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Conventional accounts of the welfare state focus almost entirely on cvents and
actors at or below the national level. While a powerful simplifying assumption,
the notion that national policies are disconnected from cach other scems
increasingly implausible. This article sccks to widen the scarch for processes
underlying modern welfare states to include the articulation and legitimation
of policy within the international arcna.

We focus on the impact of the International Labor Organization (ILO) on
the expansion of the modern welfare state. In so doing, we explore the inter-
action between ideologies and institutions at national and international levels.
Our larger aim is to advance arguments about the institutional gencration of
public policy through a closer specification of their organizational location.

Theoretical background

The construction of the modern welfare state is of great theoretical interest to
social scientists. Three lincs of argument dominate the literaturc. Many arguc
that the power and organization of groups interested in welfare explain the size
of welfare programs: major constituencies include organized labor, the middle
class, and the clderly.! A second line of argument points to the systemic

We thank Ernst B. Haas, Peter J. Katzenstein, E. A, Landy, Connie McNeely, John W. Meyer,
Fred Pampel, Abram de Swaan, and John B. Williamson for their helpful comments on carlier
versions of this article and Doug Currivan and Mark Chatlee for rescarch assistance on this project.
None of the individuals named above (with the possible exception of the authors) bears any
responsibility for the views stated herein. We would be happy to make data used in this project
available to interested scholars.

1. For arguments concerning organized labor, sce Francis G. Castles and R, D. McKinlay
“Public Welfare Provision and the Sheer Futility of a Sociological Approach to Politics,” British
Journal of Political Science 9 (April 1979), pp. 157-72; John D. Stephens, The Transition from
Capitalism 1o Socialism (Atlantic Highlands, N.J.: Humanitics Press. 1980); Gosta Esping-
Andersen, Politics Against Markets: The Social Democratic: Road to Power (Princeton, NI
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needs of national societies, interpreted as the structural consequences of
industrialization or the contradictions of late capitalism.2 And a third linc of
argument points to the interests and capacity of the state, the agent of welfare
expansion.?

While differing over the substantive processes involved, these perspectives
agree that the sources of welfare activity can be found within national
boundarics. Put more strongly, it is believed that the rise of welfare programs in
different nation-states constitutes disconnected, independent processes. We
disagree. This article presents an argument for broadening the frame of
reference to include the way internationally generated models resonate within
national arcnas.

We begin by noting that policymaking involves the social construction of
identity, purpose, and appropriate form. National public policy is not a simple
product of sociocconomic structure or the size and coherence of interest
groups any more than geopolitical objectives arc fully determined by the
distribution of capabilitics. A close analysis of policymaking requires explicit
consideration of the set of cognitively available choices and the discourse that
frames discussion. In a highly uncertain world, taken-for-granted models and
compelling lines of argument help actors identify and legitimate their interests.

While most work locates these processes within socicties and states,

Princeton University Press, 1985); and Walter Korpi, “Power, Politics, and State Autonomy in the
Development of Social Citizenship: Social Rights During Sickness in Eighteen OECD Countries
Since 1930, American Sociological Review 54 (June 1989), pp. 309-28. For a discussion
emphasizing the middle class, see Peter Baldwin, The Politics of Social Solidarity: Class Bases of the
European Welfare State, 1875-1975 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). Finally, for an
argument that focuses on the elderly, see Fred C. Pampel and John B. Williamson, “Welfare
Spending in Advanced Industrial Demacracics, 1950-1980." American Journal of Sociology 93 (May
1988), pp. 1424-56.

2. Examples of arguments stressing the structural consequences of industrialization include
Clark Kerr's works Labor and Management in Industrial Society (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday
Anchor, 1964) and The Future of Industrial Societies: Convergence or Continuing Diversity?
(Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1983). The seminal empirical analysis of welfare
expenditures, flowing mainly from this tradition, is Harold L. Wilensky, The Welfare State and
Equality: Stnectural and Ideological Roots of Public Expenditure (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1975). For a more historical discussion, see Peter Flora and Jens Alber, “Modernization,
Democratization, and the Development of Welfare States in Western Europe,” in Peter Flora and
JA. Heidenhammer, eds., The Development of Welfare States in Europe and America (New
Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 1981). pp. 37-80. For Marxist formulations, see James O'Connor,
The Fiscal Crisis of the State (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1973): and the essays collected in Claus
Offe. ed.. Contradictions of the Welfare State (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1984).

3. Foundational analyses of this type include Hugh Heclo, Modern Social Politics in Britain and
Sweden (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1974): Ann S. Orloff and Theda Skocpol, “*Why
Not Equal Protection? Explaining the Politics of Public Social Spending in Britain, 1900-1911, and
the United States, 188051920, American Sociological Review 49 (December 1984), pp. 726-50;
Margaret Weir and Theda Skocpol, “State Structures and the Possibilitics for “Keynesian®
Responses to the Great Depression in Sweden, Britain, and the United States,” in Peter B. Evans,
Dictrich Rucschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol, eds., Bringing the State Back In (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985), pp. 107-68.

The ILO 237

substantial literatures in both sociology and political science argue that they
also occur in the international community. Two lines of inquiry, institutional
analysis within sociology and work on regimes within international relations,
scem particularly uscful here. Both approaches share a theoretical focus on
how understandings, interpretations, and models undergird action. Institu-
tional and regime analyses offer different methodological strategics that this
article secks to combine.

In sociology, an institutional account emphasizes the way cultural understand-
ings and modcls shape behavior.* Of particular relevance to international
relations, work by John Meyer and associates views state structures and policies
as informed by a Western cultural project aimed at the rationalization of the
social world and the expansion of the competencies and rights of the
individual .}

Sociological institutionalism is not much concerned with the microconstruc-
tion of cultural models by formal organizations and arrangements. (This
perhaps makes “institutionalism™ a misnomer; the institutions of concern are
the codified cultural constructions, not the organizations that mirror them.) It
instcad focuses on outcomes: conventionally, a mapping of institutional
constructions at the national level. The concern is to explore whether states act
as if they are strongly penctrated by a common theory of progress and value.®

4. This work is sometimes referred to as the “new™ institutionalism to distinguish it from “old”
institutionalism of Talcott Parsons and Philip Sclznick. The new institutionalism grew out of the
study of formal organizations; see the papers collected in Walter W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio,
eds., The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1991).

5. For a programmatic statement, see John W. Meyer, John Boli, and George M. Thomas,
“Ontology and Rationalization in the Western Cultural Account,” in George M. Thomas, John W.
Meyer, Francisco O. Ramirez, and John Boli, eds., Institutional Structure (Beverly 1lills, Calif.:
Sage, [987), pp. 12-38. Most empirical work centers on the worldwide expansion of mass schooling
and the parallel homogenization of the curriculum; see, for example, John W. Meyer, Francisco Q.
Ramirez, and Yasemin N. Soysal, “World Expansion of Mass Education, 1870-1980," Sociology of
Education 63 (April 1992), pp. 128-49; Aaron Benavot, Yun-Kyung Cha, David Kamens, John W.
Meyer, and Suk-Ying Wong, “Knowledge for the Masses: World Models and National Curricula,
1920-1986," American Sociological Review 56 (February 1991), pp. 85-100. Other concerns include
the expansion of coditied statuses and the cultural expansion of the nation-state system. On
personal status, sce John Boli and John W. Meyer, “The Ideology of Childhood and the State:
Rules Distinguishing Children in National Constitutions, 18701970, American Sociological
Review 43 (December 1978), pp. 797-812. On collective status, see David Strang, “From
Dependency to Sovereignty: An Event History Analysis of Decolonization, 1870-1987," American
Sociological Review 55 (December 1990), pp. 846-60.

6. The direction of influence thus parallels that explicated in Peter A. Goureviteh, “The Second
Image Reversed: The International Sources of Domestic Politics,™ Intemational Organization 32
(Autumn 1978), pp. 881-912. Much of its substance also turns on the role of scientists and
professionals, in ways consistent with the arguments voiced by Peter 1aas. Sce Do Regimes
Matter? Epistemic Communities and Mediterranean Pollution Control,” International Organiza-
tion 43 (Summer 1989), pp. 377-404; and Peter Haas, ed., “Knowledge. Power, and International
Policy Coordination,” special issue, Intemational Organization (Winter 1992), an issue devoted to
epistemic communities. Some parallels here are spelled out in David Strang and John W. Mcyer.
“Institutional Conditions for Diffusion,” Theony and Society, in press.
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Work on international regimes makes many of the same causal and
ontological assumptions as sociological institutionalism.” Principles and norms
are viewed as conditioning action by defining interests and facilitating coordina-
tion in ways not fully subsumable under logics of power or interest. Parallels to
sociological institutionalism are especially strong in the works of authors like
Ernst Haas, Oran Young, and John Gerard Ruggic, who sce the potential for
regimes in all kinds of domains and actor interests as socially constructed.®
Unlike institutional work in sociology, however, studies of international
regimes focus carcfully on the formal arrangements constructed to embody
these discourses. The origins of and changes in formal organizations and
arrangements are historically detailed and analytically assessed. There is less
concern with the outcomes generated by regimes.?

This article employs the rescarch strategies of both institutional and rcgime
analyses to more closely pursue the gencration and impact of transnational
modcls within the arcna of social welfare. Like sociological institutionalism, the
goal is to sce whether and how larger cultural debates and modecls affect
national policy. Like regime analysis, the strategy is to track a concrete
organizational process, in this casc the standard-sctting cfforts of the ILO.

Prior research

Little work has been done to develop a sociologically institutionalist analysis of
national welfare policy. However, research on the adoption of welfare
programs suggests the importance of global models and transnational linkages.
The first national legislation in Bismarck’s Germany stimulated welfare policy
in the Scandinavian countrics, though the diffusion process involved a complex
reworking of cxternal models to fit local circumstances rather than blind
imitation."" In the postwar period social welfare policy was integrated into

7. Excellent expositions and discussions of the regime conceptinclude Stephen D, Krasner, ed,,
Intemational Regimes (1thaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983); Robert O. Keohane, After
Hegemony (Princeton, N Princeton University Press. 1984); Friedrich Kratochwil and John
Gerard Ruggie, “International Organization: A State of the Art on an Art of the State,”
International Organization 40 (Autumn 1986), pp. 753-75; and Stephan Haggard and Beth A,
Simmons, “Theories of International Regimes.™ International Organization 41 (Summer 1987), pp.
491-517.

8. The “reflexive™ or “constructivist™ positions adopted by these authors undergird this article's
discussion of regimes. For an argument connecting debates within international relations to
saciological concerns, see Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social
Construction of Power Politics,™ Intemational Organization 46 (Spring 1992). pp. 391-425. Regime
analysis of the type labeled “modified structural™ by Stephen Krasner sees regimes as mediating
between interests and capabilitics on the one hand and behavior on the other. For example.,
regimes may be characterized as solutions to problems of complex interdependence where the
uncoordinated pursuit of self-interest produces suboptimal outcomes for all.

9. Haggard and Simmons. “Theories of International Regimes.™

10. Stein Kuhnle, “The Growth of Social Insurance Programs in Scandinavia: Outside
Influences and Internal Forees,™ in Flora and Heidenheimer, The Development of Welfare States in
Fwrope and America, pp. 125-50.
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prevailing conceptions of enlightened labor relations, intelligent fiscal policy,
and basic human rights. The rapid and universal spread of welfare programs
suggests change in global norms rather than isolated national events.!

Chikako Usui more dircctly examines the global diffusion of welfare policy.!?
She shows that the rate of welfare program adoption rises with the number of
previous adopters, controlling for sociodemographic characteristics. Usui also
points to the ILO as a possible locus of diffusion, demonstrating that
participation in the ILO's annual conferences increases rates of welfare
program adoption.

Considerable cvidence suggests that economic and political openness also
promote welfare expenditures in the post-World War 1t period. George
Thomas and Pat Lauderdale show that welfare spending is cross-sectionally
rclated to diplomatic tics, memberships in international organizations, and
forcign investment.!* These findings are echoed in longitudinal analyses of
changes in spending." More detailed work suggests that openness to global
markets bears a particularly strong relation to public policy choices in the
industrialized capitalist democracies.' For such countrics, David Cameron has
shown that dependence on foreign trade is the best predictor of growth in
public revenues (a considerable portion of which were applied to transfer
payments) between 1960 and 1975.1

While these findings point to the relevance of external factors and linkages,
they characterize the global environment in different (though perhaps comple-
mentary) ways. Thomas and Lauderdale, as well as the present authors, argue
that states integrated into international society are more sensitive to global
idcologies of welfare rights and so are more likely to establish broad welfare
policies."” Fred Pampel and John Williamson refer to crises of political
legitimacy in economically dependent societies.' And both Cameron and Peter
Katzenstein develop compelling analyses of the way openness to global markets

I'1. David Collicr and Richard E. Messick “Prerequisites Versus Diffusion: Testing Alternative
Explanations of Social Sccurity Adoption,” American Political Science Review 69 (December 1975),
pp- 1299-315. Today, 142 countries have some type of national welfare legislation. .

12. Chikako Usui, “The Origin and the Development of Modern Welfare States: A Study of
Societal Forces and World Influences on the Adoption of Social Insurance Policies Among
Sixty-three Countries, 1880-1976," Ph.D. diss., Stanford University, Stanford, California, 1987.

13. George M. Thomas and Pat Lauderdale, “State Authority and National Welfare Programs
in the World System Context,” Sociological Forum 3 (Summer 1988), pp. 383-99.

14. See Patricia M. Y. Chang and David Strang, “Internal and External Sources of the Welfare
State: A Cross-National Analysis, 1950-1980," presented at the annual meetings of the American
Saciological Association, Washington, D.C.. 11-15 August 1990; and Fred C. Pampel and John B.
Williamson, Age, Class, Politics and the Welfare State (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1989). chap. 4.

15. See Peter J. Katzenstein, Comporatism and Change (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.
1984) and Small States in World Markets (Ithaca. N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1985).

16. David R. Cameron, “The Expansion of the Public Economy: A Comparative Analysis,”
American Political Science Review 72 (December 1978), pp. 124361,

17. Sce Thomas and Lauderdale, “State Authority and National Weltare Programs in the World
System Context™: and Chang and Strang. “Internal and External Sources of the Welfare State.™

18, Pampcl and Williamson, Age, Class, Polities. and the Welfure State.
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promotes corporatist strategies through its impact on industrial structure and
national interests.™

To locate an institutional process that is distinct from other kinds of
transnational and international influences, we examine the “welfare regime”™
constructed by and within the ILO. Narrowly and passively, the ILO facilitates
the cross-national diffusion of information on social policies. More broadly and
actively, it articulates generalized models of appropriate state structure and
action. We ask whether the welfare standards proposed within the 11O affect
national welfare policy.

The ILO

The ILO was established in 1919 as part of the new world order enunciated in
the Treaty of Versailles.? It is one of the older international organizations
presently in operation and is commonly understood to be one of the more
successful, as well. Social welfare policy is a core element of the ILO’s broad
mandate, which also includes consideration of issues as diverse as working
conditions, the employment of children, freedom of association, and forced
labor.

Prior to 1919, international coordination of welfare policy occurred through
bilateral treaties seeking to stem labor migration between bordering countrics
by providing cquivalent working conditions for foreign nationals in each
country. Wartime bargains between the state, big business, and organized labor
led to the creation of the 1LO, whose mission was complex: to homogenize
labor practices across competing economies, blunt social unrest, and promote
“social justice.”

These goals are reconciled within the ILO’s advocacy of “‘enlightened”
conceptions of labor relations, workplace protection, and social welfare.
Central concerns thus include freedom of association, rights of collective
bargaining, and the expansion of welfare programs. Organized business, labor,
and the state are regarded as forming a partnership aimed at the construction
of arrangements that arc at once economically dynamic and socially equitable.

19. Sce Cameron, “The Expansion of the Public Economy™; and Katzenstein, Corporatism and
Change and Small States in World Markets.

20. We can give only the most cursory overview of ILO history and organizational structure.
Detailed accounts include James T. Shotwell, The Origins of the International Labor Organization
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1934): Ernst B. Haas, Beyond the Nation-State (Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1964); Robert W. Cox, “ILO: Limited Monarchy,” in Robert W.
Cox and Harold K. Jacobson, eds., The Anatomy of Influence (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press. 1973). pp. 59-101: Walter Galenson, The International Labor Organization (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1981); and Victor-Yves Ghebali, The International  Labour
Organisation (Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff, 1989). Galenson also provides some
preliminary evidence about the impact of HL.O conventions.
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Notions of social partnership are reflected in and reproduced by the 1LO’s
tripartite governance structure. Representatives of the government, organized
labor, and the business community of each member state attend the ILO’s
annual conferences in a ratio of 2:1:1, respectively. Worker and employer
representatives form scparate caucuses and tend to vote with their “groups”
rather than with their governments. As in the national politics of a number of
the 1LO’s members, this formally corporatist structure supports a substantively
corporatist agenda and orientation.?!

The 1LO’s tripartite structure gives a special cast to its politics. Western
voices tend to dominate through their centrality within the worker and
employer caucuses, as well as through their control of top positions in the
International Labor Office (which arc reserved for the principal industrial
states).22 The impact of state socialist nations in the period under study was
weak due to the nonindependence of their worker and employer representa-
tives from the state. While the entry of Asian and African nations in the 1950s
and 1960s has led to an increasing emphasis on technical assistance programs,
the ILO model of labor relations remains that of Western Europe.

The ILO is involved in several major activitics. These include the formula-
tion of international standards; the collection of cross-national statistics; the
dissemination of information on working conditions; technical assistance; and
promotional and educational activities. It may be argued that cach type of
activity affects national policies. For example, the simple fact that the 1LO
publishes annual data on welfare expenditures facilitates social comparison. In
the present article, however, we focus solely on the impact of the international
labor code.

Annual sessions of the International Labor Conference formulate conven-
tions that collectively form the 1LO’s international labor code. Conventions
supported by at least two-thirds of the attending delegates are communicated
to the central administrations of all ILO members. National legislatures
determine whether to ratify the convention (a decision that is independent of
votes cast in the ILO conference). Ratification is considered the equivalent of
an international treaty obliging the state to enact and implement the conven-
tion’s provisions.?*

Ratification obliges the state to report extensively on its subsequent activitics
in that area.* A standing committee reviews information on national legisla-

21. We use the term “corporatism™ after the fashion illuminated by Phillippe C. Schmitter, “Still
the Century of Corporatism?™ The Review of Politics 36 (January 1974), pp. 85-131.

22. See Robert W. Cox, “Labor and Hegemony,™ International Organization 31 (Summer 1977),
pp. 385424, ] ] ) )

23. The 1LO also passes recommendations, which differ from conventions in that their
ratification does not incur international obligations. Here we focus on conventions.

24. For details of 11O reporting requirements and its review process, see B AL Landy, 'I:Iu'
Effectiveness of International Supervision (London: Stevens and Sons, 1966); and Ghebali, The
International Labour Organisation, pp. 220-41.
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tion and its implementation. While disputes could theorctically be referred to
the International Court of Justice, moral suasion within the 1LO is preferred.
The trend is toward an expanded dialogue among ratifying governments, 11O
oflicials, and the 1.0 membership as a whole.*

The H.O also plays an important role in providing governments with the
tools to meet their international obligations. The 1LO review process treats
practical obstacles to implementation, and ILO technical experts help write
national laws and design administrative structures. More generally, the 1LO
supports an international community of policy technocrats that support
program development in arcas like social security.®

Arguments

Prior work on the impact of the 1LO has focused on its monitoring of ratificd
conventions. E. A. Landy’s examination of the ILO review process between
1927 and 1963 showed that the 1LO found 73 percent of all conventions were
fully implemented at the point they came into foree.?” About 60 percent of the
1LO’s critical observations were followed by governmental action that partially
or fully met 1LO standards. However, in more broad-ranging analyses of 1LO
monitoring, Haas found that routine negotiations on technical issues provided
the 1LO with limited leverage to press for large-scale change.®

A focus on the 11O review process flows from functionalist emphascs on the
roles of apolitical technocrats and the effects of small, accidental steps in
promoting international coordination.?? This perspective largely ignores the
cffect of international standards on morc dramatic, self-conscious policy
formulation. In contrast to functionalist imagery, we arguc that a key strength
of international conventions is the symbolic coherence they bring to the
complex, uncertain, and highly political process of policy innovation.

ILO conventions may contribute to policymaking in two ways. First, they
offer a script or model that actors can draw upon to design policy. ILO social
security conventions provide skeleton legislation: they define benefit catego-
rics, (minimum) levels and periods of coverage, and conditions for cligibility.
The extent to which these and other conventions serve as models is strongly
suggested by their appcarance in legislative texts. Such effects appear even in
the cxpanded welfare states: for example, Sweden’s 1973 Unemployment
Insurance Act states that daily allowances “will not be fixed at a lower rate than
mects the requirements of the Social Security (Minimum Standards) Conven-

25. Ghebali, The International Labour Organisation, pp. 225-28.

26. James M. Malloy. The Politics of Social Security in Brazil (Pittsburgh, Penn.: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1979).

27. Landy, The Effectiveness of Intemational Supervision.

28. Sce Ernst B, Haas's works Beyond the Nation-State, and Human Rights and Intemational
Action (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1970).

29. Haas. Bevond the Nation-State, pp. 12-13.
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tion, 1952.7 1LO models are most important where states establish ncw types
of programs, as in the nascent labor and welfare legislation of African countrics.

International conventions also provide rcasons for action, an often neglected
function of norms.’? To some extent, ratification may have intrinsic value. In
1973, for example, the Australian Labor Minister told Parliament that the
ratification of 1LO conventions would provide Australia with a more favorable
international image and enhance its ability to speak with authority in the
international community.* To the degree that ratification is uscful in its own
right, ILO conventions directly motivate action.

More important, ILO conventions serve to symbolically move policics out of
the realm of zero-sum, partisan politics and into the realm of fundamental,
universally recognized rights. Organized labor, the ILO’s main constituency,
frames its goals in terms of internationally recognized human rights. Reformist
governments like the Spanish leftists of the 1930s and the Greck Social
Democrats of the 1960s referred to 1LO standards to legitimate their policics.
State officials may likewise appeal to international obligations to cvade
constitutional restrictions.™

1t is difficult to observe the way ILO conventions, or any other symbolic
resource, contribute to policy formulation and debate. In this article we use
ratification to index close consideration of and strong support for an 1LO
standard. While conventions may sometimes aid in the construction and
legitimation of policy without being ratified,* we expect that most influential
conventions are ratified.

Unfortunately, the converse is not true. Ratification may occur without a
convention having any impact on national policy. A number of ratifications are
empty gestures, whereby states indicate commitment to policics they do not in
fact implement.* Even more important, ratification may correspond to state

30. Stina Lagregen, “The Influence of ILO Standards on Swedish Law and Practice.”
International Labour Review 125 (May/June 1986), pp. 305-28. The law is quoted on p. 319,

31. E. A. Landy, “The Influence of International Labour Standards: Possibilities and
Performance,” Intemational Labour Review 101 (June 1970), p. 566.

32. Friedrich V. Kratochwil, Rules, Norms, and Decisions (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989).

33. C. E. Landau, “The Influence of ILO Standards on Australian Labour Law and Practice,”
International Labour Review 126 (November-December, 1987), pp. 669-90, particularly p. 677,

34. Alexandre Berenstein, “The Influence of International Labour Conventions on Swiss
Legislation,” Intemational Labour Review 77 (June 1958), pp. 495-51K.

35. Consideration of 1LO conventions may stimulate activities that affect state policy without
leading to ratification. For example, Britain’s failure to ratify the 1LO’s convention on equal pay for
cequal work mobilized constituencies that successfully pressed for new policy; see Evan Luard,
International Agencies (Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana, 1977). 1f substantial numbers of countries did
not belong to the 1LO, it would be possible 1o assess a broad range of direct and indirect effects by
examining the effect of membership. However, virtuatly all states are members of the 1LO today, as
has been true through most of the organization's history. We study the effects of ratification
because this scems to provide the best opportunity for analytic leverage.

36. One of the prettiest examples of a purely symbolic commitment was Luxembourg’s
ratification in 1928 of several conventions on labor practices in the merchant marine. I seems
implausible that fandlocked Luxembourg could translate these conventions into action.
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policy without contributing to it. In fact, the 11O encourages states to ratify all
conventions they comply with, regardless of the role played by the convention
in the policymaking process. This produces a positive cross-scectional relation-
ship between 11O conventions and national policy, regardless of any causal
cffect of international standards.

To assess the impact of the 11O model and the rhetorical opportunities it
provides, we thus focus on policy change. To the extent that ILO conventions
arc employed to formulate and argue for new programs, their ratification
should coincide with an increase in the size and scope of national welfare
programs. To test this prediction, we perform longitudinal regression analyses
of the relationship between ratification and change in welfare spending. We
also examine legislative case histories to give substance to the relationships
uncovered in the quantitative analysis.

We should note that 11O ratifications do not stand outside the policymaking
process as an exogenous characteristic of the state or its environment. Instead,
international standards may be appropriated by national actors, lcading any
1LO “cffcet” to be deeply bound up in their purposes and agency. Causation in
the covering law sense (where “objective” forces produce behavior) seems the
wrong way to think about how actors respond to such opportunities.’” Like
Friedrich Kratochwil and John Ruggic, though, we think the viable strategy is
to treat cultural material (here, intersubjective understandings and institution-
alized modcls) as having causal cffects. We thus ask whether the process of ILO
ratification appears bound up in welfare outcomes unpredicted by other
arguments.

It may help to consider two different ideas about what promotes attention to
international norms generally and ILO welfare conventions in particular. One
view is that norms “pressure’ actors by imposing costs for their violation. This
suggests that weak, externally dependent states in poor, nonindustrialized
countrics should be most strongly affected by the ratification of ILO conven-
tions. In such countrics, broad welfare programs lack a natural internal
constituency, although narrow programs for cities and privileged export sectors
posscss politically mobilized support.® An impact of 1LO standards in thesc
countrics signals the power of external models to define the proper characteris-
tics of a modern state

An alternative logic is that external norms arc cffective when they serve as
“resources’ that reinforce the purposes actors are alrecady aligned around. This
suggests a large role for ILO welfare standards in the industrialized capitalist
democracies. In contrast to less developed countrics (LDCs), there are many

37. Kratochwil and Ruggie, “International Organization,” pp. 764-66.

38. Robert . Bates, Markets and States in Tropical Africa: The Political Basis of Agricultural
Policy (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981).

39. This notion is strongly expressed in John W. Meyer, “The World Polity and the Authority of
the Nation-State,” in Albert Bergesen, ed., Swdies of the Modern World-System (New York:
Academic Press, 1980). pp. 109-38.
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conncections between global and national discourse in the industrialized
capitalist democracies. Social democratic partics and labor confederations are
social welfare proponents that are well poised to make use of international
standards to press for expanded programs.

Data and variables

We model total welfare expenditures, which embraces public spending on
medical care, unemployment insurance, old age, invalidity, and survivor's
benefits; workers’ compensation; and maternity protection. Qur mcasure is
drawn from the 1LO’s The Cost of Social Security.** We standardize wclfare
expenditures by gross domestic product (GDP), so we can speak of the share of
national income going to public welfarc programs. Data were collected at
five-year intervals from 1960 to 1980.

While ILO sources permit a complete scries of observations on some
countries, information on others is spotty. In 1960, sixty-one states reported
welfare expenditure levels to the ILO. The number reporting increases over
time, with scventy-cight countries providing data in 1970 and 106 in 1980.
Many countrics have thus begun to report expenditures only during the last
decade, and records on others arc irregular.

To maximize temporal and cross-sectional variation in our analyses, we
examine the welfare effort of forty-five countries for which data arc available
from 1960 to 1980. This group of countries provides substantial variation in
terms of both political systems and cconomic conditions. Such varicty is
appropriate in the present study, which is concerned with the impact of
membership in international society. If they have nothing clse in common,
Bangladesh and the United States at lcast share recognized sovereignty. State
socialist countrics are cxcluded from the analysis due to the difficulty of
comparing the functions of their welfare programs with those in capitalist or
mixed economies and the difficulty of finding equivalent national income
metrics.

We explore differences across ratifying nations by conducting subanalyses of
two groups of countrics. The first comprises twenty-two LDCs, which may be
particularly susceptible to international pressures. We defined such countries
as those with a gross national product under $3,000 in 1975.4' The second group
of cases is composed of the eighteen major capitalist democracies that have

40. International Labour Organisation (11.O). The Cost of Social Security (Geneva: 11.0), various
years).

41. The precise criterion is arbitrary; we examined country characteristics across several
dimensions (especially the distribution of employment across sectors) and sought a criterion that
would capture standard notions of “less developed™ or “developing™ countries. The countries are
Bolivia, the Cameroons, Chile, Colombia, Costa Ricia, Cyprus, El Salvador, Guatemala, India,
Jamaica, Kenya, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, the Philip-
pines, Sri Lanka, Turkey. and Uruguay.
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FIGURE 1. Welfare spending, 1960-1980

been the focus of the welfare literature.®? Many of these countries play a
lcading rolc in the 1LO and may be thought of as “carricrs” of the welfare state
model. Countries that cannot be categorized as cither major industrial
democracies or LDCs are omitted from these subanalyses (though included in
tests of all countries). These are small capitalist democracics like Luxembourg
and moderately wealthy states like Isracl, Spain, Portugal, and Venezucla.

The average spending levels of study countries from 1960 to 1980 arc shown
in Figure 1. The figure shows spending all countries together and scparately for
the two subsets of countries defined above. Taking all countrics together,
welfare expenditures grow at a moderate but consistent pace. Avcragc
spending on social sccurity programs is 6.3 percent of national income in 1960
and riscs to 11.9 percent by 1980. .

Figurc 1 points to an expanding gap between the welfare spending of the two
subsets of countrics. The major capitalist democracies show substantial welfare
expenditures in 1960, spending an average of 10.3 percent of lh.cir na}i()nul
income. Welfare programs grow rapidly over the twenty-year period, with an
average increase of about 0.5 percent of GDP per year. By 1980, welfarc
programs in Belgium, Denmark, France, the Nectherlands, _ and Swedcn
comprisc more than a quarter of national income. Despite rapld growth, thc
spread in spending across the industrialized democracices is persistently lf)w; its
mean is more than three times its standard deviation throughout the period.

12 The countries are Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland,
Haly. Jupan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway. Sweden. S\_vilzcrluml. the United Kingdom,
the United States. and West Germany. We focus on these states in part to promote comparability
with prior rescarch.
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By contrast, the twenty-two LLDCs spent an average of about 3 percent of
their national incomes on welfare in 1960. Twenty years later, the average is
only a single percentage point larger. In 1980, only one of the LDCs (Malta)
spent more on welfare as a percentage of national income than did Japan, the
lowest spender among the industrialized capitalist democracies.

We should note that relative to all LDCs, the consistent data reporters
analyzed here spend somewhat more on welfare than countries just beginning
to report their spending. For example, Bahrain first reported welfare expendi-
tures in 1980, when less than 0.5 percent of its GDP went to public welfare
programs. Mean cxpenditure divided by GDP for all seventy-seven LDCs
reporting data in 1980 is 2.55, compared with an average of 4.0 for the
twenty-two LDCs for which full data are available.

To explore arguments about the impact of the I1LO on welfare spending, we
identified twenty ILO conventions that address social welfare policy.** Our
analyses make usc of the number of ratified conventions occurring between
adjacent time points. We developed several such measures, varying the length
of the period between observations and permitting or excluding a refractory
period during which ratification is assumed not to produce an observable
impact.

We control for a number of national characteristics found by previous work
to bear a substantial relationship to welfare expenditures. When one looks at a
broad range of countrics, much of the variance in welfare spending is explained
by variation in cconomic development, demographic structure, and the age of
welfare programs.* Our basic model thus includes per capita GDP, the size of
the clderly population, and social insurance program experience.*s Further
analyses utilize more elaborate controls for national differences: these are
introduced below.

Modeling strategy

Our modeling strategy is shaped by a major threat to inference, the fact that the
ILO cncourages states to ratify standards they alrecady meet or cxceed.
Cross-scctional relationships between prior ratifications and welfare spending
reflect in part the tendency of states that already excced international
standards to ratify ILO conventions and the contrary tendency of states that do
not mect international standards not to ratify them.#

To minimize the bias that would arisc if past commitments were confused
with future oncs, we examine the impact of 1L.O ratification on future welfare

43. For a listing of the conventions, sce the Appendix, Table A-1.

44. Wilensky, The Welfare State and Equality.

4S. For a list of the sources and statistical descriptions of the variables, see the Appendix.

46. The cross-sectional correlation between all prior 1O ratifications and wellare expenditures
is, in fact, very high (r = .66).
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spending, controlling for welfare spending prior to ratification. The logic of our
design is thus an interrupted time-series analysis that tests whether 11O
conventions coincide with a jump in spending over the medium term. We
anticipate ncither very short-run eflects?” nor continuing cffects in excess of a
medium-run stimulus.

The longitudinal analysis takes the form of multiwave pancl models, where
we examine change over time in the welfare spending of a number of countrics.
Welfare expenditures are regressed on prior welfare cxpenditures, ILO
ratifications occurring between the two observations, and the value of other
independent variables at the time of the lagged observation. We utilize a lag of
ten years between observations on welfare expenditures and also assume that
11O ratifications take some time to have cffects. We thus count the number of
ratifications occurring between the time of the lagged observation and five
years before the present observation. We assume that ratifications occurring
within five ycars of the present observation have no immediate impact.®

One statistical consideration should be noted. Analyses possessing a time-
serial component raise concerns about autocorrelated error. The problem in
such analyses is that the error term almost certainly includes time-invariant,
country-specific factors. Ignoring these factors biases coefficients for the lagged
dependent variable and for explanatory covariates that are cither stable over
time or correlated with the lagged dependent variable. A variety of approaches
have been devised to deal with the threat of autocorrelation bias in multiwave
pancl analyses.*® Nevertheless, the problem is nontrivial and the remedies
potentially costly in assigning substantial variation to atheoretical categories.

Our dcecision to analyze the impact of ratifications occurring between
obscrvations finesses the problem of autocorrelation bias. The number of
recent ratifications is virtually uncorrelated with the lagged dependent variable
(r = .07, across all cases) and with the other regressors in the model (the largest
correlation is only .09, with the variable Percent Aged). It also exhibits no
appreciable autocorrelation: numbers of ratifications in one period in a country
are not correlated with numbers of ratifications in the same country in previous

periods. It is thus highly unlikely that the estimated effect of recent 1LO.

ratifications is affected by the presence of autocorrelation in the disturbance.
The other explanatory variables, by contrast, are both highly autocorrelated
and highly correlated with the lagged dependent variable. We do not seck to

47. The implementation of welfare programs takes time. In addition, reviews of legislative
histories (described below) indicate that great weight should not be placed on the temporal order
of legislation and ratification. Influential conventions sometimes induce legislation designed to
permit ratification; in other cases, ratification may precede and stimulate legislation. We thus
emphasize temporal proximity rather than exact ordering.

48, Analyses were also performed assuming no minimum lag between ratification and its impact,
thus counting alt ratifications occurring between time points. Equivalent results were found under
these somewhat less plausible assumptions.

49. Sce Nancy B. Tuma and Michael T. Hannan, Social Dynamics (Orlando, Fla.: Academic
Press, 1984), pp. 430-47; and James A. Stimson, “Regression in Space and Time: A Statistical
Essay,” American Jowumnal of Political Science 29 (1985), pp. 914-47.
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TABLE 1. Unstandardized regression coefficients from pooled cross-sectional and

time-series analyses of welfare expenditures as a percentage of gross domestic
product, 1960-80>

Less
» All developed Capitalist
Variable countries countries d(’m{n'nu'ivx
(Log) GDP per capita” 1.30 (.51)**« 82 (.60) 3.01 (1.25)°
Ag,cd population 49 (L13) S8 (.18)*** 22 (.25;
SIPE o 04(.03) 02.02) 09 (.08)
Recent 1LO ratifications S8 (.21)* 14(.29) 81 (.31)*

Welfare expenditures, 87 (L08)*** 67 (L09)**+ 116 (1d)°

Constant —11.50(8.47)*** ~7.11 (407 —2897 (11.14)***
R? 91 79 82
N 45°3 21%3 18*3

“Standard errors are within parentheses. Descriptions of all variables are i :ndi

PAbbreviations: GDP = grofs domestic prnducl;pSIPE( ot v ure found in Appendix A
[LO = International Labor Organization.

‘Statistical significance: *p < .10:**p < .05; < 0L

Sources. See Appendix A.

= social insurance program experience:

draw inferences about these variables, however. The research cited above has
examined their effects in considerable depth.

Results

The results of pooled cross-sectional and time-series (i.c., multiwave pancl)
analyscs of welfare spending are shown in Table 1. In analyses examining a
broad range of national settings, recent 1LO ratifications significantly increase
'wclfare spending. Each recent ILO ratification in the period (t — 5,1 — 1))
increascs welfare spending at time ¢ by a little more than 0.5 percent of GDP.
Our general argument about the impact of ratification is thus supported.

When we examine the twenty-two LDC:s in isolation, however, the impact of
ILO ratification vanishes: its coeflicient drops to .14 and is now about half its
standard error. While some LDCs (Costa Rica: Cyprus, Malta) show substan-
(ial growth in welfare expenditures following their ratification of 1LO conven-
tions, many do not.

This finding does not conclusively demonstrate that 11O ratification has no
effect on the welfare spending of LDCs. Ratifications may be connected to
slowly cvolving programs or to changes in programs that do not produce
spending increases. For example, adhering to 11O conventions may lead to a
h.mudcning of the population recciving benefits without producing an expan-
sion ()f total expenditures (a strategy many would regard as substantially
improving on policics that target a limited segment of the population).
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While we cannot dircetly examine these possibilities, our findings make them
less plausible. 1F 11O ratification bears a direct relation to new programs, we
would expect effects on spending to begin to appear within a five- to ten-year
period. And if welfare coverage is expanding, we would expect expenditure
levels to rise as well. The ratification of 11O conventions on social security by
poorer, largely agricultural socictics may simply have few dircet consequences.
It may be better understood as symbolic commitment to progressive labor
relations in settings where such policies face severe fiscal and organizational
constraints.™

By contrast, Table 1 suggests that welfare spending in the industrialized
capitalist democracics is importantly affected by ratification of 1LO standards.
Each ratificd convention produces an estimated increase in spending of about
(1.8 pereent of national income. The coeflicient for recent ILO ratifications is
about three times its standard crror.

Our analysis points to the impact of specific events rather than to the
tendency of particular countries to expand welfare spending more than others.
Some of the countries that show rapid expansion in welfare spending soon after
ratifying ILO conventions arc welfare state models like Denmark, the Nether-
lands, and Sweden. Others are states more often regarded as followers in
welfare activity: France, Ircland, Italy, and Japan.

Conversely, the United States is both the most prominent nonparticipant in
the ILO's international legal code and a salient welfare state “laggard.” While
the United States has played a major role in 1LO promotional and technical
assistance activities, it slights international standard setting. It has adopted no
conventions on social welfare and few on other topics. As in other contexts, the
United States has strongly resisted bringing its domestic law within the ambit of
the 1LO.M

Of course, low levels of U.S. welfare spending are the product of a number of
factors. John Stephens points to “a very low level of labour organisation and
the absence of a major reformist labour party. The result is minimal welfarc
state development.”2 Others point to the fragmentation of American political
institutions and the unusual sequence of state and nation building in the
United States.s* We would add that U.S. political, economic, and social

S0. We should emphasize that these results pertain to spending for social security programs, not
social welfare more broadly construed. The ILO conventions that bear most directly on social
welfare in many LDCs do not provide benefits but instead protect the worker’s freedom to contract
and organize. For example, Nigerian labor law in the colonial period was humanized through the
application of ILO conventions, most importantly the Forced Labor Convention.

S1. The federal structure of the U.S. government is sometimes cited to explain low levels of
ratifications. While a federal structure does pose certain difficulties for ratification, on average
federal states have ratified ILO conventions more frequently than have unitary states. See Karl N
Dahl. “The Role of 11O Standards in Global Integration Process.” Joumal of Peace Research vol. S,
no. 4. 1968, pp. 309-51.

52. Stephens, Transition from Capitalisn to Socialism, p. 149.

§3. Sce the essays in Margaret Weir, Ann'S. Orloff, and Theda Skacpol, eds., The Politics of
Social Policy in the United States (Princeton, NJ.: Princeton University Press, 1988).
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hcgcmon.y h.as largely insulated the United States from the imitative and
communicative processes so evident in Western Europe and the Third World.

To further investigate the impact of ILO conventions on welfare spending in
the industrialized capitalist democracies, we add variables that more richly
represent standard accounts of the expansion of the welfare state. Drawing on
a large literature on the working-class origins of the welfare state, we include
years of leftist, rightist, and Christian Democratic rule; union membership; and
strike days.™* Drawing on pluralist models, we include measures of clcc‘mral
salience and party competition.’® Drawing on ideas about economic openncss
we include trade dependence.® Drawing on idcas about state structure, wé
employ measures of corporatism, centralization, and nonwelfare public spend-
ing.5?

Table 2 provides a summary of eleven analyses, each adding one of the
measures described above to the model reported in Table 1, and Table 3
reports results for a full model including those independent variables for which
full data are available (none of the mcasures omitted here have significant
effects on welfare spending).

These analyses indicate consistent effects of ILO ratification. Its coeflicient is
always statistically significant at conventional levels, with little variation in
magnitude. The effects of ILO ratification are virtually unrelated to those of
the national characteristics generally implicated in welfare state expansion.

In.passing, we note that both socioeconomic and political variables help
predlgt growth in welfare spending over the 1960-80 period. In Table 3,
spending increases arc large when national income per capita is high, where
political parties receive more equal shares of the vote, and where workers strike
more frequently. Table 2 suggests effects of the party in power, particularly
through low rates of welfare expansion when rightist parties govern. Other
variables gencrally have effects in the expected direction, but these are not
statistically significant.™

Finally, we inquire into variation in the relationship between ILO ratification

54. An_excellcnl review is provided by Michael Shalev, “The Social Democratic Model and
Beyond: Two ‘Generations' of Comparative Research on the Welfare State,” in Richard
Tomasson, ed., Comparative Social Research (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1983), p'p. 315-52.
|()th(S)."Pampel and Williamson, “Welfare Spending in Advanced Industrial Democracies, 1950-

. 56. Sce Katzenstein's works Corporatism and Change and Small States in World Markets; and
Cameron, “The Expansion of the Public Economy.” A
) 57. The insights of Skocpol and others suffer in the translation to conventional quantitative
indices. For sources and descriptive statistics for each of the measures described, sce the Appendix

58. We do not wish to make much of these results, however. We continue to ignore the pnlcnli'xi
cﬂe‘c|§ of autocorrelation bias and multicollinearity where they solely concern variables added '(w
statistical controls, since our goal is to test the robustness of the effect of 11O ru(ilicnlion‘x (whicl\‘i;
unuﬂ'cc_lcd by relationships among the regressors with which it is uncurrclalcd——hcrL‘A all mh&
effects in the model). Excellent quantitative analyses of the effects of internal clmruclc‘risli{'ﬂ are
n_()lcd ahove. Sce also Alexander Hicks and Duane Swank, “On the Political Economy of .Wc.lfzuc
Expansion: A Comparative Analysis of Eighteen Advanced Capitalist Democracies, 196071,
Comparative Political Studies 17 (April 1984), pp. 81- 120, h l
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TABLE 2. Unstandardized regression cocfficients from pooled cross-sectional and
time-series analyses of welfare expenditures as a percentage of gross domestic
product in cighteen advanced capitalist democracies, 1960-80°

Recent 11.0 Numbcr of
Variable Caocfficient ratifications® obsenations
Feftist party rale —-.02(.11) B2 (32)**¢ 54
Rightist party rule =21 (1) .64 (.32)* 54
Catholic party rule A0 (.16) 82 (.32)* 54
Union centralization 01 01 T1(.32)* 48
Strike days A0(17) 84 (.32)** 54
Trade dependence 02 (.02) 73 (.33)* 52
Electoral salience -7.39(5.16) 85 (.31)* 54
Party competition 13.56 (5.83)°* 77 (30)* 54
Government centralization —.76 (3.11) 67 (L30)** 51
Corporatism
Medium 1.27 (.90) 09 (.34)** 54
Strong 1.21 (1.15)
Nonwelfare public spending .05 (.006) 83 (.32)** 53

*Standard ¢rrors are within parentheses. The first columin gives the coctlicient and standard
crror for the included variable, while the second column gives the coeflicient and standard error
for recent HLQO ratifications, net of the included variable and the three variables making up the
basic model. All analyses control for welfare expenditures (¢ — 10), (log) gross domestic product
per capita, percent aged, and social insurance program experience. For descriptions of variables,
see Appendix A.

"ILO = International Labor Organization.

‘Statistical significance: *p < .10; **p < 05, ***p < 01,

Sources. See Appendix AL

and change in welfare spending across the industrialized capitalist democra-
cies. To do so, we explore the interaction between national characteristics and
11O ratifications. We examine a scries of models (as in Table 2), with each
cquation incorporating a term multiplying one covariate by the number of
recent 11O ratifications. Models showing statistically significant interaction
terms are shown in Table 4.

Four statistically significant interactions are found: those involving prior
welfare spending, leftist party rule, rightist party rule, and corporatist institu-
tional structure. All but the interaction for rightist party rule are negative. 1LO
ratification has a smaller impact when prior levels of welfare expenditure are
high, where leftist parties rule, and where centralized employer and labor
federations are formally incorporated into policymaking; its impact is larger
where parties of the right are in power. We should note that interactions
produce only relative shifts in coefficients. Nect effects of ILO ratification, taken
at the mean of the interacting variable, arc always positive and in fact larger
than those reported in Table 2.

These findings indicate that ILO conventions are useful in understanding the
tendency of “laggard™ welfare spenders to keep or catch up with the “welfare
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TABLE 3. Unstandardized regression coefficients from pooled cross-sectional and
time-series analyses of welfare expenditures as a percentage of gross domestic
product in eighteen advanced capitalist democracies, 1960-80

Variable Coefficient Standard error

(Log) GDP per capita® 3.48*0 1.57
Aged population .22 .34
SIPE 09 10
Recent 1LO ratifications .06* "H
Leftist party rule AS : l7
Rightist party rule -2 20
Catholic party rule .26 .I()
Strike days 42* 23
Electoral salience -8.98 5:7.5
Party competition 13.48** 664
Corporatism A

Medium 1.15 1.73

Strong 2.05 1.95
Welfare expenditures, . 4o 1.06*** '71.)
('()nflunl —39.34** Iﬁ;l

R* 87

N 45

*Abbreviations: GDP = gross domestic product: SIPE = social insurance program experience;

ILO = International Labor Organization. For descriptions of the variables, sce Appendix A ‘
"Statistical significance: *p < .01;**p < .05; o< 01 '
Sources. See Appendix A.

TABLE 4. Unstandardized regression coefficients from pooled cross-sectional and
time-series analyses of welfare expenditures as a percentage of gross domestic
product in eighteen advanced capitalist democracies, 1960-80

Recent 11O Interaction

Variable Coefficient ratifications"™ term
Wclfurc expenditures, 1.26 (L15)*** 3.00 (1.32)* —.16 (09)*
[.%'flls_l party rule A7) 1.48 (.45)** —.19 (.09)*
Rightist party rule =33(.12)* 32(.36) 21 001)
Corporatism ‘
Medium 2.15(.98)** 2.34 (K0)* e+ — 198 (.95)**
Strong 2.62 (1.46)* =203 (97)**

“All analyses control for lagged welfare expenditures, (log) gross domestic product per capita
percent aged, and social insurance program experience. For descriptions of the variables, see /\}»»
pendix A. Standard errors are in parenthescs. h

"ILO = International Labor Organization,

“Statistical signiticance: *p < 10; **p < 05 ***p < 0.

Sources. See Appendix A.
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maodels.” This is an important feature of the modern welfare period—recall the
persistent lack of spread in spending among the industrialized democracics.
Low variation across states is unexpected by standard internal accounts. Since
most national characteristics arc fairly stable over time, they predict increasing
divergence in spending. Orientation to international norms may help us
understand why divergence docs not accompany growth.

More substantively, 1L.O ratifications have the largest obscerved cffects where
political conditions scem to militate against a strong welfare effort. This occurs
where the working class is not routinely central to national decision making;
where leftist partics are weak and rightist partics strong; and where corporatist
forms of intermediation arc absent. Strong cffects in these contexts suggest a
twist in the appeal of 11O standards, which are gencrally scen as most attrac-
tive to labor. We pursue this point in the discussion of case historics below.

We note the fit between the present findings and the line of argument
forwarded by Haas. Haas observed that the 1LO was formed at the end of
World War | by states moving from a politics of labor repression to a politics of
social partnership. 11O standard setting was concceived in terms of this context:
pluralist democracies where labor is politically organized but not politically
dominant. He argued that it was only in such “reconciliation™ politics that the
ILO could substantially aid in the construction of a more progressive social
policy.® Haas contended the 1LO could have little influence in totalitarian or
authoritarian politics where labor was politically subordinated. Nor could
influence be expected in “postindustrial™ polities, where the standards and
routines sought by the ILO werc already in place. The results shown in Tables
2, 3, and 4 strongly support that analysis.

Case histories

The above analyses support a connection between ILO ratifications and
increases in welfare spending, particularly among the less institutionalized
welfare states of the first world. But temporal coincidence necd not imply a
substantive contribution of I1LO standards to national policy. At the extreme,
states could simply ratify ILO conventions as a means of registering their
cfforts with the international community. We thus cxaminc a series of casc
studics published in the International Labour Review that assess the influence of
[1.0 standards on national legislation.®

SY. Scee Haas, Bevond the Nation-State, pp. 447-48; and Haas. Human Rights and International
Action, p. 117,

60, These reviews are most often authored by legal scholars, many of whom have experience
working with the [L.O. While the generally favorable orientation to the 1LO should be noted, we
found that the reviews strive for an objective appraisal. Reviews published before 1976 are
collected in 11O, The Impact of International Labor Conventions und Reconunendations (Geneva:
1.0, 1976). Subscquent articles appear in volumes of the Intemational Labour Review. In all, some
twenty-five legisfative histories have appeared. Below we discuss those cases in which conventions
on social security were ratified during the period 1960 to 1980,
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Wc first note some general tendencics. Many reviews mentioned that some
ratificd conventions partially or substantially affected legislation while other
cunve.n.(ions did not. Where they sought to quantify these statements, a
surprising number of convention ratifications were judged as involving inf‘lu-
cnc.c: cighteen of twenty-one conventions in Greece, thirtecn of seventeen in
Switzerland, six of thirty-two in Tunisia, and twenty of forty-seven in Ireland. It
was difficult to assess the extent of this influence, however. .

The most salient instances of an ILO impact on legislation are reported
whcrc‘o.ur quantitative analysis suggests. In the carly 1970s, Japanese work-
plgcc injury legislation was framed to permit ratification of the Employment
Injury Benefits convention.®! Japan also expanded its welfarc programs to
Fomply with the ILO’s minimum standards on social security. Irish welfare laws
in the 1960s were similarly described as causally influenced by ILO convenl
tions."?

Thcsc. instances of ILO ratification and social security expansion were
accomplished in politics governed by center-right parties: the Japanese Liberal
Dcmocrzfts and the Irish Fianna Fail. It js suggestive, however, that in both
cascs ratification and program growth occurred in periods of growing pressure
from the left. The share of scats held by the Liberal Democrats in Japan
declined throughout the 1970s to the point where a parliamentary majority was
barely maintained, while the Fianna Fail faced growing trade union strength in
!hc 1960s. In these settings, the framing of policy innovations around
m(cr‘na(ional standards may have allowed ruling rightest partics to co-opt
portions of the left’s agenda while minimizing damage to their own bases of
support.

In addition, both Japan and Ireland may have been particularly responsive to
external welfare modcls. The Japancese polity has been described as more casily
mobilized by forcign pressures than internal ones.® Irish interest in joining the
C:mnmon Market led to growing attention to the gap between lIrish and
European welfare provision.® Of course, detailed study is nceded to investi-
ig,ul:c (tﬁhcsc cases; we simply propose here the direction an argument might
ake."

61, l."ldilshl Hanami. *The Influence of 1LO Standards on Law and Practice in Japan.”
International Labour Review 120 (November-December 1981). pp. 765-79 .
‘ 62. Mzm‘flcc (usl_ncll, “The Influence on Irish Law and Practice of International Labor
Standards,” Intermational Labour Review 106 (July 1972), pp. 47-74.
) 63, ”l\c'n( E. ¢ ‘f'f'”" “Japanese Foreign Economic Policy Formation: Explaining the Reactive
State.” World Politics 40 (July 1988). pp. S17-41.

04, Maria Maguire, “Treland,” in Peter Flor: /i i

. Muria M . and,™ in Peter Flora, ed., Growth to Limits, vol. 2 (Berlin: i
ced., s, vol. 2 (Berlin: de T

1981). pp. 241-384. ( € Graser

65. Two other cases for which closer analysis might he fruitful are those of Italy and the
NclAhcrl:m_d.\ (I{ll('l‘llflll()ll(l/ Labour Review overviews covering the appropriate period were
uv:ulul‘vlc for neither). The logic of ratification in Haly during the 1960s and 19705 might resemble
that of Japan and Ircland. since ltaly possessed a ruling center party that sought partners taits left
In l'hc NL‘[II%‘I lands. convention ratifications accompaniced the state's funding of privately organized
sacial seeurity schemes that fed o weltare takeoll in the 1900s. Here, international conventions
may have helped relrame concerns ibout state Cexpansion i a scgmented polity

S 5 R iy
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Sensitivity to TLO standards is also exhibited by prominent welfare states like
Sweden, Norway, and Germany.™ Sweden possesses a standing “1L.O commit-
tee” that presses for ratification and reviews all legislation with an eye toward
11O standards. Although legislation in all three countries was linked in the
reviews 1o 11O conventions, these linkages involve specific issues of implemen-
tation or coverage rather than the broad policy innovations described above.
For example, attention to ratificd conventions in Germany led to broader
uncmployment coverage during labor disputes and made hospitalization
benefits automatic. The impact of these kinds of legal changes on spending is
unclear.

Most of the case material on developing countrics describes 1LO standards
on social security as too demanding, given organizational and fiscal constraints.
The problems these countries faced in implementing conventions help illus-
trate why our quantitative analysis shows such weak cffects. For example,
Colombia ratificd 1O conventions on worker’s compensation in 1933 but
failed to meet their provisions for over thirty years.®

Case histories of the developing countries do suggest alternative kinds of
ILO cffects. Reviews of Indian and Tunisian legislation argue that unratified
ILO conventions had motivated welfare program cxpansion.”® A more recent
study of India, the best example of a developing country that has built its labor
legistation in dialogue with the 1.0, might suggest substantial effects. Perhaps
most important for developing countrics, the 1LO provides considcrable
technical assistance in constructing welfare programs. For example, an I1LO
team proposced, designed, and helped set up Libya’s social security system "

The discussions in the International Labour Review serics do not provide the
kind of detailed political analysis that would allow us to demonstrate a direct
contribution of I1LO ratifications to national policy. They do indicate that ILO
ratifications are meaningfully related to public policy. At a number of points,
ILO conventions are described by the reviews as concretely contributing to
legislation. And variation in the impact of the 1LO follows the patterns
observed in Tables 2 and 4. The 1LO ratifications of most moment are those
occurring in the welfare laggards and conservative regimes among the industri-
alized capitalist democracies. Modest and no effects are scen in the expanded

66. Sce Karl N. Dahl, “The Influence of 1.L.O. Standards on Norwegian Legislation,”
International Labour Review 90 (September 1964). pp. 226-51; Gerhard Schnorr, *“The Influence of
11.0 Standards on Law and Practice in the Federal Republic of Germany,” International Labour
Review 110 (December 1974), pp. 539-64; and Stina Lagregen, “The Influence of ILO Standards on
Swedish Law and Practice.” fnternational Labour Review.

67. Alfonso Plata-Castilla, “International Labour Standards and Colombian Legislation.”
International Labour Review 99 (February 1969), pp. 137-58.

68. Sce V. K. R. Menon, “The Influence of International Labour Conventions on Indian Labour
Legistation,” Tntemational Labour Review 73 (June 1956), pp. 551-71; and Amor Abdeljaouad,
“The Influence of International Labour Conventions on Tunisian Legislation.” Tnternational
Labour Review 91 (March 1965), pp. 191209,

69. 11O, ~Social Security and LL.O. Technical Cooaperation in Libya,” International Labour
Review 91 (April 1965). pp. 292-320.
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welfarc states and in the developing countries, respectively, for which ILO
standards are cither too soft or too hard.

Discussion

Sociologically institutionalist arguments of the type put forward in this article
arc most often employed in two ways. First, they are used to explain striking
homogeneity in outcomes within fields of connected actors.™ Second, they are
used to explain symbolic conformity to external standards.” ILO welfare
standards seem implicated in both outcomes, but in different settings.

Among the industrialized countries, ILO standards seem to contribute to
homogeneity in welfare provision. Ratifications consistently accompany in-
creases in spending. They do so most dramatically where prior spending is low
and where the usual political forces behind the welfare state are absent.
Legislative historics show that both model and laggard welfare states arc
oriented toward the 1LO, but connections between ILO conventions and
farge-scalc changes in policy only appear among the latter.

ILO standard sctting does not scem similarly to contribute to the growth of
welfare programs in the developing world. In fact, by increasing homogencity
among the industrialized states, ILO instruments enlarge the substantial gap in
welfare spending between the first and third worlds. LDCs tend not to ratify
ILO standards on social security, and spending does not markedly increasc
when they do ratify them. In such cases, ratification may be best understood as
a symbolic commitment to programs whose realization faces severe fiscal and
organizational constraints.

We do not presume that the 1LO is a represcntative international forum or
that ILO standard sctting concerning welfare is characteristic of ILO standard
sctting in other areas. It would be of interest to compare the 11.O with other
intecrnational organizations as well as to compare our results for welfare
spending between 1960 and 1980 (the zenith of the welfare state, perhaps) with
ILO effects in different periods or policy areas. Nevertheless, it is useful to
consider what the relationships described here suggest about institutional
processes in gencral.

The impact of ILO ratification does not scem bound up with the capacity to
enforce standards. ILO conventions do not cow governments into policy
innovation. The influence of welfare conventions is weakest among externally
dependent LDCs, whose programs are least likely to satisfy international

70. The best statement of this argument is Paul J. DiMaggio and Walter W. Powell, “The Tron
Cage Revisited: Institutional Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields,”

American Sociological Review 48 (April 1983), pp. 147 -60.

71 The best statement of this argument is found in John W. Meyer and Brian Rowan,
“Institwtionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and Ceremaony.” American Journal of
Sociology 83 (September 1977), pp. 340 63,
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standards. And while the 11O review process surely helps to make ratification
meaningful, it depends upon dialogue rather than formal sanctions. 110
dircctors who try to strong-arm governments fail rather dramatically.”

Instead, 1L.O conventions are better understood as forming (and expressing)
an international regime. The regime involved is not primarily organized around
pereeptions of complex interdependence and the value of cooperation among
cgoists but around notions of appropriate state policy.”™ Regime consequences
have to do with the way 1LO standard setting is able to express norms, establish
modecls, and construct expectations.

This article suggests that regimes of this type have consequences in at least
some national contexts. We sce effects of 1LO ratification in the industrialized
capitalist democracics, where policymakers and constituencies are well situ-
ated to employ international discourse to push for extensions and reforms to
existing welfare programs. However, it is where welfare is politically viable but
contested that international standards most uscfully amplify, legitimate, and
depoliticize policy options. Under such conditions, as G. John Ikenberry notes
in a more genceral discussion, “cxternal pressure may actually be welcomed and
manipulated by reform clites so as to strengthen their domestic political
position.”7*

There are many possible logics by which ILO conventions on welfare might
contribute to policy. The examples of Japan and Ireland suggest that ILO
welfare standards may frame a response in internationally oriented states by
rightist partics concerned with challenges from the left. Conversely, an
cmbattled or nascent working-class party might find ILO conventions useful.
Less politically grounded cffects are also conceivable: for cxample, the
application of international standards by a modernizing state like India.

In our view, the notion that regime consequences are highly contingent on
actor orientations does not diminish their importance. Ideas and arguments
matter because few elements of decision making are empirically fixed, contra
some formal models. Recognizable options must be painstakingly generated,

iy

preferences must be learned, and good outcomes require a lcgitimatin

72, See Robert W, Cox, “The Executive Head: An Essay on Leadership in International
Organization,” Intemational Organization 23 (Spring 1969), pp. 205-30; and Cox, “Labor and
Hegemony.™ The argument central to much contemporary organization theory that organizations
are interpenctrated by their institutional environments is discussed by Gayl D. Ness and Steven R.
Brechin, “Bridging the Gap: International Organizations as Organizations,” Intemational Organi-
zation 42 (Spring 1988). pp. 245-73.

73. There is an interesting historical dynamic here. The 1LO was created in part due to
perceptions of complex interdependence in labor relations, where it was seen as competitively
damaging for one nation to enact favorable labor laws unless all did. Little of this sense remains
today: as welfare and other reforms advocated by the TLO have become institutionalized. the
internal discourse of the organization has come to revolve around human rights much more than
national interdependencies.

74. G. John Ikenberry, “Explaining the Ditfusion of State Norms: Coercion. Competition, and
Learning in the International System.” presented at the meetings of the International Studices
Association, London. 28 March 1989.
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framework that is broadly persuasive. Given this, the fact that one set of models
and not another is accessible makes a difference.

. We h.znvc argucd that the material that informs policy formulation has
International as well as national sources. Certain typical symbolic positions zlré
availa.hIc to organizations like the ILO. The cultural context of the state sy.%tcm
as an international community allows the 1LO to champion basic human rights.
Its apparent distance from real politics permits the advocacy of rationalized
policics, unsullied by parochial interests. Self-conscious stances of this type arc
not rhcto.ri.cally invulnerable, but ncither arce they without a certain cachet.

No position is independent of its origins or compelling to all points of view (a
message underlined by Haas). The founding aims and tripartite representa-
tional structure of the ILO lead it to celebrate the “enlightened” social and
labor policy of Western Europe. An expanded welfare state is one element
here, along with rights of collective organization, workplace protections, and
the like. TI.w Western voices that dominate the 1LO are involved in a dif‘licult
bootstrapping operation, using the existing prestige of the Western welfare
model to promote its further realization.

It ls indicative of the limits of such an operation that the I11.O’s most concrete
.conmhutions to policy are seen in the laggard welfare states of the industrial-
ized world. These states are both implicated in the work of the ILO and directly
targeted by its standards. These arc also settings where an ILO convention
nced only reinforce the agendas of mobilized actors.

Our focus on standard setting should not blind us to the 1LO"s relevance for
a larger audicnce. Its most concrete relation to nonindustrialized countrics
vY()rks through technical assistance, not standard sctting. And while ruliﬁc:ll-
tions here are not linked in the short run to welfare expansion, they may help to
shape programs over the longer term. It is only in countrics like the United
States, which opposes the general principle of an international labor code
where we can speak confidently of a rejection of the ILO model. ‘
. Ov?rall, we suggest that social welfare, and domestic policy more gencrally
Is an increasingly transnational business. Global standards and agenda sclliné
play roles in the rapid expansion of programs in some states. Norms are
diffused and accepted by others in principle, if not put immcdizncly~ into
practice. It scems useful to conceptualize part of the discourse gencrating the
“welfare state” as global in scope, and emerging out of the normative models
and formal organizations that span national societics. .

APPENDIX A
Dependent variable

Total wellare expenditures arc taken from the 1LOs statistical reports, The
Cost of Social Security (Geneva: 1.0, various years). This scries is gencrally
comparable over the 1960-80 period. with the exeeption of data after 1977
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TABLE A-1. International Labor Organization conventions examined

Number of
| i Year ml.iﬁ('aliun.\'
‘ ‘I‘l’l‘l‘l.:l,;):f:"" Convention name adopted in 1980
12 Workmen's Compensation (Agricullurc) :3%; 2:
17 Workmen's Compensation (/\ccndcnl.s) ) _ e o
18 Workmen's Compensation (Occupational Diseases) o p
19 Equality of Treatment (Accident Compensation) pes o
24 Sickness Insurance (Indl.mry) phodd o
25 Sickness Insurance (Agriculture) petd 5
35 Old Age Insurance (Industry) w.}.} 12
36 Old Age Insurance (Agriculture) o 0
37 Invalidity Insurance (lndqslw) o33 5
KH] lnvalidity Insurance (Agriculture) ‘9.3.3 4
39 Survivors Insurance (lndlfslry) lon3 :
40 Survivors Insurance (Agriculture) ) _ 191;:1 -
42 Workmen's Compensation (Occupational Discases) |9:§4 e
44 Unemployment Provision ) ) . k
48 M;linlsnnncc of Migrant Worker's Pension Rights :32; 23
102 Social Security (Minimum Standards) |952 2
103 Maternity Protection o ) 3
118 Equality of Treatment (S({Clxnl Security) :323 ”
121 Employment Injury Benefits . i :
128 Iuvz?lidily Old Age and Survivor s.Bcnchls :32’; : |
130 Medical Care and Sickness Benefits

when the 1LO no longer included most forms of public hcalth c?(pcn'd(ljl‘l;.re.
Data for 1980 were reconciled with earlier wclfarf: expendnure df“" by dS |ngl
levels of public health expenditures rcporlcd.m the 1LO’s Costhlofk ([):crtcad
Security: Basic Tables, 11th International Inquiry, 197§—8(). W: t‘d.n Fres
Pampel for making these tables available to us. States with market uu(n;:;.c.ln;:
report welfare spending as a percentage qf cither gross domlestlc l;:ro oo
gross national product; those reporting in terms of the latter have
re-cxpressed in terms of the former.

Independent variables

Recent 1LO ratifications. The number of I.LO r‘aliﬁcalions on cor}vzn:;')r:;
related to social security occurring in the previous five- to lcn-ycar' pego : a ‘
were taken from the Chart ()fRatiﬁcalim.xs. ILO cho‘ns (anclvsl. ll/; l, various
ycars). The conventions examined in this report are listed in T7d5 dc “’- : Taken

Gross domestic product per capita. Calculated in constant 19 . 0' ldrC.s. ak "
from Robert Summers and Alan Heston, “lmprovcd"ln(crpatmnd .om’pdr 1
sons of Real Product and Its Composition: 1950-80," Review of Income anc

g 984). pp. 207-62. ‘

W(l("({rl'?ci(l) (uthz?lc :’crclnrl)zrx)gc of the population aged sixty-five ycurs"orU()Ifi‘c‘rd.
Taken frm;1 United Nations, Demography Yearbook (New York: Unite
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Nations, various years); International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment (IBRD), World Tables (Washington, D.C.: IBRD, 1980).

Social insurance program experience (SIPE). Cumulative time that five
national welfare programs are in operation during the ten-year period between
observations. The measure was first proposed by Phillips Cutright, “Political
Structure, Economic Development, and National Social Security Programs,”
American Journal of Sociology 70 (March 1965); pp. 537-50. It covers worker's
compensation; sickness/maternity protection; old age, invalidity, and survivor’s
insurance; family allowances; and unemployment insurance. Data are from the
U.S. Social Security Administration, Social Security Programs Throughout the
World (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1988).

Left party nule, right party rule, Catholic party nule. Years in power during the
ten-year period between observations for the major left, right, and Catholic
(Christian Democrat) parties. Left and right parties are as identified in Francis
G. Castlcs, ed., The Impact of Parties (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1982), p. 58.
Where parties participated in coalition governments (the usual case), the
yearly scorc was calculated as the ratio of legislative seats won by the party of
interest to legislative scats won by all parties forming the government. The
sources for these figures were Vincent E. McHale, ed., Political Parties of
Europe (Westport, Conn: Greenwood, 1983); and lan Gorvin, Elections Since
1945 (Chicago: St. James Press, 1985).

Strike days. The number of working days lost duc to industrial strikes, per one
thousand workers in the mining, manufacturing, construction, and communica-
tion industrics. Data are from 1LO, International Labour Statistics (Geneva:
ILO, 1970 and 1982).

Union centralization. Union density of the nonagricultural labor force
multiplicd by the presence of nationwide bargaining power. Union densitics
and scores for type of collective bargaining system are taken from Stephens,
The Transition from Capitalism to Socialism (Atlantic Highlands, N.J.: Humani-
tics Press, 1990); data on Ireland and Japan are missing. Following Hicks and
Swank, “On the Political Economy of Welfare Expansion,” we multiplicd the
percentage unionized by two where the country has a systemwide collective
bargaining system.

Trade dependence. Value of imports plus exports as a percentage of gross
national product. Taken from 1BRD, World Tables (Washington, D.C.: IBRD,
1980).

Percent voting. The percentage of the clectorate that cast ballots in the most
recent prior clection. From Thomas T. Mackie and Richard Rose, eds.,
International Almanac of Electoral History (New York: Facts on File, 1982).

Party competition. A measurc of the balance in votes across partics in the
most recent prior clection. Taken from Mackic and Rose, International

Almanac of Electoral History.

Fiscal centralization. Central Government Revenues divided by Total Govern-
ment Revenues. From: International Monctary Fund (IMFEF), Government Fi-
nance Statistics (New York: IMF, 1982).
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Corporatism. Scale taken from Gerhard Lehmbruch, “Concertation and the
Structure of Corporatist Networks,” in J. H. Goldthorpe, ed., Order and
Conflict in Contemporary Capitalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984),
pp. 60-80. States with strong corporatist institutions (“ceffective participation of
labor in policy formation and implementation™) are Austria, the Netherlands,
Norway, and Sweden. Cases of medium corporatism (where the scope of
bargaining is more limited) states include Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
Switzerland, and West Germany. The residual category embraces Lehmbruch’s
categories “weak corporatist,” “pluralist,” and “concentration without labor.”
It comprises Australia, Canada, France, Ireland, Italy, Japan, New Zcaland,
the United Kingdom, and the United States. We also examined several other
corporatism indices and found results very similar to those presented above.

Nonwelfare public spending. Total government revenues divided by gross
domestic product minus welfare expenditures, divided by gross domestic
product. (If welfare expenditures are not deducted from the fiscal scale of
public activitics, definitional dependence is produced between the two.)

APPENDIX B. Descriptive statistics for countries reporting data on welfare
expenditures, 1960-80

Standard
Variable! Mean deviation
Welfare expenditures/GDP® 10.35 8.08
Recent 1LO ratifications 52 97
(Log) GDP per capita 7.11 .72
Aged population 7.01 ll6
NigH 40.65 10.61
Left party rulet 2.58 3.01
Right party rule 3.20 3.64
Catholic party rule 1.23 2.00
Union centralization 74.28 40.23
(Log) Strike days 4.70 2.12
Trade dependence 48.73 21.65
Electoral salicnee .81 09
Party competition 80 06
Government centralization .06 A3
Corporatism
Mecdium 39 49
Strong .28 AS
9.25 7.32

Nonwelfare public spending

“For desceriptions of the variables, see Appendix A. o
PAbbreviations: GDP = gross domestic product: 1LO = International Labor Organization;
SIPE = social insurance program experience. For descriptions of all v:lriuhlcs.Ascc Appendix AL
‘Left party rule and subsequent measures describe the industrialized capitalist demaocracies

only.
Sources. See Appendix A.

Macropolitical consensus and lateral
autonomy in industrial policy:

the nuclear sector in Brazil

and Argentina Etel Solingen

Despite a similar tradition of state intervention in both Argentina and Brazil, in
defining their nuclear industries, Argentina empbhasized the role of its national
private firms, while Brazil created state enterprises and imported foreign
equipment at the expense of its national private firms. This contrasting division
of labor among state, private, and foreign firms is particularly puzzling for
several reasons. First, Argentina’s history of state intervention and ownership
was at least as extensive as Brazil’s. Moreover, Argentina was less endowed
than was Brazil in the capital goods sector relevant to nuclear power plant
supplies. Furthermore, and perhaps conscquently, industrial entreprencurs in
that sector were far more organized, cohesive, and politically stronger in Brazil
than they were in Argentina.

In light of this contrast in industrial structures between the two countrics,
that Argentina emphasized private firms while Brazil emphasized state
involvement would seem to be counterintuitive, since states generally are
assumed to cooperate with, rather than displace, private firms where those
firms are integrated and politically unified (as in Brazil). Conversely, direct
state intervention (as an entrepreneur) is more likely where markets are more
fragmented, divided, and unorganized.! Even so, Argentina promoted and
protected national private firms in a relatively smaller, fragmented, and less
sophisticated industrial sector. Such emphasis is even more intriguing if one
considers the (relative) position of Brazil as an emerging economic giant in the
1970s. Its overall power—relative to a declining Argentina—and well-developed
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