairly substantial benefits to
single parents who are very vulnerable and frequently comprise a major
clientele group of social assistance programmes. Perhaps the best illus-
tration of Swedish programmes preventing need. however, are in the area
of employment policy {cf. Esping-Andersen & Korpr 1957, 56=537). As
distinct from the other three countries, Sweden puts the bulk of its resources
inio employment exchange services. retraining programmes, labour
maobility allowances and public works projects. Only around 23 percent of
the expenditure went to unemployment benefits. The picture is the reverse
for the other countries, and especially for the Netherlands where unem-
ployment benefits accounted for the bulk of the expenditures in this area
(Olsson 1987, 17, 635688, 725, Cf. Therborn 1989, 233 and OECD 19589,
42. 103).

Dominamt Tvpe of Programme

It 1s no easv task trying to fit the programmes in the four countries into the
categories of “selective’ versus "universal® for two verv ditfferent reasons:
the complexity of reality and ambiguities built into the categories. First,
the sheer diversity of the programmes. which have incrementally evolved
since the turn of the century. does not lend iself 1o classification into two
broad categories. Second. the categories themselves are not as clear cut as
they may appear at first glance. On the other hand. “selective” is a notori-
ously wide category. It may be interpreted as targeted measures or as
measures not covering the entire population. Accordingly. this category
can include as diverse programmes as means-tested measures and social
insurance programmes limited w emplovees. On the other hand., "universal’
programmes m prnciple apply to the whole population irrespective of the
individuals financial needs or income. But the term also implies uniform
benefits and frequently the absence of contributions.

In any event, umiversal non-contributory programmes are conspicuous
by the near absence in the Umited States. Only i the arcas of primary
and secondary education does a umiversalist approach exist. Otherwise
programmes are either targeted 1o the needy or they are carnings-related
as i the case of social insurance legislation. Public services — hospitals,
howusing and emploviment programmes = frequently cater to welfare clientele
groups,

The dominant tvpe of programme in the Netherlands has been selective
in the sense that many programmes were ted to one's occupation, sector
of employment, branch of industry and/or enterprise. Furthermore, in the
past compulsory programmes were often limited 1o groups under a certain
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income - and health insurance providing medical benefits still is. Family
allowances = typically and historically a universal programme in Britain
and Scandinavia - followed the continental pattern and were differentiated
until consolidated by legislation in 1980. Previously one set of provisions
existed for wage-earners, another for the self-employed, a third for public
employees and a fourth for residents (Rochbroek & Berben 1987, 690-692).
In many arcas the trend has been towards consolidation and more uniform
programmes covering all residents. Or, as it has been aptly deseribed, the
Beveridge approach (programmes aimed at the entire population and
administered by state institutions) has tended to supplant the earlier
reliance on a Bismarckian solution (concentrating on programmes for wage-
earners to replace loss of income, financed by employees and employers and
administered by corporatist bodies) (Roebroek 1989, 148-149). However,
fragmentation still exists. These fragmented and particularistic programmes
are hardly in accord with the ideal of uniform benefits inherent in univer-
salism. Despite this, the Dutch welfare state comes close to approximating
the universal ideal in terms of coverage of the population and stan-
dardization of benefits.

In comparison with the Netherlands, Britain through its national
insurance scheme has a more unified system of social security benefits,
which applics to the entire labour force and their dependents. Payment of
these benefits is. however, contingent upon past contributions. Further-
more, a unigue characteristic of most programmes is the provision of flat-
rate benehits. Non-contributlory universal programmes are primanly limited
o family allowances (now the child benefit) and the National Health
Service. Selective measures in the sense of means-tested programmes
constituted quite a small proportion of income mainlenance programmes
(in terms of spending around 13 percent) in the carly 1980s. These measures
are directed to individuals and families who fall below a certain minimum
(Parry 1957, 359).

In cerain respects, there are resemblances between Britain and Sweden.
although stronger universalist elements are present in Swedish social policy.
First. a unified system applies o a wider range of benehts. Sweden is
one of the few countries, for example, with a uniform compulsory state
programme of occupational pensions which covers the entire labour force
{until 1482 the self-employed could opt out however). Second, as noted
carlier, some income maintenance programmes encompass the entire adult
population, not just persons on the labour market. Third, public services
are widespread and based on the principle of equal aceess. Compared to
the other countries, the universalism of the Swedish welfare state stands
out. Nonctheless, universalism is complemented by sclective measures and
extensive earmings-related programmes, and universal programmes with
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respect to cash transfers are less dominant today than they were two
decades ago (Nasenius & Veit-Wilson 1985, 146; Olsson 1986, 7-12).

Tvpe of Financing

Of the four countries the Netherlands relies most heavily on the social
insurance model which entails contributions and fees. Funding of income
maintenance programmes is overwhelmingly through contributions by
emplovees and emplovers. Even family allowances are based on the
insurance principle. Similarly. health services are largely financed as “fees
for services' through an extensive medical insurance system. Fees apply
also 1o secondary education, Contrnibutions by msured persons constitute
the lion's share of social security receipts, and contributions are earnings-
related. Government funding of social security programmes through tax-
ation s primarily limited to social assistance. extended employment
benefits, housing subsidies and  allowances, and exceptional medical
expenses (Roebroek & Berben 1987, 688, 695, T03).

At the other extreme 15 Sweden where the contnibutions of msured
persons, as a share of social security receipts, has dwindled duning the past
two decades, amounting to a mere 1 percent in the early 1950s, By contrast,
the employers” share has increased over the years, jumping sharply in the
early 1960 and again in the mid-1970s (Olsson 1987, 33). Unigueiy, at
least in relation 1o our other countries, emplovers fund non-contributory
progriammes, such as the basic pension. national dental insurance and the
labour market allowance which s available to persons without unems-
playment insurance and cven to persons without labour force status. Fund-
ing by employers docs not take the form of contributions earmarked for
their emplovees but is more in the form of a general payvroll tax. Looking
at total social expenditure, taxes accounted for nearly 835 percent of the
revenue,

Both Britun and the US represent hyvbnds as far as hnancing s
cancerned. Taking the British case first. the national insuriance scheme is
funded primarily by the contributions of emplovers and emplovees with a
small part (20 percent) coming from government subsidies (Parry 1987,
3539), Non-comtributory benefits are financed through taxanon. Taken as a
whole, slightly over half of income maintenance expenditure is financed by
contributions, However, social spending is overwhelmingly financed by
taxation. Contributions only amounted w approximately 25 percent of wonal
social expenditure whereas in the Netherlands contributions comprised
nearly SO percent. In the US case. social insurance is also essentially
financed through contributions of emplovees and emplovers. Funding
through contributions plays a greater role compared 0 Britain because
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socizl insurance constitutes a larger proportion of social expenditure than
in Britain.

The Role of Privare Organizations

One of the fundamental differences between welfare states is what has
been called ‘stateness’ (Flora 1986a, xvii) = that is, the degree of state
involvement in welfare provision. To some extent, the role of private
organizations can be seen as an inverse measure of stateness. According
to Flora, the major implication of stateness is that involvement of the state
circumseribes or delimits the arenas of activity for private organizations.
An inherent difficulty in this conceptualization, however, is its global and
residual nature: it leaves open all manner of diversity.

In attempting to sort out this diversity, we need to distinguish, first,
between welfare provision as social benefits and as services and, second,
among types of private organizations — economic enterprises (to which
Flora does not allude in his discussion), religious institutions, ethnic associ-
ations and voluntary organizations or networks. On the basis of these
distinctions we can identify basic patterns or tendencics. Looking initially
atl the provision of benefits and private organizations, three vanants are
especially important.® The first is the extent to which enterprises provide
benefits for their employees in the form of occupational welfare. The
second variant, which might be termed corporatist welfare, is where the
organizations of employers and employees are jointly engaged in the
determination and administration of benefits. The third is altruistic welfare
where charitable and voluntary organizations are prime agents in the
dispersal of benefits or provision of services.

The extent of eccupational welfare is most pervasive in the US, In areas
where the US public system of social protection is incomplete or non-
cxistent, employers and enterprises often provide benefits in connection
with employment and as a means of attracting desirable labour. One telling
llustration and contrast with Europe is the lack of legislated paid vacations.
Instead individual emplovers and enterprises decide vacation benefits,
Similarly, sickness and medical benefits are frequently fringe benefits
related to employment. The end result is fragmentation, partial coverage
and enormous inequalities in the provision of benefits — with occupational
welfare tending 1o conform to the pattern of market distribution. Coverage
is most widespread among professionals, executives and administrators and
least among certain categories of workers, such as those in farming and
services (Statistical Abstract 1988, 396-397). The level of fringe benefits,
moreover, is often graduated so as to replicate the pay scale and place a
premium on seniority.

Nonetheless, occupational welfare co-exists with public provision in all
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four countries, and over the years occupational benefits have sweadily
grown. All countries have experienced a proliferation of benefits in kind.
such as the uwse of a company car or equipment, partially or wholly sub-
sidized meals. accommodations. recreation facilities, discounts, transport
subsidies, services provided by company doctors, ete. The profusion and
growth of these benefits should cause us to be wary of the idea that a
simple inverse relationship exists between state provision and occupational
welfare.

Of our four welfare states. two = the Netherlands and Sweden - are
frequently classified as prime examples of ‘'neo-carporatism’ or “democratic
corporatism’ {Wilensky 1976, 1982; Schmitter 1951; Cameron 1984; Kat-
zenstein 1985; Cawson 1986). This categorization rests on the degree to
which the organizations of emplovees and emplovers are represented in
the broad process of policy formulation and implementation. But what role
do these organizations play in the provision and administration of social
benefits? That is. what is the extent of corporatist welfare in these two
countries? Despite shared associations with neo-corporatism. the patterns
of corporatist welfare in the two countries diverge drastically, with state
institutions generally plaving a dominant role in Sweden. At first glance,
this may seem highly paradoxical in view of the much greater strength of
union organizations in Sweden compared to the Netherlands,

In the Netherlands corporatist weltfare arrangements are found in the
arcas of occupational pension schemes, the administration of basic
pensions. unemployment and sickness insurance, and family allowances.
These bencetits have been administered by one of two sets of corporatist
hierarchies of orgamizations comprised of emplover and emplovee rep-
resentatives: (1) the Labour Councils (Raden pan Arbeid). organized on a
regional basis. are responsible for basic pensions and family allowances:
and (2) the Industrial Insurance Boards (Bedriffsecreningenen), organized
according to branches of industry. deal with sickness, disability and unem-
plovment benefits and the recently introduced supplementary benefit, At
the apex of both hierarchies is the Social Insurance Council, in which the
state. emplovers and emplovees are represented.”

The involvement of Swedish unions and emplovers” organizations in the
administration of social benefits is dwarfed in comparison 1o the Dutch
casc. Instead, public burcaucracies admimister social benefits, The major
exception s unemployvment insurance benefits, However. unemployvment
insurance is organized solely by the unions and heavily subsidized by the
state — and does not qualify as a corporatist arrangement defined as
bodies with joint representation of emplovers and emplovees. Corporatist
structures and arrangements are essentiallv more important in other policy
areas such as employment and labour market policy, industrial policy,
labour legislation and the policy process more generally,
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Turning to alrrwistic welfare and the role of voluntary agencies and non-
profit organizations, we find that they are generally more active in the
prowvision of services compared to benefits. However, in the Netherlands
medical benefits, under the Health Insurance Act, are administered by
health insurance funds. which are non-profit organizations. In addition,
Dutch non-profit organizations play a vital role in housing.

With respect to services, the UK and Sweden are similar in the marginal
role of private provision in education and the health services. In both
countries private provision covers 10 percent or less of the relevant popu-
lation in these two fields (for the UK sec Parry 1986, 162).7 In Sweden this
pattern applies to a wider variety of services, such as employment services
and training programmes. day care and other social services. The two
countries are also similar in the extent to which state institutions are
responsible for the administration and delivery of services. They differ,
however, with respect to the role of local authorities. In contrast o the
muore centralized pattern in Britain, both local and regional government
in Sweden have an independent power of taxation and these levels of
government are active in providing public assistance. health care,
cducation. social services and housing.

The Netherlands and the US represent the other end of the scale but
also completely differemt variamts. In both countries state provision in
cducation and health 15 not as extensive, although the state plays a sub-
stantial role in funding. In fact, the Netherlands represents nearly a mirror
image of Sweden and Britain inasmuch as only about 10 percent of all
health, education and social-welfare services are provided directly by local
or regional government (Kramer 1981, 19, Cf. James 1987, 399). Instead
cducation and health services, social services, day care ete. are largely
organized on o denominational basis reflecting the religious divisions or
pillarization of Dutch society. More specifically, organizations often orig-
inally located in one of the pillars have been major providers of education,
health care. housing and social services. Collectively, these organizations
are referred to as “particufier inivaief”, which is generally translated as
‘private enterprise’ {Brenton 1982, 61), In certain respects, “private enter-
prise” s o misnomer. A cardinal feature of the organizations is that they
are non-profit organizations. Further, although their legal status is private,
b virtue of heavy funding from the state and their tasks as providers of
legislated benehits and services. they de facto assume quasi-public status.

In the US. market solutions figure more prominently in the provision of
services — cducation, health, employment. day care and personal social
services. Voluntary agencies have traditionally and are stll involved in
running personal social services (see Magill 1989), but since the 19605 the
practice of purchasing services has accelerated, increasing the element of
public funding. In addition, because of the leeway provided by limits of
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state action, the voluntary element is strong and the ethnic and religious
mosaic of US society is in part projected on to the delivery of services.

In sum. looking at this dimension of variation across the four countries,
the role of private organizations stands out in the Dutch and US cases.
In the Netherlands we encounter an intricate pattern of cross-cutting
segmentation in the provision of benefits and services with state adminis-
tration confined mainly 10 programmes of social assistance. Corporatist
structures are heavily involved in the provision of cash benefits, while
denominational and non-profit organizations with a strong element of
voluntary work are active in services.” Simultaneously. state legislation
applving to a wide range of benefits and certain services ensures coverage
of most of the population, uniformity in benefits and a supervisory frame-
work. In this wav, private organizations are integrated into the public
provision of welfare. By contrast, the role of private organizations in
providing benefits and services in the US is more autonomous and sup-
plemental to state provision, and i many instances it 15 the only form of
benetits and services., Nor is the profit-making capacity of private organ-
izations shunned.

ldveology of Stae Iitervention and Distribution Based on Needs

The philosophy and values underlving the weltare state torm a crucial
dimension of variation, In fact, some authors (e.g. Furniss & Tilton 1977
Ashford 1956) argue that values constitute one of the most decisive dis-
tinctions among welfare states, This dimension. as formulated in Table 1.
focuses on conceptions of the state and principles of distribution.

In the US several factors = the lack of a feudal past and a centralized
state encompassing the Church and Crown, a revolutionary break with
Britain, the enthusiastic and enduring embrace of liberalism. and the settler
cxperience — created a unigue environment with respect to the formation
of the state and wtitudes wwards the state. These influences worked to
produce a fragmented state structure and the prevailing conception that
the proper sphere of state action is of a limited nature and individuals are
primanly responsible for their own welfare.

In the Netherlands social doctrines embedded in Catholicism and Prot-
estantism have shaped conceptions of the legimate purview of the state.
Moare speaifically, Catholcs have enshrined the ponaple of “subsidiariny”,
essentially o hierarchical principle of interventon where the state intercedes
only when smaller and lower bodies have failed, while Protestants sub-
scnbed to the doctrine of “sphere sovereigniy’ which holds the sovereignty
of God owver the Gunily, state, Church and society, cach of which has its
own sphere of imfluence (Rramer W81, 202210 Rocbroek 1989, 145, C1L
Therborn 1989, 206-208). These beliefs have tended o curb swate responsi-
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bility and elevated the role of church authorities and individual responsi-
tality. On the other hand, a hierarchical view of authority has placed the
state above cdhvisional interests and the state has been envisioned as a higher
agent in harmonizing the conflicting interests of groups with the aim of
maintaining their autonomy {c¢f. Wilensky 1982, 353). This formula has
been applied to the religious communities themselves and to major aspects
of the provision of welfare.

British notions of state responsibility in welfare provision have been
broader than those in the US and the Netherlands. More generally, the
state has been viewed as a vehicle for combating social evils and providing a
minimum standard of life for all. Nevertheless. major currents of economic
liberalism have set important limits on state intervention in terms of proper
forms of action in at least two decisive ways. First, although liberal dictates
on the separation of state and the economy have been eroded through its
state intervention, they prevail to the extent that intervention is confined
to compensating for market deficiencies rather than modifying or abolishing
them (cf. Ruggie 1984, Chapter 1). Second, economie liberalism prevails
in the concern attached to individual incentives in the provision of social
benefits.

Three aspects of Swedish conceptions of the state have facilitated the
expansion of state responsibility in welfare provision. The first is basically
an instrumentalist view — that is, that the state is an instrument for achieving
collective purposes and the common good. The second is a2 communitarian
notion of the state. Solidarity has infused views of the state, and in social-
democratic thought, as distinct from liberal thinking, the ideas of the state
and society have been intertwined (Tingsten 1973, 345). Simultancously
universalist social policies have tended to nurture these images of the state,
since these benefits and services are available to everyone. The third aspect,
shaped by a spirit of social trust, is that the state is less perceived as an
instrument of repression than in many other societies (cf. Allardt 1986;
Kuhnle & Selle 1989).

The strength of an ideology of distribution based on needs also varies in
the four countries. In the US such an ideology has been overshadowed by
a creed stressing that rewards should be allocated on the basis of individual
initiative and achievement. However, alleviation of misery and need,
along with social protection, have been motivating forces behind welfare
legislation. In Britain and the Netherlands distribution based on needs has
been inextricably related o provision of a minimum standard. Typical for
Britain, however, is that the discussion of basic necds has been heavily
influenced by studies on poverty., Equally important, the doctrine of “less
eligibility’ = the principle that the resources of recipients of welfare should
be less than the lowest income of the working poor = has coloured the
British definition of an adequate standard. These two influences have
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resulted in a narrow conception of basic needs and an emphasis on a bare
minimum. This emphasis reflects a concern that social benefits might
corrode individual incentives and disrupt the smooth functioning of the
market. By contrast, the Dutch define a socially adequate standard in
more generous terms. Religious humanitarnian values have stressed the
ehimination of human misery as a prerequisite for living a Christian life;
poverty has been viewed as robbing persons of their fundamental human
dignity and preventing the needy from being able to live according o the
laws of God {cf. Roebroek 1989, 148). Nor has the conception of needs
been limited to matenal needs, These views have undermined market
considerations and. unlike Britain. have brought the social minimum in
line with the minimum wage (cf. Therborn 195%, 212-213). In Sweden the
fulfilment of basic needs has been increasingly viewed as a right of citizen-
ship. This bnkage with citizenship has also broadened the definion of
basic necds inasmuch as citizenship consists not only of participation in
politics but also the sharing of social goods,” Notions of an adeguate
mimimum have been successtully upgraded. and in the 1930s the idea of an
equal standard throughout one’s lifetime or a guaranteed standard replaced
the minimum standard conceived as a safety net. Furthermore, distribution
based on needs has been fused with an ideology of equality which underlies
not only equal opportunities but equality in outcomes.,

To conclude, although conceptions of the state and distribution based on
needs are crucial variations, a fundamental 1ssue s whether the ideological
dimensions suggested by the contrasting ideal models based on the residual-
comprehensive distinction are sufficient to capture the important ideological
ditferences between the welfare states considered here. In contrast with
the previous dimension which was excessively broad, this dimension
appears oo parrow for explorning the relevant varations between welfare
states. '

In summary, this comparison using the dimensions in Table 1 discloses
substantial variations in the role of the state in welfare provision, the
coverage of the population, the range of statutory provision of benetits and
serviges, the level of bencfits. dominant tvpe of programme. and the
miature of funding. the role of private organizations and the idenlogical
underpinnings of welfare provision. However, it is extremely difficult and
hardly meaningful to classify the four welfare states in terms of the residual-
mstitutional distinction, True. in twerms of the contrasting tvpes, the US
cames closest o approximating the residual model - and Sweden the
institutional model. Nevertheless, both countries deviate m important ways
from the defining charactenisties of cach of the models. Furthermore,
Britain and especially the Netherlands are difticult 1o accommodiate within
this scheme. Instead the four countries represent hvbrids uniguely com-
bining various attributes of each dimension. By wav of conclusion. it is
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fruitful to sum up the principal variations of the four welfare states, thereby
delineating the distinctive features of each.

The United States: The Minimal Welfare Sare

Both a residual and an institutional conception of social welfare co-exist
uneasily in the US, resulting in a two-tier system of public provision of
welfare. Contributory social security programmes form one tier, and these
programmes enjoy overwhelming public support. During the past decades
the resources allocated to them have steadily grown from roughly 35 pereent
of social expenditures in 1960 1o around 50 percent in 1985 (Sratistical
Abstract 1988, 334). The second tier consists of non-contributory pro-
grammes directed to the poor - or more precisely categonies of the poor -
on a means-test basis. Expenditures for these programmes have also grown,
but the increase is relatively modest compared to that in the case of social-
security benefits. Nor are these targeted programmes widely supported by
the public,

A basic feature of the minimal welfare state is the lack of a fully developed
svstem of social protection. Underpinning the hmited nature of the welfare
state is a philosophy of economic individualism, self-help and a preference
for market solutions involving a minimum of state intervention. As we
have scen, US social legislation is characterized by major gaps, especially
in the areas of sickness insurance, health insurance, family policy, public
housing and social services. In all these arcas, market solutions. frag-
mentation, diversity and incomplete coverage prevail, Diversity and frag-
mentation are reinforced by federal institutions. a heavy reliance on
voluntary agencies, sometimes of a religious or ethnic complexion, and the
large role of occupational welfare (cf. Glazer 1986). Also in the area of
public assistance, the US lacks a legislated statutory provision which applies
to the entire population, Instead nationally legislated programmes provide
assistance to vulnerable groups: the elderly, the blind, the disabled and
families {usually women) with dependent children. The distinction between
the “deserving’ and the *undeserving poor’ survives as a cornerstone of the
minimal welfare state.

The Netherlands: The Segmemted Welfare State Based on Transfers

Social policy in the Netherlands is characterized by a high degree of
segmentation with respect to both benefits and services. Benefits are
attiached not merely o labour market status but to occupation, sector of
employment and even place of work. Furthermore, in contrast to the other
countries. a complex network of corporatist bodies representing employees
and emplovers = and at the apex including also government rep-
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resentatives — is responsible for the administration of most benefits. The
segmented nature of the Dutch welfare state is also reflected in the fact
that services such as education, health and personal services are mainly
organized and run on a confessional basis.

An outstanding feature of the Dutch welfare state is the extent to which
benefits consist of transfer payments (26 percent of GDP in 1983). The bulk
of these benefits are based on contributions. and the insurance principle is
widely applied. It is also striking that transters represent a high level of
spending in terms of borh social insurance benefits and welfare grants (the
latter was 6 percent of GDP in 1987) (OECD 1989, 39—41). This paradox
probably reflects two circumstances: first. the lack of benefits not attached
to one’s job and to past contributions and, second, the Dutch emphasis on
an adequate minimum standard for the entire population. In the Nether-
lands the social minimum has been defined as equivalent to the net minimum
wage, and in the early 1980 the minimum wage was much closer (roughly
75 percent) to the average wage than in most countries (OECD 1989; 68—
70). This fairly ambitious definition of a social minimum. linked to the
minimum wage, also constitutes a distinctive feature of the Dutch welfare
state (cf. van Amelsvoort 1954).

Britain: The Guaranreed Uniform Minimum Welfare Stae

The scope of the British welfare state has been ambitious in terms of its
uniform state programme of cash benefits and its breadth of services in
kind in health. education. personal social services and housing. It is less
ambitious with respect 1o the level of provided benefits. and this is largely
because of the principle of a unitorm national minieen. This principle has
also heen manifested in flat-rate benefits, which have been one of the
hallmarks of the British welfare state. Compared to the other welfare
states, carmings-related benefits have occupied a umguely modest position
in British income-maintenance programmes.’' Moreover. uniformity in
benefits refers not only to equal benefits but also to roughly the same level
of benefits regardless of tvpe (Rainwater et al. 1986, 160). In the early
1Y50s, for example, most cash benefits for a marmed couple ranged between
slightly less than 30 percent and 40 percent of the average carnings of
industrial male workers (Parry 1986, 188). In large measure, this particular
pattern of benefits has reflected an underlving aim of the British welfare
state: W guarantee a minimum standard and social protection for the
working population. Unfortunately, benefit levels were so low that they
were only modestly above the poverty hine, which is conventionally detined
as an income beneath the threshold for social assistance. e, 33 percent of
average carnings for a married coupled in 1980 (Parry 1986, 185189 1987,
372). Lastly, the goals of a minimum standard and social protection for
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workers have also shaped the provision of personal services and housing
in that they tend to be targeted to low-income groups and the socially
deprived (Ruggie 1984, 199-210; Heidenheimer et al. 1983, 92-93).

Sweden: The Comprehensive Welfare Stare

Among the typical features of the Swedish welfarc state is its comprehensive
nature with regard to the range of publicly provided benefits and services,
the coverage of the population and the high levels of benefits (Heckscher
1984, 79-80: Furniss & Tilton 1977, Chapter 6; Allarde 1986, esp. 114).
One effect of this comprehensive scope has been to diminish the impact of
market forces on distribution, which results in less dependency upon one's
market position and a decommodification of wants and needs (Esping-
Andersen & Korpi 1987, 40-41). Instead medical services, education at all
levels, dav care, family services and transportation have largely assumed
the character of public goods (Siim 1957, 3), providing a new dimension to
the welfare state as a “social service state’. Furthermore, to a greater extent
than the other welfare states considered here, there is a strong emphasis
on universalism, with entitlement to benelits and services based on the idea
of social ciizenship (Elmér 1975, 252-258; Esping-Andersen & Korpi
1957). The funding of benefits also reflects the idea of social citizenship
rather than the insurance principle. Taxation constitutes the main source
of revenues and contributions by the insured, and fees are minimal. A final
distinction is related to a commitment to equality and solidarity as social-
policy goals (Esping-Andersen & Korpi 1987). What is distinctive is that
the commitment to equality is not limited to equal opportunities but extends
to equality of result.'” Solidarity is manifested in inclusive policies as a
means of integrating the entire population {(cf. Davidson 1989).

An Assessment of the Strengths and Limitations of
the Residual and Institutional Models

One major strength of model building based on the residual-institutional
distinction has been to set forth a number of crucial distinctions in a
systematic fashion. Yet, as far as 1 know, compansons of welfare states
have failed to make the most of this asset by utilizing as extensive a battery
of variables as in the preceding discussion. An application of the dimensions
of the models yields a number of insights, and it has allowed us to map out
the similarities and differences between our four welfare states as well as
to pinpoint their distinctive aspects.

Contrary to much of the literature which emphasizes common trends and
convergence in the development of welfare states, diversity emerges from
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this comparison. Nor is there a coherent pattern in the interrelationships
between dimensions, conforming to the logic of the ideal types. This is
clearly demonstrated by the welfare states of the Netherlands and the UK.
On the one hand. the Netherlands represents a “weak’ state where, under
the banner of “particulier initiarief”, a great deal of responsibility for benefits
and services has been entrusted to non-profit organizations, often of a
confessional nature, and labour market “partners’. In Britain state responsi-
bility has been and is greater by virtue of unified state programmes, public
taxation comprising a larger component of funding. and state provision and
administration of benefits and services, On the other hand. state effort in
the UK is less than the Netherlands in terms of social spending and levels
of benefits.

Indirectly an important issue raiscd here concerns corporatism and the
wellare state. The multiple meanings of corporatism and their application
to a vanety of dissimilar contexts have tended to create more contusion
than clanty, In an effort to overcome the confusion. corporatist theories
have proposed a number of distinctions. Yerv briefly. they have dis-
tinguished between types of corporatism (societal versus state), variants of
tvpes (liberal and social) and levels of corporatism (macro, meso and micro)
(cf. Schmitter 1974; Katzenstein 1985; Cawson 19586). In the arca of welfare
state theory and social policy, however. few distinctions or an inventory of
uses have been made, and definitional disarray prevails. The differences
between the cases of Sweden and the Netherlands indicate the necessity of
clanfving the discussion of corporatism and the welfare state. This s
underlined by Sweden with its statst stance and the Netherlands with s
social partners” approach which stand out as opposites in the extent to
which the organizations of employees and emplovers are involved in the
provision and administration of benetits (¢f. Therborn 19849),

Despite the usefulness of applyving the dimensions of the residual and
institutional models for descriptive purposes inorder to establish similarities
and differences between specific countries. the models are lawed in several
fundamental ways. First, as we have seen. the models are unsatisfactory as
a classificatory scheme. No welfare state in the real world exhibits all the
defining properties of the models but is instead a combination. Further,
highly different welfare states such as Britain (Mishra 1977, 91-92) and
Sweden (Esping-Andersen & Korpi 1987) have been classified as being of
the institutional type. An obvious problem is the overly simplistic nature
of the scheme with only two alternative tvpes, As the preceding comparison
demonstrated, it makes little sense 1o try 10 subsume the diversity of the
four welfure states by classifving them as one of these two types.

Acsecond shortcoming is that ideal type models are essentially static. but
welfare states are dynamic and policies are continuously changing. A
developmental perspective has cropped up in the discussion of the two
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models in that welfare states are viewed as generally moving from a residual
to an institutional type. From this perspective, the theoretically interesting
issue is the dynamics of the process or how welfare states have been
institutionalized — not that they are institutional, which the models might
help to establish. Furthermore, the rudimentary developmental perspective
contained in this reasoning 15 unilinear and scarcely admits to a reversal in
trends, '

A third limitation is that although the models may be useful for
descriptive purposes, they provide virtually no guidance in formulating
explanations. The crux of the matter is that the dimensions consist of
attributes = or are conceptualized as attributes — and not as determinants and
outcomes respectively. As a series of characteristics, the models compound
what is 1o be explained and possible explanations.

A fourth difficulty inherent in a scheme based on polar ideal types is that
it limits the framework of analysis to two categorics conceived as opposites.
This problem has been especially acute in four key areas, which deserve
further comment. A major weakness of the scheme, which became apparent
In attempting to establish the dominant type of programme in each of the
four countries, is related to reducing programmes and policies to dual
categories of selective versus universal. A more conventional, and arguably
more useful, categorization is the threefold division of programmes into
(1) means-tested. (2) umiversal and (3) carmings-related. ' As has been
cogently observed, the residual and institubional models are associated with
means-tested and universal programmes respectively and easily neglect
contributory. earnings-related programmes which are probably the most
widespread type of programme in many capitalist democracics. Even
countries which are categorized as institutional welfare states have sub-
stantial earpings-related programmes (Marklund & Svallfors 1987, 13-19).
Iromcally, however, these critics of the residual-institutional dichotomy
fall victim to the same error when the advance their own model of dual
welfare. In their scheme, means-tested and universal benefits are combined
into a single category which fails to recognize the major differences between
the two. In short, models which reduce programmes or benefits to dual
categories are both inadequate and misleading.

The same difficulty also surfaces in the discussion of the funding of social
policy which is restricted to dual categories: contributions and fees vs.
taxation. On the basis of an analysis using the categories, Sweden and the
UK are similar in a heavy reliance on taxation, but Sweden does not neatly
fit into these two categories. Funding in Sweden represents an interesting
and perhaps unique variant which becomes apparent when the sources of
funding are included in the analysis. Despite the fact that the social
insurance schemes of the other countries are based on joint contributions
by insurcd persons and employers, Swedish employers foot a larger share
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of the bill for social spending. The logic of the models tends to obscure this
possibility. Nor do the models include other crucial aspects of funding.
such as the form of contributions — flat-rate or a proportion of earnings -
or types of taxation.

Similarly, the ideological dimension of the residual and institutional
models is inadequately developed. (It is not even included in Korpi's first
version (1980).) In Mishras discussion (1977). focus 15 on two facets of
ideology: state intervention and distribution based on needs. Because of
the strictures provided by polar ideal tyvpes. examination concerns the
degree of their presence and not the importance of other values or
principles. Surelv, the analysis of ideas, ideologies and principles as a
welfare state variation in its own right and a determinant of other variations
requires fuller development.

A final area where dualistic categories are deficient concerns the dimen-
sion of the role of private organizations in welfare provision. As we have
seen, their role is relatively more prominent in both the US and the
Netherlands vet their roles are very different and the degree and pattern
of interaction with the state are dissimilar. They are so dissimilar that it is
misguided o put the two countries in the same bracket. Again the problem
15 that a simple dichotomy focuses exclusively on involvement versus non-
involvement of private organizations and assumes a state-private split. The
scheme fails 10 distinguish berween various kinds of private organizations
and the possibility of o state—private mix or a variety of mixes.

A ffth fundamental weakness of the residual-institutional models, at
least in Mishra's version, is that they build upon a single underlving
dimension: the exrenr of state responsibility in welfare provision. A closer
examination of the main features Mishra attributes o each ideal type
reveals that they stem from this basic trait (Mishra 1977, 90-91). In this
way his framework Targely overlooks other sorts of variations.

What types of variations are missing or are not explicitly included? |
would suggest that there are at least five areas which require more attention:
the form of intervention. other ‘sectors” of provision. the bases of
entitlement, purposes or rationale of intervention. and strategies of redis-
tribution and their effects. Furthermore, these variations ought o be
divorced from the dichotomous thinking inherent in polar ideal tvpes.

The extent or scope of state intervention must be complemented by
considering the nature or form of intervention. Such a consideration has
not been totally missing in all models of welfare states. Korpi's version of
the models (19807 hints at this sort of variation by including emplovment
policy and programmes which eliminate need as defining features of the
institutional model. and other authors have made the form of intervention
the crucial variation underlving their models (Furniss & Tilton 1977; Rugeic
1954). However, much of the current dissatistaction with welfare state
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theory centres on the fact that the role of the state has not been sufficiently
differentiated and calls tor explicitly dehming the vaneties of tasks involved
in the state’s role in welfare provision.

Similarly, little attention has been given to the distinction between
benefits as cash transfers and benefits in kind in the form of services. In
fact, in Mishra's models the two are unsatisfactorily combined as a single
dimension of variation, However, as we have seen in the cases of the
Metherlands and Sweden, welfare states can differ greatly in terms of either
transfers or services. Furthermore, as again strikingly demonstrated by the
Metherlands, divergent principles and organization can co-exist in the
provision of cash benefits and services respectively.

Since the focus of the models has been on the extent of state responsibility
in welfare provision, they are poorly equipped to deal with other welfare
providers or “sectors’ of provision. Recent discussions of ‘the welfare mix’
looking at the household, market, state and informal economy { Rose 1986,
14-17). the public—private interplay (Rein & Rainwater 1985) and sectors
of provision (e.g. Johnson 1987, 1989) grapple with this inadequacy. In
comparison @ the residual and institutional models, these frameworks
represent an advance by abandoning a dichotomous paradigm and seem
more amenable 1o an analysis of interaction,

In their current versions, the models do not explicitly make the basis of
entitlement a variation. Furthermore, the analytical construct of polar
contrasting types implies only two bases of entitlerment which is neither
realistic nor fruitful. More commonly, the discussion on entitlement has
instead tended 1o focus on three broad categones = needs, contnibutions
and rights {e.g. Rainwater et al. 1986, 126~132), but this categorization
fails to capture all varieties of entitlement {Sainsbury 1989, Cf. Barry 198Y9).
In addition these three categories of entitlement have been linked to specific
types of programmes, which has had the unfortunate effect of swltifying
the conceptions of needs and rights. For example, too frequently needs
have been associated with means-tested programmes in policy analysis,

A consideration of the purposes and rationale of social policies offers
one possibility in broadening the examination of ideas and values in shaping
the welfare state. This may interject the problem of intention into the
analysis. but purposes and rationales of intervention or non-intervention
and of policies constitute one yardstick in evaluating policy outcomes and
the impact of specihic weltare states.

Finally, by concentrating on attributes the models only indirectly confront
the issue of effects, impact and policy outcomes. One area central to welfare
state theory is missing — and that is the strategies of redistribution and their
effects. [t is imperative to incorporate redistribution into the analysis but
at the same time avoid the limitations of a framework based on polar
opposites, A crucial distinction, frequently made in the literature, is
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between horizontal redistribution. alternatively defined as redistribution
within classes or within the life-cvcle of individuals, and vertical distribution
from the betier off to the worst off or between classes or income groups.
Intuitively the residual model with selective measures targeted to the needy
may scem more conducive to vertical redistribution, and the mstitutional
model with universalist policies applving to the entire population would
secem to promote horizontal redistribution (cf. Hadenius 1987, 160-165;
Davidson 19589).

This line of reasoning entails two serious problems. In the first place, the
vertical-horizontal distinction may be mutually exclusive definitionally. but
it is not necessarily so empirically in terms of policy outcomes. Policy
measures leading to a horizontal redistribution may result in improvements
for the population as a whole, but the relative gains for disadvantaged
groups are far more important inasmuch as their situation is now much
better than originally (Smeeding et al. 1988, 111). In the second place, and
more importantly, as the previous comparison revealed. real welfare states
deviate substantially from the models. This simple fact would seem 1o
necessitate caution concerning the usefulness of an analvsis of redistribution
exclusively based on integrating the vertical-horizontal distinetion into the
residual and institutional models. In fact. the four countries exhibit guite
distinctive strategies of redistribution. and the effects of these strategies
also diverge.

Is 1t possible 1o adapt the models so as to include the five neglected
research concerns mentioned earlier? Obwiously, a major obstacle s a
framework based on opposites. Does the solution then lie in constructing
Wdeal type maodels which are not polar types - say. for example. in developing
Titmuss's three ideal types (ef. Kuhnle & Sclle 1959 Pettersen 1985)7
Probably not, There is no guarantee that a trichotomy is superior 1o a
dichotomy, and both varianms suffer from the same weaknesses: they limig
a priovi the number of categories of analysis and they assume co-occurrence
of certain defining propertics. One possible improvement 15 to retain and
expand the battery of fundamental variations laid down in the residual and
institutional models but to make these distnetions open-ended. This is one
of the main lessons of attempting o apply the dimensions empirically o
real welfare states.
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Anmnex: Components of social expenditure in Table 2.
The components of the various categories of social expenditure are the following:

Pensions

Health and
medical care
Swekness benefins
Unemplayment/

emplayment
policy

Social assistance

Family policy

Education

Howsing

Total social
spending

Expenditures on old age, early retirement, disability and survivors
bencfits and services for the elderly. In contrast to OECD estimates of
social expenditure, the category also includes public employees®
pensions.

Expenditure on hospitals and clinics, medical, dental and paramedical
practitioners, public health, medical equipment, drugs and medicine,
and other health-related products, rescarch and development.

Expendilure on temporary sickness benefits or injury benefis.

Expenditure on unemplovment insurance and assistance benefits 1o
compensate for loss of income due to unemployment. Also includes
expenditure on cmplayment services, training programmes, labour
mobility allowances, sheltened employment schemes, cic,

Expenditure on major means-iested programmes, excluding
unemployment dssislanos,

Cash benefits such as family allowance, maternity or parental benefits,
and onc-parent benefits. Also includes benefits in kind such as schoal
meals and public day care.

Current expenditure for educational system and related services plus
student financial support,

Expenditure on housing subsidies and remt allowanees but ot tax
expenditures.

The total of the eight categorics histed above,

NOTES

This article is & revised version of a paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Swedish Political Science Assaciation, Umed, 2-3 October 1939, [ would like 1o thank
Elias Berg. Mats Dahlkvist, Lennart 1. Lundgvist, the journal’s referces. and especially
Axel Hadenius for their valuable comments.,

l. The original formulation of the distinction emphasized that the residual conception
assumes that the family and market are the "natural’ channels of welfare, and that
only when there is a malfunctioning in these channels should one rely on public welfare
structures; and reliance should be of an emergency and temporary nature. By contrasi,
the institutional conception sees public welfare structures as an integral part of socicy
providing an arganized system of secial services on a regular and legiimane basis (o
aid individuals and groups to attain smisiving standards of life and health {(Wilensky
& Lebeaux 1958, 138-140),

2 Furniss and Tilton do not regard the first model as representing a bona fide welfare
state, since i docs not mect their defining characteristic of a welfare state, i.e. the
establishment of surrogate forms of poverly for all those without an adegquate basis
[or security and scll-development.
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1.

At the same time one must be aware of two drawbacks with this indicatar, First,
differences in demaographic composition of populations {the proportion of elderly or
children) cam affect the size of spending “automatically”. Second. social spending as a
percentage of GDP can be misleading a5 an indicator of welfare commitment over
time. In this instance, differences in the growth of the GDP are not taken into account,
For example. from the 1970s o the carly 1980s social expenditures as @ percentage of
GDF increased rapidly in Sweden and Denmark. while the increase in Norway was
sluggish, vet real growth in social expenditures in Norway was greater than in Sweden
or Denmark (Johansen 1986).

It needs (o be stressed that these variants by no means cover the range of possible
variations,

In cross-national comparisons of density of union membership Sweden generally ranks
at the top. whereas the Metherlands is at the lower end of the scale. In the -:-nh 198
berween 80 and 85 percent of Swedish emplovees were arganized in unions, but in the
Netherlands the figure was only around 30 percent (Wallerstein 1989, 482, Cf. Korpi
1983, 317 and had fallen to about 30 percent toward the end of the decade {Srarisrical
Yearbaok of the Netherlands 1988, 144},

A rearganization reform transformoed the Labour Councils into regional offices of the
Social Insurance Bank in 1988, The corporanst nature of the councils was retained
the representative composition of the regional offices at the same [me as 11 was
modified. The board of the offices consists of representatives of employvecs, emplovers
and government appointed representatives with preference given 1o women’s and
pensioners’ organizations (Social Security in the Netherlands 1990, Chapter 2).
Despite Thatcherism and increasing pravatization in Brtain, inroads in education and
health services have been fairly modest (see Parey 1959, 13, 24=25, Cf Papadakis &
Taxlor-Gooby 1987).

Adthough the voluntary element has declined over the vears, it is sull quite pervasive
in services, such as home helps, social work and day care (Smeisical Yeartook of fe
Necherlands 1954, 02-3603),

For one of the clearest statements on cilizenship as participation in politics and the
sharing of social poods see Nils Karleby's discussion on the “problem of taking part’
(Karleby 1926, 87-102),

In fact. in applyving tes dimension, | have found it necessary to be more inclusive by,
first. lookmg bevond conceptions of stale prerogatives per se wward angential sets
of ideas and principles, such o individvalism. economic hiberalsm. equality and
security, which indirectly promaste or censtron state achon. Secondlyv, a discussion of
distribution based on needs requires an cxamination of the breadth or scope of needs
(ef. Esping-Andersen & Korpi 19587, 41) and conflicting ponciples of distribution.
Earnmngs-related supplements { ERS) were available in the case of unemplovment and
sickness benefits, and widows™ pensions from 96 to 1982, and a state superannuation
scheme (SERPS) providing carmings-related benefits 1w sepplement the lacerate pen-
sion was being phased in. However. Iugiilmi.m‘: in the mud- 1950 has tnwum;_c-.l
contracing om of SERPS and hoas assigned |'|r|u:1n'l'¢. o privale occupsationl pensions
and personisl pe nsions bosed on insursnce premioms.

This emphasis is reflected for -.E.melu: in o contineows monitoring of inegualities in
Swedish society, even published in English (of. Soceal Report on Ine guealiy in Swedden
1981: Teegrralioe in Swederr [YSER).

For a recent effort 1o utilize the institmional and residual models i the snalvsis of
wellare state retrenchment, however, see Pierson 1990,

Although this classification is an mmprovement wpon one based on o dichatomy, it is
aol enbirely satsfactory. One problem s the ambiguiics surrounding wmversalism
(see dmnshury 1988).
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