


industrial relations. It is, however, important to bear in mind the wider
remit of social policy and to recognize the interdependence between social
policy and economic performance. Clearly, any state’s capacity to finance
recurrent expenditure, whether on transfers or on services, varies in the
short run with the business cycle, and in the longer run with the rate of
economic growth. Conversely, the characteristics of social transfer
systems may affect the stability and dynamism of the economy. It is also
important, in assessing proposals for reform, to take account of the
overall design of social policy. There are different views about the best
way to classify welfare states, but all comparative studies agree that the
mere presence of a given type of social transfer in a given state matters less
than the values, assumptions, commitments and institutions which, taken
together, determine the character of that state’s social policy reginie.

Over the past two decades, all welfare states have been weakened by
declining economic growth, rising unemployment, advancing commodi-
fication and diminishing social cohesion, and all now face serious
problems of effectiveness, cost and legitimacy. In order to concentrate on
radical alternatives to the status quo, 1 shall assume that no amount of
tinkering can resolve these problems and that established social policy
regimes stand in need of wholesale reconstruction. There are two
diametrically opposed visions of the way forward.'

The first is inspired by the philosophy of neo-liberalism, which has its
roots in classical liberal thought, but came to prominence in the 1960s and
19705 when it began to displace Keynesian social democracy as the
dominant paradigm of economic and social policy. Believing the very
concept of a social right to be dangerously misguided, and seizing on the
surge in government borrowing induced by the recent recession, nco-
liberals now argue that society can no longer afford the welfare state.
Indecd, to the extent that jobholders regard taxes as a burden, would
prefer to make their own pension and insurance arrangements, and
respond positively to market incentives, it can be argued that radical
surgery on social security will actually enhance the performance of the
economy. Thus, whether on the grounds that the welfare state absorbs
too large a share of Gpp, or in the _un:nm_ﬁ—.un a leaner alternative will
augment Gpp, neo-liberals seek to eradicate universal benefits, privatize
social insurance and target social assistance strictly according to need.

Under the new regime, everyone who is not too old, too young, too sick
or too disabled will be encouraged to participate in the labour market.
Paid employees will be responsible for insuring themselves and their
dependants against temporary or permanent loss of earnings as a result of
industrial injury, sickness, unemployment and old age. At the same time,
the role of government is not so much to disengage from social policy as

' The Borrie Commission report Social Justice: Strategies for National Renewal,
published as this article went to press, combines elements of both visions:
selectivity and social citizenship, self-help and collective action, market freedom
and solidarity, competitiveness and full employment. It aspires towards the
Nordic model of welfare capitalism, which was damaged but not destroyed by the
crisis of the early 19gos. Despite the weakness of its policy recommendations, any
serious pursuit of this option would expand the horizon of social possibility, thus
bringing Citizens’ Income also into the field of view.

to redirect its cfforts towards eliminating welfare dependency, promoting
self-reliance, upgrading skills, commodifying the labour market and
providing means-tested transfers of last resort for ‘genuine’ market
casualties and ‘incorrigible’ social misfits.

Whilst the immediate pressure for reform is financial, there is more to the
neo-liberal project than an obsession with balancing the budget. Despite
repeated retrenchment, the welfare state survives as a tattered, but
symbolic remnant of Keynesian social democracy. Until this »:oB.»E is
removed, the market revolution of the 1980s will remain incomplete.
Social policy must in any case move with the times. Moral panic is hdrdly
an 2_.2_5.8 response to the growth in the numbers of working mothers
and single parents; and governments which champion ‘family values’, but
are »_.wc anxious to bolster the work ethic and contain the costs of social
security, arc impelled to develop a less hands-off and more coherent
nm_::m_n__ to family policy. Global market forces point in the same
.._:aﬂ_c:. Governments cannot hope to meet the challenge of free trade

mobile capital and Fast Asian dynamism if their only weapons are tax eEw
and deregulation. The task of redesigning social policy and enforcing
market discipline calls for active innovation and close attention to detail.

.;n rival vision of the future is no less ambitious and no less concerned
.i:_._ personal freedom. But it appeals to widely held notions of social
justice and sceks to reinvent the concept of m:n.u_‘n:_wn:mr:r Itis a vision
which has yet to find a doughty champion. Nevertheless, since it draws on
both liberal and socialist traditions of thought, and since it rests on values
to which large numbers of people in our society would assent—at least 2,‘
reflection, if not without question-—it could, in time and if correctly
handled, win the support of a broad social and political coalition.

>.~ q.__m. heart of this attempt to reformulate and revitalize the social rights
of n._:xc:,ﬁ_:_u is the idea of Citizens’ Income. c1 differs from all existing
social transfers in that it is payable:

_v to individuals rather than families or households;

E irrespective of income from other sources;

iii) without requiring any past or present work performance, or any test
of willingness to seek paid work or accept jobs if they arc :‘.ﬁnnnﬁ_,

Other types of social transfer differ in the degree to which these distinctive
features of c1 are absent. Nevertheless, they are all strongly conditional
and rw:na fall well short of a genuine Citizens’ Income. At the same time
there is no reason why c1 must stand alone. It could easily be noBE:nL
with other, conditional social transfers such as unemployment benefit or
state retirement pensions. In the long run, most proponents of Citizens’
Income would like to move towards a pure c1 system. But for the
foresecable future, as we shall see, this is likely to remain a somewhat
visionary ideal.

2. Social Transfer Systems

T'o clarify the distinctive features of Citizens’ Income, the principal tvpes
of social transfer system are classificd in the accompanying &»mSB..



