Chapter 1: Project III ‘Shifting Paradigms of Social Justice’

Introduction
European welfare states face severe pressures from globalisation, changing labour markets with high unemployment, demographic change, migration and shifts in social structure. The banking crisis and profound recession impose further challenges of extra demands on government resources, shrinking tax revenues and mass unemployment. Under these conditions the traditional ambitions and objectives of welfare state intervention need readjustment. The project deals with attitudes towards normative principles of state welfare. Popular understanding of social justice contributes to the stability and resilience of the welfare state by defining acceptable policy directions. Two factors are important: First, the existing societal contract of the distribution of burdens and benefits becomes increasingly contested and public opinion in this field is changing. Second, movement towards a new European welfare settlement requires conceptions of social justice that differ from those that underpinned previous settlements. The need to develop such a settlement is particularly urgent in the present context.
The project started from the hypothesis that the long term goals of welfare state intervention have moved up the agenda. Increasingly future-oriented criteria such as the enhancement of human and social capital, the impact of welfare on work incentives and individual conceptions of responsibility and the management of an increasingly diverse population are important in policy-making (Esping-Andersen et al, 2002). A number of questions were addressed: What conceptions of social justice correspond to the traditional welfare state models in Germany and the UK? How have they changed in recent years and to what extent do attitudes to social justice correspond to these changes? How are the new key themes in welfare reform viewed and discussed by the ordinary citizen?
The project has made use of different sources, such as survey data and focus group interviews. Useful sources have been the British Social Attitudes Survey (BSA) for the UK as well as a survey conducted in Germany reproducing items from the BSA. In addition, data from the European Social Survey (ESS) and from the World Values Survey (WVS) is used for quantitative analysis of attitudes in both countries, allowing us to analyse the development of attitudes over time. The national and international surveys were conducted by established organizations using stratified random samples. The data produced is of high quality.
For in-depth investigation of public social attitudes interview material from qualitative focus groups is used. In each country interviews (8 in the UK, 6 in Germany) were conducted in two large cities. The groups were separated by age and occupational status of the participants: Half the groups with respondents aged 20-45, the other half with people aged 46 and over. The second sampling criterion was social status based on the participants’ occupation. Half the groups consisted of respondents with routine occupations and the other half of people with non-routine occupations.

1.1 The shifting role of public and private welfare provision – attitudes and policies
The European Union plans to become the most competitive and knowledge-based economy in the world. Recently it re-stated this objective and argued that it was even more relevant in an increasingly competitive and globalised world (EU 2008). New concepts of social justice emphasising responsibility, activation and the enhancement of human and social capital have moved up the agenda. However, marked differences between national welfare arrangements remain. The slowly-changing Bismarckian social insurance settlement in Germany and the Beveridgean settlement, developing more rapidly on Third Way line, in the UK, lie at opposite ends of the spectrum of European welfare states. However, both countries, Britain and Germany, have introduced reforms in order to enhance the sustainability and adaptability of their welfare systems. In Germany labour market reforms have been introduced which weaken the status maintenance function of unemployment compensation and emphasize activation. In the area of pensions, the income replacement rate has been reduced and the retirement age was moved from 65 to 67. In the area of health, cost-containment measures were introduced and members of the statutory health insurance have to pay a greater share for medical treatments and medication out of their own pocket. In the UK a series of reforms under the 1979 to 1997 Conservative government weakened benefit rights, cut replacement rates and finally abolished entitlement to insurance based unemployment benefit. The 1997 onward New Labour government retained the main features of these reforms, but also strengthened in work benefits and support (Tax Credit and Minimum Wage) in order to Make Work Pay and provided enhanced encouragement for claimers to move into paid employment. Current proposals strengthen the work first logic and are summed up by the Minister: ‘These reforms offer a vision of a fairer welfare system where truly no one is written off, where nearly everyone is preparing or looking for work, where everyone is treated as an individual and gets the support they need’ (DWP, 2008, 8).
In the light of these reforms our research focussed on perceptions of the role of the government, private responsibilities and notions of social justice with regard to equality of opportunity and social inequalities. The data revealed stronger support for state interventions such as income redistribution in Germany than in the UK. However, a slight shift in attitudes is observable in both countries. British citizens have become less likely to express concerns about poverty and inequality; in Germany the awareness of inequality decreased since the late 1990s. The acceptance of private contributions and adopting greater individual responsibility for social protection are issues which seem to become more popular. These outcomes could be taken as indicators for changing social attitudes due to certain policy shifts and the welfare state reforms both countries have undergone in the recent past.
Let us now take a look at comparative survey data to find out whether these findings actually hold and whether attitudes to social justice change as a consequence of welfare reforms. Table 1 shows recent data for both countries, from British Social Attitudes Survey for the UK and from our own Attitudes to Welfare survey
, which used questions from BSA, for Germany. 
Table 1: Attitudes to Welfare (agreement in %)
	
	Germany
	United Kingdom

	
	
	

	Income differences in Germany/UK too large?

	81
	76

	Government should reduce income differences

	58
	63

	Government should spend more on the poor

	38
	36

	
	
	

	Right that people with higher incomes:-
	
	

	
	
	

	are allowed to buy better health
	18
	48(2004)

	not right

	75
	24

	are allowed to buy better education for their children
	12
	50 (2004)

	not right
	79
	24

	
	
	


Note: Data is for 2006 in the UK and 2007 in Germany except were otherwise stated.
Despite the differences in welfare regime, people in the two countries share remarkably similar attitudes to the problems of inequality and poverty and of the desirability of government action to address them, and to the importance of equal treatment and opportunities. Large majorities see inequality as an issue, smaller majorities think government should address it and even smaller (but still substantial) groups want government to redistribute to the poor. In these areas citizens in corporatist-conservative Germany do not seem to follow the principle of maintaining existing status orders, while the market-centred UK seems supportive of interventions directed at moderating market outcomes. In other areas, attitudes correspond more closely to the theoretical regime model (see the lower part of table I). In Germany market freedoms that confer inappropriate advantages in the core areas of social provision are viewed with disapproval. In the UK they are regarded as perfectly acceptable. Whether these attitudes are now changing in the light of the recession and the greater awareness of inequalities in society is unclear.
With the use of qualitative date we can establish certain similarities in the two countries with regard to the discourse about fairness and social provision. In both countries there is a strong emphasis on equality of opportunity as a major objective and on contribution to society through work as central to individual citizenship obligations. The differences are in the way these ideas are understood. German participants make a much closer link between equal outcomes in the core areas of social provision and the reality of equal opportunities. Those in the UK tend to acknowledge social inequalities in life-chances and to regret them, but nevertheless to take a robust view that individuals should be able to overcome such obstacles if they are sufficiently determined.

Social contributions in Germany are much more likely to be understood within the logic of social insurance in terms of stable employment and paying contributions to the common fund. In the UK, the concern is with the extent to which the individual is taking responsibility for their own life, in just the same way that individual commitment is seen as able to contest inequalities and develop opportunities. Correspondingly, in Germany the assumption that government should take on the role of supporting the more vulnerable in access to employment is emphasized, while in the UK the role of government is much more to regulate welfare so as not to undermine the individual’s commitment to take responsibility for themselves. The stronger theme of individualism in the UK also emerges in ideas about the legitimacy of buying better services in the core areas of education and health care, which make a substantial difference to people’s opportunities in life. While the German participants, even middle-class people, tended to disapprove of this in the core areas of social provision, almost all participants in the UK endorsed the idea of market freedom. The more individual approach to success in the UK emerges strongly in more detailed analysis of the British Social Attitudes survey which shows clear commitment to market values in this country (Martin and Taylor-Gooby, 2008).
One approach to the contrast between different welfare regimes stresses the idea that the core elements in the regime-type should be directly reflected in the social values and attitudes of members of the various societies. Cross-national comparisons of qualitative work indicate that the main differences lie in discourse as well as in values. Both German and UK participants stress the theme of equality of opportunity. The differences lie in the assumptions about individual responsibility and about the role of government in securing social inclusion that lie behind equality of opportunity policies. In the UK, government may provide a roughly level playing field in basic services and individuals are then free to achieve unequal positions in society. Participants across all the focus groups support their right to do so. In Germany there is much more emphasis on ensuring equal access for weaker individuals and in restraining the advantages of the stronger. Conversely, in the UK, the obligation to contribute stems from the responsibility to support oneself when ever possible and not use social provision unless it is necessary, while in Germany it is more a matter of the way in which work and contribution include the individual within a common structure of social citizenship. 

Further work currently in progress uses the World Values Survey dataset and material from the World Bank Institute indicators of governance to investigate the relationship between welfare provision, welfare state reform and political legitimacy. This work shows that social spending relates positively to trust in government and to political stability. However, despite the rapid progress of reform during the past decade in both countries and the emergence of more individualist, competitive and incentive-based ideologies (most notably in the UK) in the assumptions underlying policy, there is very little indication of any corresponding shift in public attitudes. Political legitimacy, trust in government and political stability remain significantly linked to support for state interventionism and the pursuit of greater equality in life-chances in the traditional welfare state model. There is no switch to a more pro-active approach resting primarily on individual not collective responsibility as is promoted by modernisation programmes in welfare states. While national differences remain between countries that are members of liberal Anglo-Saxon, corporatist and social democratic regime types, the survey data does not show changes in patterns of support that correspond to the new common direction of welfare reform. 
1.2 Attitudes towards ethnic diversity and migration

Apart from research on general social attitudes the project also focused on attitudes towards migration and ethnic diversity. The evaluation of the presence of foreigners was a major subject of the project as this is directly linked to the question of the sustainability of the welfare state. The increasing diversity of societies is often seen as problematic because it is assumed that the willingness to show solidarity and to support the welfare state depend on whether social welfare provision is organized within a homogeneous community that is linked by a common culture, language, and origin, or whether it will also extend beyond the boundaries of this group (for a discussion see Banting and Kymlicka, 2006). Alesina and Glaeser (2004) demonstrate that there is a negative correlation between “racial fractionalization” and the level of social spending (see Taylor-Gooby 2005 for counter-arguments). The authors believe that comparably high ethnic diversity in American society is one of the key reasons for the differences in the levels of social welfare spending in the US and Europe.

Our project looked at the issue by comparing our two countries in a broader European context. We did indeed find a negative effect of ethnic diversity on both support for welfare state redistribution as well as support for inclusion of foreigners, but this effect was rather weak. In contrast to the existing literature high immigration rates and increasing ethnic diversity are not necessarily responsible for a decline in overall solidarity. We found that other factors such as unemployment or differences in the welfare regime matter as well. Interestingly, the people in Social democratic and Mediterranean countries are more in favour of granting equal rights to foreigners compared to the respondents in liberal or conservative regimes such as UK and Germany.

Comparing both countries more in detail on the basis of quantitative data (European Social Survey) it seems that attitudes do not differ substantially (see table II). Only with regard to the question whether immigrants should get the same rights as everyone else one can observe a different evaluation of the status of immigrants and equal treatment with regard to social rights and law. The Germans are not as willing as the Britons to grant the same social rights to foreigners as granted to the fellow-citizen. However, the majority in both countries supports the statement. Another result is the fact that the share of Germans that thinks that immigrants harm the economic prospects of the poor more than the rich is a bit higher. By and large, however, the attitudinal patterns seem to be very much alike.

Table II: Attitudes towards immigrants in Germany and the UK (agreement in %)
	 
	Germany
	United Kingdom

	 
	 
	 

	Average wages/salaries generally brought down by immigrants

	35,9
	37,6

	Immigrants harm economic prospects of the poor more than the rich

	53,7
	50,4

	Immigrants help to fill jobs where there are shortage of workers

	56,1
	56,7

	If immigrants are long term unemployed they should be made to leave

	48,9
	52,8

	Immigrants should be given same rights as everyone else

	58,6
	66,8

	Taxes and services: immigrants take out more than they put in

	54,1
	57,5

	
	
	


Source: European Social Survey 2002/2003, weighted data. Analysis was restricted to respondents holding the citizenship of the respective country.
Notes: For items 1-5 the percentage of agreement with the statement was computed. Values for item 6 represent the percentage of people stating that immigrants take more out of the welfare state than they put in.

In order to approach more closely the issue of how people perceive migration, foreigners and the impact of migration on the sustainability of the welfare state we used material collected during focus group discussions. Differences in attitudes towards migration especially appear when it comes to the perception of an ethnic threat. For the German case, foreigners do not seem to be viewed as a major problem. Interestingly the Germans do see migration as a necessary side-effect of globalization and Europeanization. As such, migration is not specifically welcomed but it is seen as one important factor to keep the labour market and the welfare state working. The participants even welcomed initiatives to circumvent shortage of labour in certain areas. However, when we ask for the impact of foreigners on the living situation in Germany especially responses of members of the routine-groups point to a fear of negative consequences. The fact that Germans with a weaker economic background often live in ethnically more heterogeneous quarters seems to evoke the perception of a threat caused by other ethnicities. In several cases the situation in the educational system was mentioned: Participants report that schools with higher share of foreigners among the pupils could turn out to have a negative effect on the education of German kids.
In the UK the ethnic threat was perceived in almost all groups, but it tended to be very specific to recent migrants, who were seen as simply overwhelmingly great in number. This was particularly the case when respondents referred to asylum seekers. Despite this, homogeneity per se was not seen as important and the integration of many different racial groups was held as a point of national pride. It is perhaps for this reason, and because of the UK’s tendency to maintain its island mentality with some pride, that European migrants were not necessarily seen as more welcome than those from other parts of the world. A need for labour migrants was understood by many of the participants, and for many, such workers were seen as a key to the UK’s (until recently) thriving economy. However, such views were moderated by beliefs about high rates of illegitimate migration; cultures of benefit fraud and the fear that migrants threaten the UK’s welfare system. There was also concern from those in routine and non-routine occupations that Britons at the bottom of the labour market lose out to migrant labour.
We also found differences with regard to the perception of different immigrant groups. Especially the history of immigration in the respective country seems to play a role. For Germany, this is reflected by statements of some German participants mentioning the Turks as a group causing problems for social cohesion and social peace. Since also religion of the ethnic group is used to draw a line we conclude that for the German case boundaries seem to be based on cultural distance. As already reported, respondents in the UK evaluated especially asylum seekers negatively. Here citizenship seems to matter. With regard to the conditions for the inclusion of immigrants differences in attitudes between the two countries are minimal. People in both countries are willing to grant same rights to migrants as long as immigration is contained. A majority of the respondents in both the UK and Germany mentions a preference for a restriction of immigration. This includes the implementation of rules limiting immigration to those groups who are economically desirable and for whom certain needs on the labour market exist.
Overall, we discovered significant differences between our two cases in terms of the framing of migration in the context of the welfare state (see table III). In the UK we find a greater emphasis on issues of deservingness and fraudulence which fits with the image of a liberal welfare system. In Germany the distributional conflicts seem to be relatively contained. In both countries, people were, on the one hand, positive about migration when it comes to possible productive contributions to society, but, on the other hand, also concerned with regard to problems of welfare dependency and segregation. There was the tendency to place culturally and socially distant minority groups lowest in the hierarchy of deservingness. In terms of conditions of inclusion into the welfare system, tax-paying and employment are crucial. Hardly anybody would deny access to the benefit system if migrants have paid their “dues”. Unconditional access, however, was met with reservations.
Table III: Summary of findings from focus groups

	Country

Dimension
	United Kingdom
	Germany

	Migrants as perceived “ethnic threat”
	· Some sort of migrant threat in all focus groups, e.g. labour market competition, ghettoization
	· No direct evidence for perception of migrants as “threat”, but perceived negative repercussions of larger groups of migrants (esp. among lower classes)

	Consequences of immigration for the welfare state
	· More negative perception of migrant’s welfare balance ( contribute less (keep or send home money) and over-utilize or “spoil” services (housing, education)
	· Mixed perception of migrants’ welfare balance ( contribute (spend money) and take out (receive benefits)

	Ethnic hierarchies
	· Attitudes between the countries differ with regard to the perception of immigrant groups. History of immigration in the respective country seems to play a role

	
	· UK respondents evaluated especially asylum seekers negatively

· Citizenship matters
	· Germans tended to see the Turks as a group causing problems for social cohesion and social peace. 

· Boundaries based on cultural distance

	Conditions for inclusion
	· People are willing to grant same rights to migrants as long as immigration is contained

· Preference for restriction of immigration

· Respondents in both countries mentioned a desire for better regulation of immigration by a redesign of immigration law (more “needed” people)


Discussion of findings of the project
The aim of this project was to link new challenges to the welfare state with attitudes to social justice and, if possible, to identify ‘Shifting Paradigms of Social Justice’ that emerge out of these challenges. With Germany and the UK as opposing cases, the first representing a corporatist conservative and the latter a liberal market-centred welfare system, we expect the findings of this project to have implications for the sustainability of current social policies in two highly important models of European welfare states.

Issues of social justice are with no doubt crucial for the sustainability of the welfare state: Welfare reforms have to combine financial sustainability with prevailing notions of justice if they want to find lasting support. Developments in public attitudes indicate that public welfare systems might become less encompassing and more restrictive in the future while economies are becoming more open. There is in fact an indication of a slight general shift towards attitudes associated with a more liberal, less regulated and less interventionist approach, both in terms of the scope for which the government is seen as responsible for redistributing income and in the management of migration. With incomes having become more unequal, the current world recession can be expected to intensify this process.

However, there is no strong indication of a convergence in public attitudes: Although quantitative data may indicate broad similarities in attitudes qualitative data from focus groups revealed differences between the two countries. German participants seem to put more weight on equal outcomes in the core areas of social provision and perceive equal opportunities as a way to reduce inequalities. Emphasis is on equal access for the disadvantaged as well as restraining the advantages of stronger and more affluent groups. Contributions and work history weigh still strong to establish entitlements to welfare. British participants seem more willing to accept social inequalities and have a strong emphasis on self-reliance and responsibility. Market freedom and the possibility for the better-off to buy better services is endorsed more firmly. In terms of the evaluation of migration our results indicate that high immigration rates and increasing ethnic diversity are not necessarily responsible for a decline in overall solidarity. Moreover, immigration is widely acknowledged to be something positive for the society. Problems arise due to high welfare dependency of foreigners. In addition, ethnic and cultural segregation because of migration have been identified as negative outcomes of increasing ethnic diversity. With these more or less pronounced similarities in mind, Germany and the UK appear to be moving in a common direction, but seem to maintain their differences within it. This finding reflects previous studies such as those of Scharpf and Schmidt (2000), Pierson (2001) and Bonoli, George and Taylor-Gooby (2000) which show that welfare states maintain recognisable regime differences while responding to the pressures on provision through policies that involve broadly similar kinds of reform.
An important implication is that public attitudes are likely to support the rather different responses to the current banking crisis and severe recession in each country: The German citizens seem likely to support a more statist ‘emergency neo-Keynesian’ approach with substantial public investment in infrastructure, while in the UK they are more likely to support policies which emphasize simply giving subsidies and loan guarantees to the private sector. In general the rather different forms of welfare provision in Germany and the UK appear to be sustainable in their separate countries, as differing European welfare state regimes. However, the opportunities for an EU-wide welfare settlement seem to be limited, even in the face of a major international economic crisis. 
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� The Attitudes to Welfare Survey is a representative telephone survey of 1000 respondents conducted by IPSOS in the time between April and Mai 2007 in Germany.
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