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Introduction:

Why do states address some forms of inequality with great effectiveness, while failing even to recognize other forms of inequality, even those that are closely related? In this project, I outline an institutionalist approach to the analysis of how gender, race and class combine to shape social policy.  This approach argues that different institutional configurations facilitate government action to redress different kinds of inequalities.  Particular conflicts, salient at the time of state formation, become encoded in foundational state institutions (such as constitutions). This institutional pattern shapes and constrains later efforts to address different forms of inequality in particular ways, refracting social movement pressure to adopt equality-advancing policies.  In a broader project, I apply this approach in an analysis of a variety of areas of state action, including multicultural and immigration policies, policies on violence against women, family leaves, pensions and health policies, combining case studies of Canada, the US, the Netherlands and France with a statistical analysis of policies in OECD countries. In this paper, I focus on showing how these institutional patterns shape social spending and policies related to sex equality in the OECD countries.
 

Tensions Among Different Forms of Equality

Most national governments have not adopted all the equality-promoting policies one can imagine.
 By equality-promoting, here, I refer to policies that seek to ensure that all people have equal access to social, political and economic power regardless of their membership in a particular social group (such as gays, lesbians, women, men, African-Americans, indigenous peoples, immigrants, and the like).
 Egalitarianism in one area, or in relation to one particular group or aspect on inequality does not necessarily translate into the same degree of egalitarianism in another area. The multi-dimensional nature of inequality is not always recognized in discussions of inequality and social policy, which tend to focus on economic inequality or treat “egalitarianism” as a term that applies seamlessly to multiple inequalities in the same way (Hobson 2000; Korpi 2000).  

For example, some countries have been quick to adopt civil unions but slower to adopt gay marriage, while others (such as Australia) maintain bans on gay marriage and even prohibit cohabiting same-sex couples from enjoying the same rights and privileges that cohabiting different-sex couples enjoy.  But the countries that maintain equality in marriage rights regardless of sexual orientation (what has come to be called “marriage equality” in the United States) are not necessarily those that most promote sex equality between women and men in the workplace, nor are they the national governments that are toughest in attacking economic inequalities.  Perhaps more puzzling, those governments that are innovators in policies that aim to promote gender equality in both home and workplace (e.g. Daddy leaves introduced in Norway and Sweden) have not been as active in areas such as violence against women (Canada and Australia). Even though these are both critical for sex equality, governments respond to these issues in very different ways (Weldon 2010; Htun and Weldon 2010).  So governments often adopt some types of equality-promoting policies, but not others. 


Relationships between different types of equality policies have mainly been theorized by critics of egalitarian policies, especially critics of multiculturalism. For example, some argue that multicultural policies subordinate women’s rights to “cultural sensitivity” or minority rights. In Britain, the recent furor over the Archbishop of Canterbury’s suggestion that Muslim personal law (or sharia) be accommodated in Britain prompted several popular discussions of the ways in which minority accommodation might threaten sexual equality. 
 Such a tension has long been discussed by scholars of both sex equality and group rights (e.g. Kymlicka 1995; Okin 1999; Parekh 2002; Song 2006; Phillips 2007).  

Beyond this literature on gender and multiculturalism, there is a growing literature that addresses whether multiculturalism undermines the welfare state, an important tool for achieving economic equality. Social policies aimed at redressing racial, ethnic or sex inequality (such as multiculturalism or affirmative action) often target particular groups for attention or advancement, providing benefits or services to some groups but not others. However, critics argue that such group-specific policies undermine the solidarity required to support generous welfare states (Miller 1995; Barry 2001; Gitlin 1995; Rothstein, 2002; Benn Michaels 2006).  

Empirical work on this question is rapidly proliferating.  Extant research on the link between heterogeneity and welfare state spending suggests that greater heterogeneity is associated with less social spending on redistribution under some conditions (Banting and Kymlicka 2006; Hero and Preuhs 2007; Hero 2007; Soss et al 2001). There has been much less research on the relationship between policies recognizing specific groups and welfare state spending. Kymlicka and Banting (2006) find no relationship between policies of multiculturalism (MCPs) and decreased state spending on redistribution: In fact, there is some weakly suggestive evidence that in very heterogeneous contexts, strong MCPs are associated with greater welfare state spending. 

Thus, the empirical research suggests that racial/ethnic difference itself does present some challenges for those advocating an expanded welfare state, but it is not clear exactly what the mechanism at work might be, nor how widespread it is. Emerging research suggests that if the liberal welfare states had imposed greater restrictions on immigration, social spending might have been 16 or 17% greater in these states (Banting and Kymlicka 2004). In the U.S., greater racial and ethnic diversity among welfare recipients increases the likelihood that states will adopt punitive welfare reforms (Soss et al 2001; see also Hero 2007), and ethnic and racial diversity undermines social trust (Banting  2005). The limited evidence as to the effects of policy, on the other hand, suggests that policies that recognize difference may advance both gender and racial/ethnic equality and welfare state spending on redistribution in some circumstances. But this evidence is merely suggestive, and further research is needed. Also, extant research has looked only at changes in spending, not initial levels, which may have been strongly influenced by diversity or diversity-affirming policies. In established welfare states, neither moderate increases in immigration nor the introduction of multicultural policies change levels of social spending significantly, and in some states social spending actually increased following the introduction of MCPs (Banting and Kymlicka 2004).  

In addition, we must examine the form, and not just the amount, of spending (e.g. Esping Andersen 1990, Castles 1993; Miller 2006).  The literature examines the effect of immigration or multiculturalism on spending but not on the universalism of policies.  But it is universalism that many theorists see as conflicting with group-specificity, not spending itself.  The literature considers only the costs of group-based policies (and only policies to address ethnicity), not the advantages. And few analysts focus on the normative disadvantages of universal policies, exploring, for example, whether universal welfare states obstruct group-specific policies necessary for social equality. Moreover, although policy responses to diversity clearly vary (Joppke 1996; Banting 2005; Parekh 2005), we know little about why group-specific and universalistic welfare programs have emerged together in some states. This may be a particularly important question for women’s rights, since cross-national research suggests that women’s equality may paradoxically require policies that emphasize both similarities with and differences from men (McDonagh 2002).

Universal policies are incapable of addressing important problems that are specific to women, the disabled, and/or racial and ethnic minorities.  In fact, an insistence on universality or group-neutrality may worsen inequality by denying the legitimate particular needs of these groups (MacKinnon 1989; Young 1990; Kymlicka 1995; Williams 1998). Iris Young (1990) has convincingly argued that an insistence on group-neutrality, or on universalism, obstructs discourse and policies that advance women’s rights, the rights of ethnocultural and racial minorities, the disabled, gay rights and so on (cf. Williams 1998; Young 2001).  At first glance, it seems possible that more universalistic welfare states are less responsive to group-specific problems:  None of the most developed universalistic welfare states have strong MCP policies. And these states have been slower to develop policy responses to problems such as violence against women. Perhaps the lag in the development of these policies that respond to group-specific problems reflects some barrier posed by universalistic policies? 

If both universal and group-specific policies are required to address inequality (McDonagh 2002), this problem presents a pressing challenge:  Must governments choose between universal social programs and group-conscious policies, between addressing inequalities of class or those of race, ethnicity and gender? The supposed tough choices presented by these dilemmas have been dubbed “The Progressive Dilemma” (Pearce 2004; Banting and Kymlicka 2006). If we have to choose one axis of equality to promote, and one to subordinate, which do we pick? 
Beyond the Progressive Dilemma

In spite of the extensive theorizing about universality and difference in normative political theory, and in spite of a growing body of research, we are still far from an adequate theoretical or empirical understanding of the tensions and complementarities between different dimensions of inequality.  Shoe-horning these issues into a choice between say,  “gender equality” and “class equality” or “ethnic inclusion” falsely oversimplifies the issues at stake (Fraser 1998; Phillips 1997, 2007; Young 2000). Those at the intersection of these categories point out that they are both women and minorities, or that they are both poor and racialized, and that equality for some (even most) people requires addressing the ways that these forms of inequality combine in inseparable ways in people’s experience: Julia Jordan-Zachary (2007) asks whether she is a “black woman or a woman who is black” while bell hooks (1999) wonders why being black prevents her from counting as a woman. Kimberle Crenshaw (1993) shows how women of color encounter qualitatively different obstacles in seeking redress for sexual violence: hostility and bias at white/Anglo-run shelters, race discrimination in seeking housing services as part f an effort to escape violence, insensitivity, stereotyping or even more violence at the hands of police, health care workers and other “helping” professionals. Addressing gender inequality requires addressing the multiple forms it takes, including those that mainly affect women of color. These issues confound the choice between “race” and “gender.” 


A cursory examination of cross-national policies suggests that the “progressive dilemma” formulation is too simple, as is the “multiculturalism threatens women’s rights” hypothesis. For example, the two states that were the champions of multiculturalism, being the first countries to adopt official multiculturalism as national policy (Australia and Canada) also happen to be the countries that were the most responsive to violence against women (Weldon 2002; Banting and Kymlicka 2005). This suggests that the prior existence of a tradition of accommodating cultural difference did not mitigate against advancing gender equality. In addition, in some states, the adoption of multicultural policies coincided with expanded social spending, while in others, spending contracted (Banting and Kymlicka 2005).  Last, the countries that were the first to adopt gay marriage (Canada, Belgium and the Netherlands) include countries with higher (Belgium), moderate (Netherlands) and lower (Canada) levels of social spending as a percent of GDP. These are also all countries with strong commitments to ethnic diversity.  France has one of the most highly developed and resilient welfare systems in Europe, and yet takes in the largest proportion of immigrants from Arab countries of any OECD country (Dumont 2006). 


Last, as noted, governments do not respond in the same way to seemingly closely related aspects of inequality: For example, the Portuguese constitution forbids discrimination on the basis of sexuality, but a total ban on gay marriage was recently upheld. Similarly, as noted, countries with the most generous and innovative maternity and parental leave policies (for example, Norway and Sweden) are not necessarily those with the best policies to address violence against women (those are Canada, Australia and the United States).  Countries that undermine class equality by providing generous welfare benefits (such as Germany) may also reinforce class inequality through the education system, failing to offer all Germans the same educational opportunities regardless of class (UNESCO). Last, those countries admitting the most immigrants or refugees are not necessarily those that provide the most resources to help those immigrants integrate socially, or that provide a path to citizenship (Lu 2009). 

Re-classifying Equality-Promoting Policies


Thinking about all these different forms of inequality and the great diversity of nations (even if we are only talking about advanced industrial democracies) can seem overwhelming, and it may be tempting to say that such a diverse set of policy outcomes cannot be theorized. This would be too quick. There are some patterns to these equality-promoting policies, and understanding the political dynamics that produce these patterns will help governments and activists to address many different forms of inequality.

Understanding equality politics requires going beyond a simple classification as either gender-based policy or a class-based policy. There are other concrete dimensions upon which these policies vary: Comparative gender policy scholars have also emphasized that there is no one political form or approach that characterizes sex equality policies, and that our analysis of sex equality policy requires disaggregating policies by issue type (Mazur 2002; Sanbonmatsu 2002; Htun 2003).   But there may be similarities between some types of policies across categories of race or sex or class. Perhaps policies can be categorized as to whether they address matters of distribution or questions of rights (Blofeld and Haas 2006), whether or not they pertain to particular inequalities of race, sex or class. Htun and Weldon (2010) argue for disaggregating policies according to whether they challenge state-church or state-market relations, or whether they address gender-status without overtly challenging the status quo with relation to church and market (Htun and Weldon 2010; Weldon, Htun and Obrien, 2009). But we can disaggregate all equality policies (not just sex equality policies) according to whether they challenge institutionalized state-market, state-church or state-body relations. Different political dynamics are likely associated with each of these categories. This theoretical work suggests some directions for thinking about equality policies more generally.  Here I contrast egalitarian policies that address state-market relations (and are associated with universalism) and those that seek to alter the status of particular groups.

A Institutionalist Approach to Theorizing Equality Policy

There are enduring features of the polity that shape policies of all types that come later- a path dependency that leads to the development of particular regimes, or characteristic ways of responding to inequality. Institutions both reflect previous political conflicts and shape contemporary ones (Pierson 2000; March and Olsen 1989; Marx 1998): A polity-centered approach places the on-going interaction between institutions and social mobilization at the center of analysis (Skocpol 1992). New initiatives are shaped by pre-existing patterns of state action, as groups position themselves within these structures and as they frame their policy priorities and craft coalitions (Weir 1992)

 This institutionalist approach to exploring the relationship between different dimensions of inequality is one that neither critics nor advocates of multiculturalist policies, or group-specific policies more generally, have investigated. States have characteristic ways of addressing problems, and that these patterns are caused by institutional structures reflecting core conflicts confronted during periods of state formation. Often, these institutional solutions are codified in constitutional guarantees that certain group rights will be protected. Such guarantees create a sort of “mobilization of bias” that advantages the form of group conflict in question (Barach and Baratz 1962): Any privilege for one type of problem or approach necessarily means less attention to another type of problem or approach.     

This institutional tendency is reinforced by the fact that different sorts of solutions are required in order to address different sorts of inequality (Htun 2005), reinforcing the path dependency towards different patterns of policymaking. Institutional patterns shape social mobilization, and vice-versa, creating a virtuous circle that reinforces the salience of particular dimensions of social conflict. For example, in order to incorporate distinct national minorities into the nation state, such groups are often provided guaranteed representation. Such representative mechanisms maintain the salience of the group identity, and affirm that it is a political relevant grouping on the basis of which people can mobilize. In turn, this makes it more likely that social mobilization will reflect the dimension of social difference first addressed by the representative mechanism.   

Universal versus group-based approaches to egalitarian social policy


Approaches to equality can be more universal, focusing on equality as sameness, or more group-specific, focusing on remedying particular types of disadvantage for particular groups.  Each type of approach to equality, I argue, has historically tended to be associated with a different type of inequality. Below I explain what I mean by each approach to equality and explain why it is associated with particular types of inequalities and attendant conflicts.


    Universal equality: A core dimension of class inequality is access to material resources, and especially one’s relation to the market (Wright 1997; Perrucci et al 1999; Htun and Weldon 2010).
  Ensuring equal access to resources for all people, regardless of their social group membership (universal access), is an effective way to address many forms of class disadvantage. Policies can undermine class inequalities by transferring wealth from some citizens to others. 

Although transferring wealth does not alter the most fundamental, underlying relations of power directly (Young 1990), universal policies such as income support, pensions, access to education, health care and the like do empower citizens in relation to the market, and therefore in relation to those who have more power there (for example, for employees in relation to employers) (Esping-Andersen 1990).  In addition, once established, such interventions may be difficult to unravel as the political power of democratic citizens can come to challenge the economic power of the market (Pierson 1994). So universal social policies are particularly effective in relation to class-based inequalities, and they establish a pattern whereby the state minimizes the power of the market in relation to its citizens. 

In addition, to the extent that being poor or economically disadvantaged carries a stigma, universal policies obviate the need to identify as “poor” or “needy” in order to access aid programmes. If certain services or opportunities are provided as a right accorded to all citizens, then one can claim them based on one’s rightful membership in the community, rather than on the basis of need, which can be demeaning. Empirically, it seems, means-tested policies tend to be less effective in addressing poverty and inequality: The more targeted the less effective, the more universal the more effective (Nelson 2004, Korpi and Palme 2008).  In addition, politically, universal policies tend to have broader support than means-tested policies as they are more likely to draw support (and less likely to draw resentment) from middle class taxpayers who must support them (Esping Andersen 1990; Baldwin 1990). As a result, universal welfare states come to rest on – and reinforce–a public attitude of solidarity towards other citizens, a sense that ‘we are all in this together” (Miller 1995, 2006; Milner, 1989).
Universal policies have tended to emerge in states where class struggles were at the core of a crisis of state survival, such as Norway, Sweden or France. In these countries, class-based upheaval seemed to threaten social cohesion at a key moment of social cohesion, and this was a key reason for the adoption of some of the oldest universal social policies.  Universal social policies secured support for the state from key sectors of society.  

Group-based inequality: A contrasting approach to inequality defines particular groups whose status the policy seeks to advance in relation to dominant groups.  Although in feminist theory equality is sometimes contrasted with difference, it is important to note that the emphasis on difference is actually an emphasis on the way that different treatment can sometimes be required in order to achieve genuine equality (Young 1990).   Arguments for affirmative action are often grounded in observations about actually existing inequalities and the ways that treating all individuals as if they were interchangeable reinforces such equalities (Young 1990; Williams 1998; MacKinnon 1989).  Addressing these inequalities may require targeted action, such as affirmative action or quotas: The policies aim at equality, not at reinforcing difference.  Similarly, even multicultural policies aim to ensure that people from different cultural backgrounds are on even footing with respect to the state, not disadvantaged by language, religion or race. 

Group-specificity has also been important in addressing violence against women. Judges have sometimes judged that general provisions against assault do not apply to wives or to sexual assault because of the intimate context: Measures that specify the illegality of these acts against women are required (Rhode 1991; Weldon 2002).   Measures to address disability have emphasized that particular proactive measures may be needed to ensure that, for example, physically disabled students are able to perform academically on an equal footing with their able-bodied counterparts. Universities or school may need to provide wheelchair access, Braille texts and the like to ensure that all students have equal opportunities to do their work. 


In addressing inequality, these policies (such as quotas for women or for marginalized racial or ethnic groups) recognize the specific group inequality in question, and thereby formalize the boundaries of the group.  In so doing, such policies establish the recognition of difference as a legitimate way to achieve equality. Equality is achieved by identifying and removing particular forms of group-based inequality (violence, discrimination, underrepresentation, etc).  Such measures, then, represent an approach that can be characterized as equality–as-difference or group-based equality. 

Group-based polities affirm the distinct communities and groups that comprise the state. This affirmation of difference makes it more difficult to develop universal social policies, since citizens feel less of an attachment to the generalized “other” citizen (Rothstein 2001; Transue 2007). On the other hand, an insistence on universality makes it difficult to address problems that are specific to disadvantaged groups (Young 1990). Where some group difference has been recognized (say, ethnic or racial difference), this facilitates the adoption of policies addressing the particular needs of other groups (such as women, gays and lesbians, or the disabled). Group-based traditions help advocates for disadvantaged groups draw analogies between their situation and that of recognized groups. It also means that group-specific welfare responses (such as means-tested anti-poverty policies) will fit better with existing social policies than universal ones. Thus, the historical legacies of political conflicts constrain and enable particular patterns of contemporary policymaking.

Such particularistic or targeted policies have tended to be adopted where racial or ethnic conflict have threatened social cohesion during processes of state formation. In Canada, conflicts between the English and the French produced repeated historic compromises aimed at securing support for the state from French-speaking leaders and communities.  Particular recognition, access or status in the state was provided in exchange for support. The historic recognition for these two communities has provided a foothold for others arguing that their ethnic and/or racial heritage has been at least as important as the “two founding nations” (for example, such analogies have been drawn by advocates for First Nations (indigenous) people, or Third Force Canadians (immigrants from Eastern Europe who came primarily to the prairies)). Advocates for women have also seized upon openings provided by broader discussions of how identity and context shape equality to insert questions of gender equality into the public sphere. 


It is not an accident that states have tended to emphasize either a differentiated racial/ethnic status as an important aspect of citizenship or class solidarity. Indeed, historically, racial exclusion often functioned to provide solidarity across class inequalities, as in the United States and South Africa (Marx 1998) or Canada. In France, an emphasis on class solidarity had (at least until recently) sublimated ethnic conflict (Wacquant 1996; Gendriot 1996). The institutionalization of a particular approach to equality reflects the settlement of the conflicts most salient during state formation, sometimes at the expense of other dimensions of inequality (Marx 1998, Thelen 1999, 2004).


Nations institutionalize one or the other of these different approaches to equality in foundational documents, such as constitutions.  Constitutions may set actual limits on the degree to which group-specific policies are permitted or may merely establish a pattern of response that becomes normative.   Such institutions refract the impact of equality-seeking social movements on the state, pushing them towards policies that fit better with pre-existing patterns and constraints, a sort of “bounded innovation.” 

It is worth emphasizing that these institutional configurations have their effects by shaping the political context that confronts social movements. Equality-promoting policies require the support of social movements because they are social change policies, attempting to redress extant inequalities (Weldon 2010; cf Gelb and Palley 1986, Htun and Weldon 2010). The more severe and entrenched the inequality, the more important social movements become. Such social movements work within the institutional configuration of extant policies in that national context (Skocpol 1992; Weir 1992). 

For example, hegemonic norms of republican universalism shaped women’s movement efforts to promote quotas for women in government in France.  As historian Joan Scott (2005) argues: 
Reaffirming the enduring principles of the Revolution, universalism was offered as the only solution possible for the problems posed by the increasing cultural diversity of the French population....And if there was universalism…how could there be discrimination? ... Was there some way of changing the notions of the individual, expanding its capacity for abstraction to include differences once thought irreducible? This was the challenge addressed by feminists who founded the parité movement (31). 


Similarly, interviewing public officials in Norway about gender equality in 1995, I was told that violence against women would not be addressed as such, but rather in more general terms (in general provisions against violence), since to address particular social groups was backward (Interviews 1995).  Elman (1996) also reports that in Sweden, efforts to raise concerns about violence against women were seen as divisive. 


On the other hand, efforts to establish universal social policies in the US face an uphill battle as advocates battle opponents raising arguments about how such policies will alter state-market relations, as anyone following the current public debate can attest.  Because such policies would in fact alter state-market relations, they constitute a much greater change to the status quo than policies merely addressing one particular group, and are much harder to adopt (as we can see in the current health care debate) (Htun and Weldon 2010; Weldon, Htun and OBrien 2010). 
It is possible and necessary, to combine both these universal and difference affirming approaches to address inequality, but it can be a challenge to introduce group-specific discourse into a polity committed to universal, group-neutral social policies; It can also be difficult to invoke the social solidarity needed to support universal social programs where none has existed before. Thus, pre-existing institutional patterns or policy legacies are not unalterable, but they do present some “entry costs” for those seeking to introduce a different kind of policy and discourse for the first time.  

Hypotheses:

This theoretical approach suggests a number of hypotheses that can be explored empirically. I hypothesize that two distinct types of institutionalized approaches to equality have emerged: one distinguished by a universal policy style (e.g. France, Sweden, Norway) and one characterized by a group-specific policy style (e.g. Australia, New Zealand). This suggests that established welfare states will tend to emphasize either group-specific or universal policies, but not both.   This will be evident in the group conflicts that are institutionalized and in the type of social policies adopted.  Second, the data suggest that a state’s policy style (group-specific or universal) will affect policy development in predictable ways. First, universal/class-based measures or group-specific equality policies adopted in earlier periods will be strong predictors of such policies in later periods.  Second, in newer policy areas (some types of women’s rights, gay rights, disability rights) multicultural states should be more likely than universalistic states to adopt group-based policies to address new problems since there will be less resistance to formulating policies that recognize particular groups (such as violence against women). On the other hand, universal states will be more likely to adopt policies to address class-based issues of newly mobilized groups since they do not challenge state-market relations as much in those cases (such as maternity leave and child care).  

Cross-National Patterns:

 In this study I explore these theoretical questions through a cross-national comparison of OECD countries.  First let us examine the results of a factor analysis of five indicators of institutionalization of different kinds of group conflicts and social policy outcomes. Using this technique, we can explore whether states that tended to institutionalize class conflicts tended to have different social policy styles or regimes than states that institutionalized ethno-cultural or racial conflict. The institutionalization of group conflict can be explored by asking which group conflicts were specifically encoded in the constitution, as this tends to reflect a greater salience and permanence for the conflict. As an indicator, it gets at enduring policy measures better than some other measures.  For indicators of social policy outcomes, I employ Esping-Anderson’s indicators of universalism and egalitarianism in social policy. (see Table 1)

Table 1: Policy Style Indicators

	Concept
	Operationalization
	Data Source

	Group Difference Institutionalized at Key Moments of State-Making
	Specific rights, benefits or privileges accorded to an ethnic, racial or religious group in constitution; Dummy Variable
	McDonagh 2002 (Coding for “Cultural Group Difference)

	Class conflict Institutionalized at Key Moments of State-Making
	Working-class guaranteed specific rights, benefits or privileges in constitution; Dummy Variable
	McDonagh 2002 (Working Class Group Difference)

	Targeted redistribution Institutionalized at Key Moments of State-Making
	Social benefits to specific groups (i.e. children) guaranteed in constitution; Dummy variable
	McDonagh 2002 (Welfare Group Difference)

	State Universalism 
	Average universalism (for sickness, unemployment and pensions) 1980
	Esping-Andersen 1990

	State Egalitarianism 
	Average benefit equality  (Average differential between basic and maximum social benefits  (net, after-tax benefits) for sickness, unemployment and pensions) 1980
	Esping-Andersen 1990


Factor analysis, a type of quantitative technique, can be a useful tool for summarizing a large number of observations.  Factor analysis groups variables into clusters or dimensions based on how interrelated they are. Here, I use factor analysis to determine whether of welfare states can be grouped according to the typology I developed above. Specifically, I examined which of these five dimensions of state policy are most related to each other. Do some types of policy tend to cluster, sharing some common features or characteristics? ((Rummel 1967; Jae On Kim 1975: 469). 
Such an analysis reveals two distinct clusters of types of organization, or two distinct dimensions of state policy (See Table 2).
    

Table 2: Factor Analysis of State Policy Indicators

	
	Component
	

	
	1
	2

	Cultural Difference Institutionalized
	.861
	-.136

	Class Difference Institutionalized
	-.170
	.847

	Targeted Welfare Benefits Institutionalized
	.663
	.567

	Universalism
	.083
	.639

	Egalitarianism
	.851
	-.197



As expected, these indicators are grouped along two dimensions, one defined primarily by the institutionalization of class-based benefits, and the other primarily defined by the institutionalization of racial or ethno-cultural difference.  Also as expected, universal benefits are much more likely to cluster with institutionalized class difference, while targeted welfare benefits tend to cluster with cultural difference (although this latter relationship is not as strong as the former).  Interestingly, the egalitarianism of benefits seems to be more strongly associated with the cultural difference dimension. 


This suggests that the grouping I have suggested does in fact represent a real pattern in welfare states, or at least did represent a pattern at the beginning of the 1980s. Let us turn now to examining some evidence about whether these institutional patterns actually shape contemporary policies in the ways I have suggested. 

Universalism and Means-Testing in Contemporary Social Policy


Means-tested social policies are generally seen as the opposite of universalistic ones: Instead of guaranteeing some benefit to everyone (public education, health care, etc), the benefit is provided only to those who need it, usually those who can prove they are poor enough to need it. If I am right about the ways that group-specific policies enable and constrain future policy development, then, means-tested social policies should be more likely in cultural group-based polities than in class-based ones. Indeed, controlling for the overall generosity of the welfare state, this seems to be the case:  Examining the Pearson correlation coefficients, the institutionalization of ethnocultural group difference is positively and significantly associated with a  higher proportion of means-tested spending, while the institutionalization of working class difference is associated with a smaller proportion of means-tested social spending (although the latter effect is not statistically significant, perhaps because of the small number of cases) (Table 3). 

Table 3: Correlation with % of Social Spending that is Means-Tested  

N=19 OECD countries

	Variable
	Pearson Correlation Coefficient 



	Institutionalization of Class Difference
	-.258

	Institutionalization of Cultural Difference
	.355*

	Institutionalization of Targeted Benefits
	.111

	Strength of Left Parties
	-.294

	Percent of Immigrants from Arab Countries, OECD 2000
	-.098

	Public Social Expenditure as a % of GNP
	-.562***


*significant at .1 level

** significant at .05 level

*** significant at .005 level

Including these variables in a multivariate regression analysis (using OLS) shows that the direction and size of these effects holds up (The significance does not, but that may well be because of the small number of observations compared to the number of variables).  Indeed, the institutionalization of class benefits has an opposite and almost exactly equal effect on the proportion of means-tested spending that the institutionalization of ethnocultural difference does (Table 4).

Table 4: OLS Analysis, DV=%Social Spending Means-Tested, 2003 (Rsquare=.65)

	Independent 

Variables
	B (error)
	Standardized Betas

	Institutionalized Class Diff
	 -5.95 (4.08)
	-.324

	Institutionalized Cultural Diff
	6.01 (4.01)
	.328

	Institutionalized Targeted Welfare
	12.851 (10.71)
	.430

	Strength of Left Parties
	.11 (.12)
	.232

	Percent of Immigrants from Arab Countries
	.38 (.28)
	.448

	Public Social Expenditure as a % GNP
	-1.8 (.50)
	-.916***


*significant at .1 level

** significant at .05 level

*** significant at .005 level

If group-based polities are more likely to adopt means-tested social policies, this may be another reason why such states are less likely to develop more generous welfare states.  It seems there is at least a rough correlation between more spending and less of a proclivity to use means-tested policies. Many scholars have argued that means-tested programs generate less political support than universal ones because they have a narrower set of beneficiaries (e.g. Esping-Anderson 1990).  This may be the reason that universal health care and pensions policies in Canada enjoy greater support than the means-tested income support policies, or why social security and medicare enjoy strong political support while means-tested welfare policies (ADC, AFDC and now TANF) has enjoyed much less support.  

Application to New Policy Areas: Violence Against Women and Maternity Leave 

I also argued that these enduring policy styles would shape new areas of social policy as they emerge.  The women’s movement has pushed a series of new issues (or reframed ones) onto the policy agenda across these advanced welfare states. Most states have been quite active over the past two decades in addressing a number of areas of women’s rights, including adopting or expanding maternity leave for working women and adopting policies to address violence against women (Weldon 2002; ILO 1994). Responding to violence against women requires identifying women as a group needing targeted, group-specific policies in order to achieve equality. Providing maternity leave requires commiting to public support for women, especially working class women. While maternity leave is undoubtedly a critical issue for women’s equality, interestingly it is often framed as a matter of class justice or family values, and often includes anti-feminist elements (e.g. collapsing biological maternity with parental responsibilities for child care). Thus, we would expect that group-based systems would be quicker to adopt policies to address violence against women while class-based systems would be quicker to adopt maternity leave policies. Examining the relationship between the institutionalization of class versus the institutionalization of ethno-cultural difference, below I show that the former is associated with generous maternity leaves while the latter is more associated with greater responsiveness to violence against women, as expected. 

Regression analysis using an established dataset on government responsiveness to violence against women shows that the institutionalization of class benefits is associated with a significantly weaker response to violence against women (Table 5). An additional measure for group-specific policies, the strength of multicultural policies relating to immigration, also proved to be significant in affecting response to violence against women, being strongly and significantly associated with greater responsiveness. Previous research not controlling for policy style found that strong, autonomous women’s movements are significantly positively associated with responsiveness to violence against women. These results, though weak and not significant suggest the opposite relationship. Perhaps multicollinearity caused by a strong relationship between multiculturalism and strong women’s movements in this dataset explains this result. Further research and analysis could clear this up.
Table 5: OLS Regression, DV=Responsiveness to VAW, 1994 (R-square=.78)

	Variable
	B (error)
	Standardized Beta

	Institutionalization of ethnocultural group difference
	-.28 (.67)
	-.07

	Institutionalization of Class
	-2.01 (.64)**
	-.52



	Left Party Strength
	-.04 (.02)**
	-.42

	Strong and Autonomous Women’s movement
	-.95 (.76)
	-.24

	Multicultural Policies on Immigration
	1.28 (.65)*
	.46


 *significant at .1 level

** significant at .05 level

*** significant at .005 level

Turning to maternity leave (Table 6), the degree of universalism of social policies is significantly positively associated with more generous maternity leaves. This is the most important determinant of generosity, even slightly more important than left parties judging by the standardized beta (the other significant variable in the model). The effects of the institutionalization of cultural group difference and class are in the expected directions, but not significant. These findings are consistent with qualitative cross-national work on maternity leave policies that shows that maternity leave is often viewed as a class issue and seems determined by the form of the welfare state rather than by the political mobilization of women in movements or elective office (Mazur 2002; Stetson 1997; But see Kittilson 2008 for a different view).
Table 6: OLS Regression, DV= Generosity of Maternity Leave, 1994 (R-square=.67)

	Variable
	B (error)
	Standardized Beta

	Institutionalization of cultural difference
	 -6.13(4.35)
	 -.38

	 Institutionalization of class 
	 3.60 (4.02)
	.22

	Universalism of Social Policy
	 .22 (.10)*
	.55

	Multicultural Policies on Immigration
	 -.96 (4.13)
	-.08

	Left Party Strength
	.23 (.11)*
	.48

	Strong and Autonomous Women’s movement
	6.87 (4.83)
	.43

	Women’s Labor Market Participation
	.19 (.43)
	.12


 *significant at .1 level

** significant at .05 level

*** significant at .005 level

Thus, these distinctive modes of policy response stemming from social conflicts during key periods of state formation, characterize contemporary welfare states. Moreover, this important difference I have identified constrains and enables social policy development in newer areas of policymaking.  The mechanism at work, I have argued, is the stickiness of existing patterns of policy response. 
Other scholars have argued that diversity and policies emphasizing diversity undermine the welfare state because they undermine generalized trust and solidarity and distract citizens from matters of economic justice.  Diversity and diversity-affirming policies, on this view, should undermine support for redistributive policies. A regression analysis, however, finds that neither multicultural policies nor constitutional measures highlighting ethnocultural group difference are significant predictors of levels of generalized trust, and they do not predict support for redistribution (not shown). 
It is important to note that in some places, and in some states, governments have managed to combine strong multicultural policies with significant degrees of universalism in social policy (for example, Canada). This suggests that the trajectories outlined are not inalterable, and supports the argument above that the so-called progressive dilemma is less a dilemma than an obstacle.

The Advantages of an Institutionalist Approach
This polity-centred, institutionalist approach to understanding the multidimensional nature of equality policy, goes beyong the so-called progressive dilemma and helps to understand some otherwise puzzling or merely odd findings: How can group difference undermine the welfare state while policies that emphasize group difference do not? Why are the most responsive states in the world in addressing violence against women also those only two states who have officially adopted multicultural policies?  And why does it seem that strong multicultural policies develop in the weaker, less-generous welfare states at the same time as the adoption of such policies coincides with the expansion of welfare state benefits in particular states (On the latter part of this claim see Kymlicka and Banting 2006; James 2006; Entzinger 2006)?

The approach I have outlined links a weaker welfare state with multicultural policies not because such policies weaken trust, distract citizens from issues of economic justice or undermine social solidarity. Rather, institutionalization of particular types of policies sets polities on particular courses of policy development that continue unless challenged. On this view, one would not expect the introduction of multicultural policies in Australia or Canada to coincide with less welfare state spending; Strong multicultural policies are these states’ characteristic, group-based response to inequality; Means-tested social policies also reflect such a group-based response to equality, and these policies are likely to expand or contract together as a social commitment to equality rises or falls.  

Conclusion:


The adoption of constitutional measures or other relatively permanent measures can foreground or occlude certain dimensions of social inequality, and facilitate or obstruct policy responses to that inequality. These patterns also shape new areas of policymaking, becoming enduring characteristics of national policy responses to social issues. 

Still, it is important to note that these responses are not at base incompatible, nor are developmental trajectories unalterable. In particular, I expect, institutional reforms and other policy measures taken at the behest of strong social movements can transform institutional patterns charted here. Further research could explore this claim, and examine how and why social movements change these patterns, if they do.

In spite of near unanimity among theorists that relations of gender, race/ethnicity and class cannot be studied separately (Collins 1998, Brewer 1999, Zinn and Dill 1995), few studies of the politics of social policy examine all three of these dimensions (see Williams 1995, Mink 1995, Hancock 2006 for exceptions), and there is no large-scale cross-national study that does so. This study shows that state responses to different sorts of inequality are interrelated. How we respond to class or cultural difference shapes how we respond to gender difference, and vice versa. In addition, there may be similarities across these categories (market-based approaches to gender, race and class might share more political similarities than race-related policies share with each other). The relationships between these different sorts of equality policies, however, have been little explored.  This paper begins to illuminate some of these relationships. This is especially important work for developing strategies to address particular forms of inequality that fall at the intersection of these axes. 
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� See Htun and Weldon (forthcoming, 2010) for a definition of sex and gender equality.


� For established democracies and advanced industrial states (such as the OECD countries), social policy is still mostly designed, administered and delivered at a national and sub-national level.


� Defining the terms “equality” and “equality-promoting” is a paper in itself (See Stone 1997 for a very accessible chapter illustrating some of the central debates). Here I intend the concept of equality to include both “equality as sameness” and “equality through different treatment to ensure equal outcomes,” as should become clear below.  I am also primarily concerned with equality between groups rather than equality between individuals in this paper. By “social group” here I refer to groups of people delineated by broad and durable societal structures and norms, not to fleeting or mutable groups such as “chess-players.” (Young 1990; Williams 1998; Weldon forthcoming 2010).


� “Archbishop of Canterbury argues for Islamic law in Britain” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/faith/article3328024.ece


� Many people make the point that gender, race and class are mutually imbricated (Hobson 2000; Korpi 2000; Acker 2000) and I do not seek to challenge that view here, but just to point out that state-market relations is a core aspect of class inequality and has been a central focus for class politics (perhaps because of such movements tendencies to best represent dominant sub-groups (Strolovitch 2007)). I do not suggest that material equality is separable from cultural practice, or is the only basis for defining class (cf. Perrucci et al. 1999).


� The analysis (which uses principal component analysis) shows that these two dimensions alone account for nearly 70% of the total variance. 
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