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Social policies as well as their academic treatment have been until now largely a
national affair. Despite of some common labels like ’social security’ or 'welfare state’
which try to bridge the national diversities we must become aware of the facts that
not only the institutions of the welfare sector show substantial variations from country
to country but also the political definitions of the problems to be solved and the
academic reflections on them exhibit characteristic differences as we focus different
places and historical periods. It is therefore a memorable moment when today repre-
sentatives of various academic and national traditions meet not only for academic
exchange but for the development of a continuing cooperation in the teaching of
social policy on the European level. To be sure, we are not moving from ourselves,
by pure intellectual curiosity, beyond the national limits, although many of us wel-
come the practical circumstance which leads us to widen the focus. The mushrooming
of international conferences about issues of social policy, social secuiity or social
services in the recent past and the immediate future corresponds to the growing
awareness of the social and socio—political consequences of the economic and
political drive towards "Europe 1992”. (And the fact that we are meeting here in an
easy if not comfortable way is due to that same drive towards Europe.)

If one reviews the recent efforts for a comparative approach to social policies one
becomes quickly aware how far we are away from a common framework to study
what is going on in different countries. So I think we should start with the acknow-
ledgement that we are all bound to our national traditions in thinking about social
politics and social policies and that we have first to explore the mostly unknown
strands of other national traditions before we aim to common frameworks.

But one might also take an opposite position: Isn't it the task of theoretical reasoning
to abstract from the peculiarities of place and time and to bring forward the essential
or at least the common features of a field which is so obviously a part of the moder-
nization process of Western societies? Are there not clearly identifiable social pro-
blems which were and are linked to industrialization and the actual transition to-
wards a post—industrial society? Were e.g. the insecurity and powerlessness of early
industrial workers or are the actual changes in gender relationships not trans — natio-
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nal problems of social change in our countries? Or to put it on more general terms:
Are there not characteristic patterns of social change which challenge in a rather
uniform way the variant political traditions and specific socio — political institutions?
And should this pressure of similar problems not result in a long—term convergence
of socio—political solutions? Isn’t it the merit of a sociological perspective to pro-
vide us with a Copernican point from which we might be able to compare the histo-
ries and actual problems of social policy in different European countries?

I do not doubt the merits of abstraction nor of developing generalized concepts and
propositions as it has been the thrust of sociology compared to history in the analysis
of the last centuries. But we have to check also on this level to what extent we agree
with the basic assumptions which 8uide such processes of abstraction and generaliza-
tion. In order to bring us into that debate I found no better way than to demonstrate
you some basic assumptions of the German tradition of reasoning about 'Sozialpoli-
tik" both from a historical and from an actual perspective.

1. 'Sodal—Poliﬁk’umediaﬁonbetweenstateandsociety

As the editors of the recent British volume "The Goals of Social Policy™" rightly
observe, the continental languages do not distinguish between social politics and
social policy, both is meant by the term ’Sozialpolitik’ or "politique sociale’. Even
worse, "Sozialpolitik’ means also the scientific treatment of both, the political proces-
ses leading to new laws and institutions as well as the processes of social administra-
tion dealing with specified deficiencies. But this lack of differenciation has also its
merits, as I shall try to demonstrate by a short historical retrospect.

As far as I can see the German term ’Social —Politik’ is the oldest of the internatio-
nal concepts dealing with our issues. In the 1830s the French term 'social’ was
received by the German language and originated many composite concepts like

'Socialwissenschaft’ (social science), sociale Bewegung (social movement), sociale
Frage (social question) and Social — Politi 2

The development of all these concepts in the 1840s took place in the theoretical
context of a basic distinction introduced by G.W.F. Hegel in his philosophy of law
(§ 175), namely the distinction between 'state’, bourgeois, ’society’ and "family’ as
the three basic forms of moral life. Hegel was the first to reflect what today we call
the functional differentiation of society. Whereas in the Anglo—Saxon social philoso-
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phy the Aristotelian concept of the polis or societas civilis remained intact, it was
broken up by Hegel and his followers into the distinction of the state and the bour-
geois society. It was then the problematic relationship between both which became
the central focus of the intellectual debate in these stormy and hopeful times before
1848, the year of revolutions in continental Europe. And it is in that debate that the
term 'Social —Politik’ has originated to designate the answer to the 'social question’,
which meant first the miseries of preindustrial overpopulation and later the powerless-
ness and insecurity of the industrial workers as well as their threat to the existing
order.

Synopsis:  Socio —Political Positions toward the 'Social Question’

Ideology conservative liberal reformist revolutionary
Representative | Wilhelm Heinrich Robert von Mohl | Lorenz von Stein| Karl Marx
social scien- Riehl 1823-1897 1799-1875 1815-1890 1818-1883
tists
Definition of Decay of traditio- | Exploitation Ownership as Class antago-
the situation nal order and lack of structural nism as revo-
social inte- cleavage in lutionary
gration of industrial situation
industrial society
workers
’Therapies’ Restoration of State protec- General suffrage | Expropriation !
proposed solidaristic tion egainst State interven- | of capitalists
institutions exploitation. tion against so-| by the working
Fair wages, cial inequali- class. Pro-
saving for ties, social ad- | gressive sbo-
selfemployment ministration lishment of
the state
through eman-
cipation from
alienation
Moving none Economic Interaction of Self-Organiza-
principle progress state and so- tion of the
ciety proletarians

Four intellectual positions emerged in that debate, and all became seminal for the
ideological trends of the following century (see also synopsis). The conservative posi-
tion® critizised the unleashing of the forces of markets and individualism in the
bourgeois society and made it responsible for the moral and economic decay of this
transition between the feudal and the industrial society. 'Social —Politik’ meant here
the action of the state to restore older norms of solidarity and morality in order to
combat the miseries of the time.
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The liberal position, which in Germany never took the face of a Manchesterian
"Laissez — faire’ concept, hoped for an answer to the social question by the develop-
mient of the bourgeois society, i.e. by the growth of the market economy and by
spreading the status of independent workers. The liberal ideal of bourgeois society
was the generalization of the self—employed worker as the owner of his means of
production. Dependent work was seen for men (women were considered to belong to
the family!) as an only transitory stage in their biography. 'Social —Politik’ meant in
that comext the action of the state to protect the dependent workers from exploitation
by their employers in order to empower them for saving and for establishing them-
selves as self —employed artisans, merchants etc.' In the first stage of industrializa-
tion, when factoties seldom employed more than 20 people, such a vision seemed not
comipletely atopic.

It was the thrust of socialist class theory to demonstrate that this would not be the
Tuture of industrial society. This theory had originated in France under the alienating
experieaces of an oppressive system of state absolutism and feudal exploitation and is
older than industrialization. It was the work of two German thinkers, Lorenz von
Sein and Karl Marx, to combine the idea of class antagonism with that of industria-
lization and to defnonstrate that (as in the feodal society) the ownership of the means
of production in the hands of a few capitalists and the exclusion of the many workers
forins the basis of permanent social classes and their antagonism, which is judged by
both authors as a source for revolutionary disorder. Insofar Marx and von Stein
agroe ‘even 15n ‘their terminology which in both cases was inspired by French socialists
of the time.

But they differ in additional assumptions and in the consequences they draw. Marx
who claimed to put Hegel from his head —stand to the feet, believed in the forces 0;
production and their socio—economic consequences of strengthening the class —
struggle alone, and looked forward to the disorganization of capitalism by its own
snceess. For him the Hegelian distinction between state and bourgeois society was
only a superficial one. The state had no power of its own but was thought as depen-
ding upon the ruling class and therefore as an instrument of Oppression against the
working class. Thus only a revolution could free the working class from the chains
by which it was forged to its dependency in the existing social order, Sozialpolitik is
therefore neither a term nor a conceivable tool of solving the *socig] Question’ in
Marxist thought, but only another trick of the ruling class for maintaining their
dominance.



-5

Lorenz von Stein, on the other hand, may be called the first theoretical thinker of the
social or welfare state, although he did not yet use these terms but the terms 'social
monarchy’, ’social democracy’ and social administration.’ For him the Hegelian
notion of the state as the trustee of reason and morality was not a mere ideology but
a historical possibility. By contrast to Hegel he didn't identify this possibility with the
reality of the Prussian state, but as a young man he hoped that Napoleon III could
become the first 'social monarch’. His argument for demonstrating the possibility of
state intervention to settle or at least mitigate the class struggle relied on the assump-
tion that the ruling class, by fearing a revolution, might consent to universal suffrage.
This then would help the political authorities and the public administration to become
more independent from the ruling class. As the idea of the state (following Hegel)
always aims at the integration of al/l members of a society, one has only to find ways
of activating this idea for solving the ’social question’. Therefore Sozialpolitik means
here a reorganization of the relationship between state and bourgeois society: Not the
separation and relative autonomy of both spheres but the interaction of both should
solve the social question. This interaction means on the side of what we call today
policy input the general suffrage and hence the influence of the working class on
public policies and on the side of policy output a social administration which aims at
social reforms to be consented by both classes.

2. The strong state concept and welfare’

I have to stop here with this very rough outline of the origins of ’Sozialpolitik’ in
German social science. But 1 hope that you became aware that 'Sozialpolitik’ means
more than what we call today social policy or social administration. 'Sozialpolitik’ in
the German tradition is intimately tied to the problems of political and social order,
or more precisely to a theory about the relationship between 'state’ and 'society’. The
term 'welfare state’ was by no means invented by Archbishop Temple in 1941 or the
Swedish in the 1930s but its synonyme 'Wohlfahrtsstaat’ was currently used in the
German Reich since 1876. It doesn’t mean simply the system of social security and
social services but the responsibility of public powers for freedom, social justice and
the basic well —being of all members of society. Its ideological roots go back to the
so called enlightened absolutism of Prussian Princes® and its Hegelian sublimation in
the concept of the constitutional state, but also to Protestant pietism and Catholic
social thought.” In German mainstream of social thought and action there is no utilita-
rian tradition like that of Bentham and Chatwick. Rather it starts from a strong
concept of the state as an abstract entity "above and distinct from both government
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and governed; as an institution which is autonomous, formally co—o@inated and
differentiated from other organizations which operate in a defined territory; as an
object of universal service and respect; and as the source of a distinct public morali-
1. Although this idealistic concept of the state and its paternalistic real model
surely was not strong enough without the threat of socialism, but it proved to be
sensible enough to program reforms which mitigated not only political pressure but
aisothesocialpr@emsofindustrialworkinatimewhenot!nrcmmu’iesllke

France or even Great Britain were still believing that it was not the task of govern-
ment to solve them.

3. The social sciences and "Socialpolitik”

Let me now draw some conse
for the institutionalization of te
have shown the development

quences from these sketched features of 'Sozialpolitik’
aching and research on social policy in Germany. As I
of the scientific concept of Social —Politik has preceded
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in Germany for decades the conscious involvement of government into social affairs.
Also the founding of the ”Verein fiir Socialpolitik” in 1872, an association of
economists and social scientists aiming at social reforms, preceded the social legisla-
tion of the Bismarck—era and influenced it, as well as the further development of
legislation on labour affairs. But its influence waned during the Weimar Republic and
was not restaured after World War II. The "Verein fiir Socialpolitik” still exists and
today its members are above all academic economists. Social problems, social poli-
cies and more than even social administration are only of marginal concern for this
highly respectable association. Insofar as economists are still concerned with social
policies they make inquiries into the costs and sometimes into their distributive
effects. Social policy has become in Germany mainly a matter for jurists, since
specialized courts for labour affairs have been created already in 1926, and in 1953
also for social affairs. The development of social administration thus depends to a
substantial degree upon law and jurisdiction. I think that this is the main reason why
in Germany the development of a specialized academic field on social administration
is still lacking. The dominant discussion about social policies in Germany is neither
on the efficiency nor on the effectivity of the services but on their legal regulation
and their economic costs and its impact.

This means in practice that we have in Germany very few specialized academic
expertise on matters of social affairs. The specialists in the field acquire their know-
ledge through training on the job. Until recently most of them have been trained in
law if they had any academic training at all. But normally the functionaries of social
security bodies or of the social administration on the local level lack any academic
training. They have been trained as public servants or made their apprenticeship in
the social security bodies themselves. Executives often come from the trade unions
and have got by them some specialized training, if at all.

However, things have begun to change since the 1970s. The education of social
workers has been institutionalized at an academic level, although mostly not in uni-
versities but in specialised 'Fachhochschulen’. Sociology has begun to contest the
dominating juridical and economic interpretations on issues of social policies.l :
Whereas until the 1970s nearly all chairs for social policy at German universities
were headed by economists we observe since than a growing influence of sociologists
and political scientists (these disciplines are not quite differentiated in Germany) both
in teaching and in research. The inauguration of the first postgraduate course in
Public Health in Germany at this university in spring 1989 is perhaps a sign that the
social sciences begin again — as in the 19th century — to structure some fields of
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social policy. One can also observe the slow development towards a kind of po.licy
communities with respect to particular fields of social policy as e.g. health policy,
labour market. policy, family policy or policies for youth and old age. But their
degree of institutionalization is still rather low.

Most perplexing is the still complete absence of a specialized training for jobs within
the social security system. It seems that the substantial and often mutually paralyzing

control of these systems by the representatives of employers and trade unions prevent
any initiative to professionalize this domain.

research in social policy.

1. The complexity of the life situation of individuals;
2. the externalities and interdependencies

of various social policies;
3. the functions of the state for the steering of welfare production:

4. the overarching impact of social change to social policies,

the aim of our
common endeavour. { vy,

oonrliem
Sozialpolitik’, j.e the state intervention
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but nevertheless different frontier is drawn by ministerial domains: The Ministry of
Labour is not only responsible for labour affairs but also for issues of social insuran-
ce; the responsibility of the Ministry of Youth, Family, Women and Health concerns
the other social services (with the exception of education which in Germany is not
considered as belonging to ’Sozialpolitik’ and is moreover mainly an affair of the
federated states). A much more differentiated structure becomes visible if we con-
sider the institutions implementing the federal laws. The unified labour administra-
tion and the very fragmented social security administrations are basically under con-
trol of the federal agencies in cooporation with the employers associations and trade
unions.'> Most other social services like hospitals, kindergardens, care institutions for
the elderly or activities for the youth are run mainly by voluntary agencies, but partly
also by lokal authorities and are under the supervision of the federated states (Léin-
der). The administrative structure in Germany is three —tired (Federal state, federated
states and communes) and this is reflected also in the structure of social administra-
tion. Moreover an important part of the services, i.e. the medical practice outside
hospitals and also the old age, disability and health insurance are administered by
formally autonomous bodies which are regulated by federal law. The publicly regula-
ted welfare sector in Germany is thus very differentiated and fragmented. There is no
overarching control structure, and a multitude of various services run by different
agencies are of interest for individuals in their life situation. To be sure not all
individuals are concerned by all services. But the likelihood of being concerned in
cases of need by more than one service and thus the dependency of badly coordinated
administrative agencies is high. An important part of pertinent sociological research
in Germany during the last 15 years concerned therefore the lack of coordination
between different services and the development of tools to measure the compound
impact and also perverse side—effects of cumulative interventions. There is also
some endeavour to systematize the forms of public interventions as e.g. legal,
economic, ecological and personal intervention and to define the modus operandi as
well as particular problems of this different kinds of intervention.”’ This is a rather
analytical approach which starts from the assumption that the life situation of indivi-
duals depending from social policy is to be defined by legal status, financial assets,
the character of the local environment (including opportunities and services) and
personal knowledge as well as individual competences. Social welfare in whatever
respect seems to be the compound result of these four dimensions: status, assets,
opportunities and consequences, and therefore any public intervention has, to become
effective, to consider these four dimensions.
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{Thus the differentiated and fragmented character of the welfare sector produces
fextemalities and interdependencies which are not foreseen by the legislator. The
‘sketched cumulation of interventions in the case of individuals or families is only one
aspect of that issue. Another one is the competition of legal rules and their often
perverse effects which then have to be settled by the courts. A third externality
concerns the growth of the financial burden and the lack of coordination among the
different budgets. The fragmentation of the System causes antagonistic financial

interests of the various agents which may often lead to the neclect of the interest of
the needies.

The multicentric character of the German welfare
coordination, but on the other hand enables initiatives from below, the experimenta-
tion with new solutions and also to 3 certain extent a higher degree of choice for
individuals in certain circumstances. It is an ambivalent situation in which the desir-
able role of the state is contested and by no means clear. This js another subject for

sociological inquiry into the organization of the welfare state. If we could agree that
the essentials of Western Welfare States consist in (1)

market system and (3) a developed welfare sector, we
most efficient relationship between these three elements.

system thus prevents adequate

Finally we have to acknowledge, that processes of social change are both, causes or

icies and at the same time, effects from the

policies: The abolishment of child labour, publ;
dant work and the collectivization of securi
duced demographic changes challenge the
themselves." Another example of the overarching impact of socal change is the
actual chaage in gender relations.'> The institutions of socia] security in Germany
were constructed under the model of the male—breadwinner—housewife—family.
With the growing participation of women in protected forms of dependent work their
economic dependency on the husband is substantially lowereq and thus barriers to

ty in old age. But now these policy in-
Systems of old age ang health insurance

housewifes. In Germany
we actually witness a new polarisation between couples with high laboyr force parti-

cipation and few children on the one side and housewife families with tWO or more
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children and a very reduced per—capita come as well as reduced entitlements in
social protection on the other side. These examples should give some evidents of the
growing importance of sociology for the analysis of social policies. They do not
exhaust the subject. If we take a historical or comparative point of view we will even
find more encompassing subjects for sociological analysis like e.g. the explanation of
the development of welfare states and of their specific national traditions.
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