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Introduction

Th ere are many, particularly social science, disciplines in which questions to do with social 
policy and the welfare systems of Britain and other countries are likely to be relevant. Th is is 
because spending on social policy is oft en the largest part of governments’ budgets and because 
welfare services are a large part of the economies of industrial societies. You may be using this 
book as a student on a social policy programme at university or college; or you may be taking a 
social policy module as part of professional training in social work or nursing; or because you 
have chosen a social policy option as part of a course in sociology, economics, politics, or  
history.

Th ree terms are central to the subject matter of this book: ‘social policy’, ‘social welfare’, and ‘the 
welfare state’. Th is chapter provides an introduction to the meanings that are attached to these and 
the debates that surround them.

Social policy

Th e phrase ‘social policy’ generally has two possible meanings. It is used to refer to the academic 
subject called Social Policy or, more importantly, it means social policies themselves, that is to say 
the intentions and activities of governments that are broadly social in their nature.

It is not very useful to spend a great deal of time trying to pin down the best defi nition of social 
policy. Th ere is no right answer. It is much more helpful simply to look at examples of what are 
generally called social policies. Th is book contains a great many such examples, and in that  
sense our defi nition of social policy is simply demonstrated in the things that are described in 
this book. A similar approach was taken by a working party that produced a ‘Benchmarking  
Document’ to guide the curriculum for social policy in British universities. Rather than defi ne 
what social policies are, the working party chose to list the main topics that were commonly  
studied under that heading, though it admitted that the list would have to change over time  
(see Box 1.1).

Learning outcomes

After reading this chapter students will:

1 be able to describe what is meant by key terms used in the study of social policy: social 
policy, social administration, social welfare, the welfare state, social expenditure;

2 understand the range of objectives that may be contained within social policies: 
redistribution, the management of risk, reducing social exclusion;

3 be able to distinguish between social policies in terms of intentions, methods, and 
outcomes;

4 be able to distinguish the ways in which societies meet social needs, particularly the 
roles of the state, the market, and the household;

5 be able to explain why social policy and welfare services are fundamental to the 
organization of industrial societies.
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Box 1.1 Optional units currently found within UK Social Policy degree courses

Social policy knowledge is typically taught and learnt through a focus upon particular themes, 

topics or issues within degree courses. [Below is] a list of the topics commonly found within UK 

Social Policy degree courses. This is neither exhaustive nor prescriptive, and different social policy 

courses are likely to include various combinations of a number of these, or other relevant topics.

 ● ageing and social policy

 ● children and social policy

 ● crime and criminal justice policy

 ● community care

 ● comparative social policy

 ● disability and social policy

 ● economics, economic issues, and social policy

 ● education and social policy

 ● environmental issues and social policy

 ● equal opportunity policies and their impacts

 ● family and social policy

 ● gender and social policy

 ● globalization/transnationalization/internationalization and social policy

 ● health and healthcare services

 ● history and development of social policy in the UK

 ● income maintenance and social security policy

 ● local governance, local welfare institutions, and their policies

 ● leisure and social policy

 ● Mixed economies of welfare (voluntary, private, and informal sectors)

 ● organization, administration, and management in welfare institutions

 ● philosophy of welfare

 ● poverty, social exclusion, and social policy

 ● race, ethnicity, and social policy

 ● science, technology, and social policy

 ● service user perspectives and user involvement in the social policy process

 ● sexuality and social policy

 ● social care

 ● social policy and the mass media

 ● social policy and ‘virtual society’

 ● social research methods

 ● supranational social policy

 ● transport and transport policy

 ● welfare rights and social policy

 ● work, employment, and labour market policies

 ● youth, youth work, and associated policies.

(Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education 2007: Section 2.5)
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Th e classic examples of social policies are the activities of governments in providing money and 
services to their citizens in fi ve main areas:

 ● social protection benefi ts (oft en known as social security);
 ● health services;
 ● education services;
 ● housing provision and subsidies;
 ● personal social services.

Th ese fi ve areas form the core of this book, contained in Chapters 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15. Th ey can in 
part be traced back to a much-quoted paragraph in the Beveridge Report of 1942 (Box 1.2) that 
outlined fi ve main areas where the state should construct social policy aft er the war. Beveridge’s fi ve 
did not include personal social services. Rather, he laid great emphasis on policies to maintain full 
employment, which he believed would make personal intervention in people’s lives less necessary. 
Since Beveridge, as the titles of other chapters in this book show, social policy has come to be defi ned 
even more broadly, to include areas of government activity such as arts and culture, the criminal 
justice system, and environmental policies.

Defi ning social policy in terms of types of expenditure

Th e most common way of measuring the amount of social policy in any society is to add up the 
money spent on it. Th is is a complex process because in diff erent countries the ways in which social 
policy is fi nanced varies. International bodies seeking to compare the proportions of resources 
spent on social policy in diff erent countries have developed increasingly sophisticated ways of 
 ensuring they are comparing like with like. For example, Figure 1.1 shows the share of the gross 
national product  (GNP) of various countries taken up by what the OECD (Organisation for 
 Economic Co-operation and Development) defi nes as ‘social expenditure by broad social policy 
area’ in 2007. Th ere are two parts to each column. Th e lower shows expenditures made directly by 
governments, what is called public social expenditure, on cash benefi ts and services to citizens; such 
as pensions, unemployment benefi ts, and health and social care services. Th e upper part of each 
 column shows spending by non-government organizations on similar benefi ts and services for 
 citizens. Th is is called private social expenditure.

Th e OECD defi nes social expenditure as:

Th e provision by public and private institutions of benefi ts to . . . households or individuals 
in order to provide support during circumstances which adversely aff ect their welfare. . . . 
Social benefi ts include cash benefi ts (e.g. pensions, maternity benefi ts, social assistance), 
social services (e.g. medical care, childcare, care for the elderly and disabled), and tax breaks 
with a social purpose (e.g. tax reductions or credits that favour families with children, or 
favourable tax treatment of contributions to private health plans). (OECD 2005: 7)

Box 1.2 William Beveridge’s ‘fi ve giants’

The Plan for Social Security is put forward as part of a general programme of social policy. It is one 

part only of an attack upon fi ve giant evils: upon the physical Want with which it is directly con-

cerned, upon Disease which often causes that Want and brings many other troubles in its train, 

upon Ignorance which no democracy can afford among its citizens, upon the Squalor which arises 

mainly through haphazard distribution of industry and population, and upon the Idleness which 

destroys wealth and corrupts men, whether they are well fed or not, when they are idle.

(Beveridge 1942: 170; emphasis added)
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Th ese benefi ts and services are oft en called ‘social protection’. Th ey exclude direct purchases of 
goods or services (such as medical or social care) by individuals and families and entirely private 
insurance or savings contracts which are additional to payments required by governments, and are 
therefore voluntary.

Th ere are two key aspects to the OECD’s defi nition of social expenditure:

 ● Social expenditure is the result of explicit government laws or regulations that require the 
payment of taxes or contributions to meet the costs of adverse circumstances that may aff ect 
individuals or households.
 ● Social expenditure involves a degree of redistribution from the less needy to the more needy. For 

example, health and pension contributions may be at a fi xed rate per person or in proportion 
to income, but the benefi ts will depend on how much healthcare is used or how long someone 
lives. Similarly, tax credits or tax deductions to meet needs such as the costs of childcare or 
saving for pensions redistribute from those taxpayers who do not have these needs to those who 
do (though tax deductions are rarely particularly pro-poor in their eff ects).

Put slightly diff erently, a distinction is made between three kinds of spending aimed at needs or 
risks: public social spending, private social spending, and exclusively private spending. Only the 
fi rst two are the result of social policy. Th e last form is an entirely voluntary form of spending and 
consumption. Th e OECD does not count as social expenditure the spending decisions made quite 
freely by individuals or families to meet their needs or by private companies that voluntarily provide 
welfare benefi ts for their employees.

Th e important point is that the OECD is defi ning as ‘social’ those expenditures made as a result 
of government policy requiring certain welfare needs to be met. In some countries, such as the UK 
and Germany, spending on health services is largely by the government or by social insurance funds 
directly controlled by the government (i.e. public social expenditure), whereas in others, such as the 
Netherlands and the United States, people are required to contribute to private health insurance 
funds which then pay for healthcare (i.e. private social expenditure). Similarly, some pension and 
unemployment benefi ts are provided directly by the state or from funds it controls, while others are 
paid for by commercially run funds or by employers but as a result of laws and regulations that 
require people, usually employees, to be members of such arrangements.

Th ere has been a tendency in the past for some commentators to include only social expendi-
tures made directly by governments and to exclude those that are routed through non- government 
or private organizations but as a direct consequence of a government policy. Th is is one of the 
reasons why social expenditure in the United States has oft en been understated. Th e countries 
shown in Figure 1.1 as having high public social expenditure are generally perceived as having the 
most generous social policies: Sweden and Denmark, for example. In contrast, countries such as 
Korea, the United States, and Australia have been portrayed as particularly ungenerous in terms 
of social benefi ts. However, if one includes ‘private social expenditure’, that is if one includes both 
parts of each column in Figure 1.1, then the very big diff erences in the public social expenditures 
of the industrialized nations are adjusted for. France and Belgium become the highest-spending 
countries, followed closely by Sweden and Denmark, all of them spending about a third of their 
gross domestic product (GDP) on social protection, while the average across the whole OECD is 
around a fi ft h. Th is is not to suggest that all nations are equally generous, but every form of  
 collective help needs to be taken into account when making comparisons, not just those provided 
by the state.

As Figure 1.1 shows, in Europe public social spending takes a high proportion of total social 
spending, accounting for 90 per cent except in the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the UK, where it 
is closer to 80 per cent. In the United States, in contrast, private social spending constitutes over 30 
per cent of total social spending. Across the countries in the OECD tables, the two largest types of 
social spending, comprising more than half the total, are on incomes for retired people and 
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on healthcare. ‘With more than 11% of GDP being spent on old age cash benefi ts and survivor 
 payments, Belgium, Germany, France, Austria, and in particular Italy can be regarded as Pensioner 
States’ (OECD 2005b: 8). Th e Nordic states—Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Norway, and Iceland—
provide social support more evenly between older people and those of working age, though mainly 
because social spending of all kinds is a larger proportion of their GDPs.

An interesting practical point is that the OECD researchers who compile these widely used social 
protection statistics choose not to include spending on education, because they argue that govern-
ments do not provide education in order to provide support ‘during circumstances which adversely 
aff ect people’s welfare’ but rather as a form of investment. Others prefer to regard social investment 
as a central part of welfare. One of the most infl uential commentators on social policy, Gøsta 
 Esping-Andersen, has argued that we need a new form of welfare state that is more a ‘social invest-
ment state’ (Esping-Andersen 2002: 26–67) which focuses on children and families because they 
will provide the welfare of the future. If public expenditure on education is added to Figure 1.1, then 
both Sweden and Korea would move to signifi cantly higher positions.

Analysing social policy

Although we are suggesting that the careful defi nitions of social spending used by the OECD pro-
vide a good basis for deciding what is included in social policy and what is not, there is no universal 
agreement as to the defi nition of a social policy, and it is probably best that this is so. Students of 
social policy are no more likely to wish for tight boundaries defi ning their subject than historians 
would set strict limits on what counts as history, or physicists on what should be included in physics. 
However, there have developed a number of standard dimensions within which researchers and 
writers have chosen to analyse the subject matter of social policy. Social policies can be examined in 
terms of:

1 the intentions and objectives that lie behind individual policies or whole groups of them;

2 the administrative and fi nancial arrangements that are used to deliver policies;

3 the outcomes of policies, particularly in terms of who gains and who loses.
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Figure 1.1 Public and private social expenditure in OECD Countries 2007 as a % of GNP

Source: OECD Social data and indicators (http://www.oecd.org)
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Th is framework is summarized in Figure 1.2. Over the next few pages we elaborate each of its 
three parts.

Social policy as intentions and objectives

Sometimes the intentions that inform a social policy or even a whole policy area are fairly clear. For 
example, in 2001 the British government introduced a new policy to provide an enhanced form of 
community care called ‘Intermediate Care’ for older people newly out of hospital or at risk of 
returning to hospital (see Chapter 13). Th e policy requires the health service and local government 
to cooperate in precise ways and to particular deadlines set out in a policy document issued by the 
Department of Health (DoH 2001a: 49–50). At the same time, the necessary legislation allowing 
them to work together in these ways was contained in the Health Act 1999.

However, it is more oft en the case that there are substantial disagreements or uncertainties either 
within government or between central government and local authorities which lead to vagueness 
and ambiguity about policy intentions. For example, in 1990 Mrs Th atcher’s government issued 
guidance on its plans to reform community care (DoH 1990) and passed legislation to enable the 
changes to take place: the NHS and Community Care Act 1990. However, the next decade showed 
that the intentions had not been clear enough, and local authorities which did not entirely share the 
government’s ambitions were able to fi nd room to do things diff erently (see Chapter 13). Another 
example of ambiguous policy goals was the 2005 Education White Paper, ‘Higher Standards, Better 
Schools for All’. A good deal of time was spent by the House of Commons Education and Skills 
Committee determining exactly what the government’s intentions were (HC633-1 2006). White 
Papers are a key way in which British governments set out their policy goals; but because of dis-
agreements in the cabinet and governing party both principles and detail may be ‘fudged’, leading 
to uncertainty rather than a clear policy.

In many areas of social policy, especially where the particular benefi ts and services have been 
accumulating over a long period, it is particularly diffi  cult to distinguish what the intentions are 
now or even what they originally were. Th ey can vary, and involve contradictions. Some goals may 
be stated clearly, but others remain largely hidden and can only be untangled by looking at the 
 political processes that fi rst created and now sustain social policies and the broader ideologies that 
infl uence the key decision-makers. Th ese problems are covered in detail in Chapter 2.

An essential part of the study of social policy is to go beyond the analysis of particular policies and 
search for common patterns both within one country and comparatively across a number of coun-
tries. A number of key common types of intention and objective are suggested by the social policy 
literature. Th ey are grouped under three headings: redistribution; risk management; and reducing 
social exclusion.

Redistribution In the Introduction we suggest that redistribution is a defi ning characteristic of 
social policy: ‘A social policy is defi ned as a deliberate intervention by the state to redistribute  
resources amongst its citizens so as to achieve a welfare objective.’ Th ere is a sense in which this is 
always true. No government would intervene through policy if it believed that the existing alloca-
tion of resources was satisfactory. So social policy always involves changing what would have been 
the status quo. However, two kinds of redistribution are particularly important.

Social policy
as intentions
and objectives

Social policy
as administrative
and financial
arrangements

Social policy
as outcomes:
winners and
losers

Figure 1.2 Social policy: an analytical framework
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First, there is redistribution away from those who have more to those who have less in order to 
create greater equality along a particular dimension such as income, or access to a key service such 
as education or healthcare. Th is is what is sometimes called the ‘Robin Hood’ function of social 
policy. Th is kind of redistribution is essentially driven by ethical and moral considerations to do 
with fairness and justice. Th ere are many people who believe inequalities of income and wealth 
beyond a certain point are simply unacceptable and should be corrected through vertical redistri-
bution from the richer to the poorer. Th ere is also growing evidence that the experience of living in 
a materially unequal society is harmful to people and may lead to ill health and even early death 
(see Chapter 12). Th is argument is particularly associated with the work of Richard Wilkinson, who 
has argued that there are ‘psychosocial pathways’ between inequality and illness (2000; Wilkinson 
and Pickett 2010a). More recently Professor Sir Michael Marmot was asked by the Department of 
Health to conduct a comprehensive review into health inequalities in England; some of the key 
messages of this review are in Box 1.3.

Secondly, the state may use social policy to redistribute resources because the existing allocation 
is ineffi  cient. Th is is a justifi cation in terms of what economists call market failure. Classic examples 
are the provision of free schooling or of compulsory schemes making people save for old age. With-
out these interventions, people would not be prepared to pay for enough education to meet t he 
needs of the economy; or, because individuals tend to discount their future needs, they would not 
save enough for old age. Much of this kind of redistribution may be horizontal redistribution and 
lifetime r edistribution. Th rough t hese s ocial p olicies t he st ate f orces p eople t o sp end mo re o n 
 education than they otherwise would, by taxing them and spending the money on their behalf. In 
this way what can happen is that the state redistributes people’s incomes across their lifetimes, by 
taking from them when they are in work so that they may benefi t in retirement, sickness, or unem-
ployment. (Chapter 18 explores the degree to which social policies succeed in achieving these sorts 
of redistribution.)

Box 1.3 Fair Society, Healthy Lives

Reducing health inequalities is a matter of fairness and social justice. In England, the many people 

who are currently dying prematurely each year as a result of health inequalities would otherwise 

have enjoyed, in total, between 1.3 and 2.5 million extra years of life.

There is a social gradient in health – the lower a person’s social position, the worse his or her 

health. Action should focus on reducing the gradient in health…

Action to reduce health inequalities will benefi t society in many ways. It will have economic ben-

efi ts in reducing losses from illness associated with health inequalities. These currently account for 

productivity losses, reduced tax revenue, higher welfare payments and increased treatment costs…

Reducing health inequalities will require action on six policy objectives:

 ● Give every child the best start in life.

 ●  Enable all children, young people and adults to maximize their capabilities and have control over 

their lives.

 ● Create fair employment and good work for all.

 ● Ensure healthy standard of living for all.

 ● Create and develop healthy and sustainable places and communities.

 ● Strengthen the role and impact of ill health prevention.

(Marmot 2010: 9)
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The management of risk A powerful way of understanding social policies is to see them as ways in 
which societies collectively protect themselves from the risks of harm that individuals face in life. 
Risks are a natural part of the human condition, and they are also the products of our civilization 
and its technologies. Richard Titmuss distinguished between natural risks or dependencies, such as 
childhood, sickness, and old age, and man-made risks that are products of our civilization, such as 
unemployment and industrial injury (Titmuss 1976: 42–4). In the language of the time he defi ned 
those upon whom those risks had fallen as being ‘in need’. He argued that the social policies of the 
post-war welfare states were designed to meet certain natural and man-made needs collectively 
through the mechanism of government. Th us social security systems to provide incomes to the 
unemployed, the sick, and the retired were set up, as were comprehensive education and healthcare 
services. In this sense social policy existed to meet social need (see Chapter 4).

More recent social theorists have extended this analysis to point out that, as s ocieties become 
more complex and interconnected, so these man-made risks increase in n umber to include the 
 eff ects of industrial pollution and the negative consequences of technology which may, for example, 
introduce dangerous particles or drugs into our environment or even accidentally contaminate huge 
areas, as happened when the explosion at the Chernobyl nuclear power station released radioactive 
clouds across Europe. Th e sociologist Ulrich Beck argues we now live in a ‘ risk society’ in which 
people are confronted with socially and economically created risks that even endanger the survival 
of the species. He points to ‘organized irresponsibility’ in which many leading social institutions, 
including private companies, large government bureaucracies, and the legal system, produce risks 
of harm or disadvantage against which individuals have little power to protect themselves (Beck 
1992). Th is is an analysis that links the nature of postmodern industrial societies, which are domi-
nated by private capital and market interests, to a need for the state to counteract their eff ects through 
social policies.

As the pace of change increases and as the risks become more global in nature, so the kinds of 
policies required changes. Only policy agreements on a world scale will now protect us from some 
environmental risks. Th ere is also likely to be confl ict between diff erent groups seeking to use the 
state or international agreements to protect themselves. An example of these new, global, and 
 unpredictable risks is the transmission of BSE (bovine spongiform encephalopathy) from cattle 
to  human beings through the food chain. Th e inquiry into the British government’s response 
showed how the existing divisions between government departments and the broad assumptions 
about their responsibilities held by civil servants and ministers made it diffi  cult to come up with 
appropriate ‘social policies’ to protect the public (House of Commons, 2000).

Social inclusion During the 1990s a growing number of social policies have been justifi ed in 
terms of their capacity to reduce ‘social exclusion’. In 1997 the New Labour government of  Tony 
Blair set  up an interdepartmental Social Exclusion Unit to coordinate public policy ( www.
socialexclusionunit.gov.uk). In 1999 the Department for Work and Pensions began the publica-
tion of an annual audit of poverty and social exclusion (see for example Cm. 6673, 2005) and in 2006 
Tony Blair created a cabinet post specifi cally to tackle social exclusion. Th e term social exclusion 
and its twin, social inclusion, are particularly associated with European Union social initiatives. Th e 
Lisbon summit in March 2000 committed member states to promotion of social inclusion through 
a range of social initiatives (see Box 1.4) and at the Laeken summit a list of indicators that would be 
applied to all member countries was adopted (a review of progress can be found in  Atkinson et al. 
2005).

Th ere is ambiguity about what social exclusion actually refers to (for good accounts see Levitas 
2000 and Stewart and Hills 2005). It is what is known as a ‘contested term’. Some social policy ana-
lysts argue that it is just another word for poverty, but one that is preferred in a political context 
where governments are unwilling to be explicit about the existence of poor people. Th e European 
Union, as Box 1.4 shows, links poverty and social exclusion but sees a diff erence between them. 
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It suggests that as economies develop, some people become excluded from skills and knowledge and 
thus become vulnerable to unemployment and poverty. Policies are therefore needed to re-include 
such people, largely by giving them the skills that will get them into paid work. However, these pol-
icies do not always reach the people who need them most. Th e concept of social exclusion, in the 
form ‘les exclus’ (the excluded), was fi rst used in the context of French social policy debates in the 
1970s, where it largely referred to people who slipped through the network of services and benefi ts 
designed to help the disadvantaged, particularly the less educated, the disabled, lone parents, and 
young adults. Th e exclusion in this sense was exclusion from the social policies of the state, and the 
danger was that such people would become less committed to central values of a society and thus 
threaten its stability and solidarity.

Th e attractiveness of the terms ‘social exclusion’, as the defi nition of the problem, and ‘social 
 inclusion’, as the policy goal that will combat it, is that they combine most of the intentions and 
objectives that we have already listed as informing social policies.

 ● Social exclusion is produced when incomes are excessively unequal. Th e pioneering researcher 
into poverty, Peter Townsend (1979), showed how families with low incomes cannot participate 
in the lives of the communities in which they live. Th ey become excluded in part because they 
cannot pay for the things that make one part of a society: going on holidays; entertaining others 
in one’s home; kitting out their children suitably for sports; or going out with their friends. 
Providing these people with the ability to re-include themselves in their communities requires 
vertical redistribution.
 ● Social exclusion is ineffi  cient. It is an expression of market failure that wastes the potential of 

people who could work but lack the skills to do so, and it refl ects inadequate redistribution to 
those who are unable to work through youth, illness, or age. It therefore requires horizontal 
redistribution.
 ● Social exclusion refl ects a failure to tackle the risks that face people in complex societies and it 

creates new risks, particularly if the excluded become alienated from the wider society. Social 
policy is therefore required both to tackle the risks that lead to exclusion (for example, 
unemployment, low skills, illness, low wages, old age) and to prevent the development of new 
social problems.

Box 1.4 Conclusions of the Lisbon European Council meeting 23–4 March 2000

No 32. Promoting social inclusion

The number of people living below the poverty line and in social exclusion in the Union is unaccept-

able. Steps must be taken to make a decisive impact on the eradication of poverty by setting ade-

quate targets to be agreed by the Council by the end of the year. The High Level Working Party on 

Social Protection will be involved in this work. The new knowledge-based society offers tremendous 

potential for reducing social exclusion, both by creating the economic conditions for greater pros-

perity through higher levels of growth and employment, and by opening up new ways of partici-

pating in society. At the same time, it brings a risk of an ever-widening gap between those who have 

access to the new knowledge, and those who are excluded. To avoid this risk and maximize this new 

potential, efforts must be made to improve skills, promote wider access to knowledge and oppor-

tunity and fi ght unemployment: the best safeguard against social exclusion is a job. Policies for 

combating social exclusion should be based on an open method of coordination combining  

national action plans and a Commission initiative for cooperation in this fi eld to be presented by 

June 2000.
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Social policy as administrative and fi nancial arrangements

Social policy as social administration In order to deliver the intentions that lie behind social 
 policies in ordered and predictable ways, governments must set up procedures and sometimes 
 organizations to carry them out. A large part of the Beveridge Report (1942) was not about the 
 overall goals but about planning the detailed administrative arrangements that would be required 
to realize them. In most industrial countries the years 1945–70 witnessed the construction of large 
government bureaucracies, employing substantial proportions of the workforce and charged with 
providing the new social security, health, social care, education, and housing policies. In those years 
in the UK the academic subject now called Social Policy was more oft en known as Social Adminis-
tration, and to some extent this refl ected that what was of interest was less the social policy inten-
tions themselves but rather the administrative arrangements that would best achieve them. Th ere 
was broad agreement between political parties about the social policies that were needed. Th is is 
sometimes referred to as the ‘post-war settlement’ or in 1950s Britain as ‘Butskellism’, a term coined 
by the Economist magazine to highlight the fact that the Tory Chancellor of the Exchequer, Rab 
Butler, was following very much the same social policy principles as his Labour predecessor, Hugh 
Gaitskell.

Th ere is, indeed, oft en more diff erence between political parties over administrative arrange-
ments than policy goals. Social policies generally use one of three main administrative forms to 
achieve their goals:

1 Regulation Th is is generally the cheapest way for governments to achieve a social policy goal. 
Governments pass laws that require individuals and organizations to do, or not to do, particular 
things: wearing seat belts, observing food hygiene regulations, not selling tobacco to minors. 
Th ere are likely to be many thousands of government regulations in an industrial society that are 
intended to achieve broadly social goals. Th e main advantage from the state’s point of view is that 
regulation is relatively cheap. Th e cost of compliance falls on the individual or fi rm rather than 
on the state. Th e main cost to the state is some form of inspection and enforcement to ensure that 
people abide by the regulations.

2 Services in kind  Th is administrative method of achieving social goals provides services  
directly to people, such as healthcare, education, or housing. Governments can set up state  
organizations to do the job—large public bureaucracies like the National Health Service—or  
they can delegate the delivery of services to private-for-profi t companies or to voluntary  
organizations (sometimes known as the not-for-profi t sector).

3 Cash benefi ts  Th e third fundamental method of achieving social goals is to provide individuals 
and households with cash either directly or through reductions in the tax they would otherwise 
have to pay. Th e cost of cash benefi ts is the largest area of social policy expenditure in Britain, and 
has a whole chapter to itself in this book (Chapter 10).

Organizational arrangements can make a great deal of diff erence to the success of a social policy. For 
example, in 1998 the British government set out its National Childcare Strategy, designed to make 
available a nursery school place for every preschool child whose parents wanted one. Provision is by 
a mixture of local government, voluntary, and for-profi t nurseries and approved childminders. 
Funding is a mixture of central government, through Child Care Tax Credits, local government 
education and welfare budgets, and direct charges to parents. Current debate about this policy 
revolves less around its main goals and more around whether the administrative and fi nancial 
system is the appropriate one to deliver it (Lewis 2003).

Administrative arrangements go wrong in two main ways. First, the detailed rules and proce-
dures that are used to deliver a policy may develop in ways that actually undermine its original in-
tentions. In the case of the National Childcare Strategy, Jane Lewis (2003: 235) concludes that ‘the 
choices parents currently face are determined more by the complex nature of the system that has 



THE ORIGINS, CHARACTER, AND POLITICS OF MODERN SOCIAL WELFARE SYSTEMS18

been created than by the needs of the child. In this crucial sense, the development of childcare in the 
UK has not been “child-centred”’. Secondly, the organizations involved can develop goals of their 
own, sometimes as a result of their sheer size, sometimes because particular groups, such as profes-
sionals, use them to advance their own interests rather than the policies themselves. Th ese prob-
lems, and fi nding solutions to them, are fundamental to understanding social policy. Th ey have also 
tended to preoccupy governments. In Britain in the 1980s and 1990s the governments of Margaret 
Th atcher, John Major, and Tony Blair devoted a great deal of eff ort to reorganizing welfare bureau-
cracies and changing the way they are managed. Getting welfare bureaucracies to do what these 
governments believed they were intended to do involved privatization and contracting out and the 
setting of precise targets and rewarding their achievement, oft en referred to as the new managerial-
ism. Privatization dominated the social policy of British governments in the 1980s, new manageri-
alism the 1990s, and aft er the 2005 election Tony Blair made public sector reform the government’s 
main priority.

Social policy as public fi nance As Figure 1.1 shows, the social policy activities of governments 
constitute substantial proportions of the economic output of industrial nations. Both obtaining the 
money and managing how it is spent are key aspects of social policy.

Th e two main ways in which social policies are fi nanced are by taxation (the direct taxation of 
incomes and profi ts and the indirect taxation of other economic activities) and by social insurance 
contributions. Paying these taxes and contributions has eff ects on people’s well-being. In this sense 
taxation policies are also social policies. Governments can recognize this by adjusting taxes and 
contributions to incomes, for example, through progressive taxes, or by allowing individuals and 
households exemptions from the payment of tax. In Britain, exemptions are allowed, for example, 
if one is contributing to a pension scheme, aged over 65, suff ering from blindness, or part of a mar-
ried couple. Up until 1988 allowances were available for those supporting a dependent relative and 
until 2000 for owner-occupiers paying a mortgage. Th ese, like many other allowances that have 
existed in the past, have come and gone as governments have sought to adjust revenue and the social 
policy eff ects. Increasingly governments are introducing tax credits in order to achieve social policy 
goals. From April 2003 most parents in Britain have been able to claim a Child Tax Credit, which 
adds to their income rather than takes away from it. Th ose in work are eligible for the Working Tax 
Credit, which provides extra income for workers in low-income households, including those who 
have a disability. (Chapter 10 provides a more detailed account of these benefi ts.)

Th e management of the public fi nances is a fundamental part of social policy. Two aspects of 
this management are critical: planning and controlling public expenditure. Delivering services  
such as healthcare or education requires long-term investment in people and buildings, and  
advance knowledge of how much is likely to be spent in a particular year. For these reasons  
 planning social policy and planning public expenditure oft en amount to the same thing. Govern-
ments must be able to describe their intended social policies in terms of how much they will cost. 
Chapter 8 describes how the political and technical aspects of these planning processes have  
evolved in recent years.

Controlling the amount and pattern of expenditures is similarly central to social policy. In indus-
trial societies the sums involved are so large that preventing waste, ineffi  ciencies, overspending, and 
underspending requires sophisticated fi nancial management systems. When these fail the conse-
quences can be profound. In 1975 an unexpected rise in infl ation meant that public spending outran 
both planned expenditure and tax receipts to such an extent that a major fi nancial crisis arose. Th e 
British Chancellor of the Exchequer at the time, Denis Healey, had to go cap in hand to the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund in order to prevent a collapse in the international value of the pound. Th e 
consequences for social policy over the next twenty years were profound as governments gave 
greater priority to controlling expenditure on social policies, oft en leading to cuts in previously 
planned expenditure.
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Social policy as outcomes

The proof of the pudding is in the eating. Many analysts of social policy have suggested that the 
intentions that lie behind policies are less important than what they actually achieve. Richard 
Titmuss, when seeking to define the academic discipline called ‘social policy’, headed his list 
with ‘the analysis and description of policy formation and its consequences, intended and  
unintended’ (Titmuss 1968: 22). In much of his research he focused on the evidence of the  
results of policy interventions, and showed how many policies did not have the outcomes  
claimed for them, that some achieved almost the opposite of what was intended, and that there 
were other interventions by governments that had social consequences but were not recog-
nized as social policies.

Clearly it is important, given the substantial proportion of countries’ resources redistrib-
uted through social policies, that results be carefully monitored. Much of the content of the  
chapters in this book reports research designed to discover the outcomes of social policies.  
Chapter 18 is entirely devoted to the question. There is not the space here even to summarize 
all the issues involved in assessing the consequences of social policy. We shall merely draw  
attention to one of the more fundamental aspects of the question: the degree to which social 
policies have been successful in defeating the ‘five giant evils’ highlighted in William Bev-
eridge’s report (see Box 1.2).

As the chapters in this book explain, in the Britain of the fi rst decade of the twenty-fi rst century 
these ‘evils’ have been altered and, by most measures, greatly reduced. ‘Want’, in the sense of 
grinding poverty, has been almost eliminated by the cash benefi ts that Beveridge recommended. 
Poverty is now a matter of relative deprivation (see the discussion of relative poverty in Chapter 4). 
Th e consequences of ‘disease’ have at least been delayed as average life expectancy has been  
extended. ‘Ignorance’ has been reduced insofar as people spend longer in full-time education 
and many more obtain formal qualifi cations. ‘Squalor’ in the form of poor-quality homes and 
large urban slums has been replaced, and ‘idleness’ has been reduced by a much higher level of 
 participation in paid work.

However, it is more diffi  cult to judge how far these changes have been the outcomes of social 
policies. It is arguable that they are largely the results of economic growth and improvements in 
people’s material living standards. Figure 1.3 shows how average household income, along with the 
economy as a whole (measured by GDP) has more than doubled over the last thirty years. Many 
commentators suggest that it is this economic growth that has been the main engine behind 
 improvements in people’s standards of living and which provides the resources that have reduced 
the severity of Beveridge’s ‘fi ve giants’.

Earlier in this chapter we suggested that another of the more commonly asserted goals of social 
policy was to redistribute resources and reduce inequalities, partly so that more people can share in 
the fruits of economic growth. However, Figure 1.4 shows that inequality, particularly as seen in the 
incomes of the poorest tenth of households in the United Kingdom, has been stubbornly resistant 
to social policy. Th e ONS 2010 Social Trends report summarizes the long-run trends:

During the 1980s there was little change in income in real terms (that is adjusted to remove 
the eff ects of infl ation) at the bottom of the distribution, while income at the top of the 
distribution grew strongly. Th e early 1990s was a period of economic downturn, and there 
was little real growth in income anywhere in the distribution. Between 1995/96 and 2007/08, 
income at all three points of the distribution shown in [Figure 1.4] grew by similar amounts 
in real terms, with median income increasing by a quarter. Th us the income distribution and 
the extent of inequality have changed considerably over the last three decades. Th e closer the 
percentiles are to the median line, the smaller the inequality within the distribution. 
 Inequality grew during the 1980s, was stable during the fi rst half of the 1990s, and then fl uc-
tuated slightly between 1994/95 and 2007/08.
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If a reduction in income inequality is a measure of a key outcome of social policy, then it has not 
been very successful. Chapter 18 includes more discussion of the distributional eff ects of social 
policies, including what is known as the social wage, the distribution of benefi ts from public  services 
in kind like healthcare and education.

Social welfare

By focusing on the meaning of the term ‘social policy’ so far, we have concentrated on the activities 
of g overnments a nd t heir success o r o therwise in ac hieving s ocial ob jectives. However, ma ny 
 students of social policy are more interested in what can broadly be called social welfare and which 
is only partly the product of what governments and policy-makers do. Social welfare is again a term 
that gains little from being defi ned very tightly. Writers use it in slightly diff erent ways depending 
on the issues they wish to cover. Sometimes it refers to very material aspects of well-being such as 
access to economic resources. At other times i t is us ed to mean less t angible conditions such as 
contentment, happiness, an absence of threat, and confi dence in the future. A whole area of research 
called ‘quality of life studies’ seeks to understand and measure what people believe to be the main 
ingredients of their welfare (see e.g. Baldwin et al. 1990). Social welfare can be thought of in terms 
of individuals—the concept o f individual welfare—but as i ts name sug gests, i t is als o us ed on 
 occasion to refer to more collective forms of well-being (collective welfare), such as that of a whole 
community or nation. Th e Department for Environment, Food and Rural Aff airs publishes annu-
ally the results of 68 indicators designed to show how, region by region, England is progressing in 
terms of health, housing, education, and the environment (see under ‘sustainable development’ at 
www.defra.gov.uk).

Researchers in social policy are oft en concerned with how social welfare is produced and sus-
tained, and this work tends to draw attention to the great variety of sources that are involved. A 
useful and infl uential way of understanding this complexity is the ‘welfare triangle’ (Figure 1.5).
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Th e purpose of Figure 1.5 is to illustrate the main sources from which people obtain their wel-
fare or well-being. All of us depend for the quality of our lives, to diff erent degrees, on our links to 
the market, to the state, and to the families and communities in which we live. Consider for a  
moment two particularly important measures of social welfare in a society: how it looks aft er its 
children and how it looks aft er its older people. In all societies parents and families are the primary 
providers of care for children. As the children grow older, so the state, for example in the provi-
sion of education, becomes more important. But in some cases where parents cannot or are not 
there to provide care, the state or the wider community may have to step in. Th e care of dependent 
older people can similarly be the product of all three sources. In poor societies, frail older people 
are usually entirely dependent on the family for income and care. Th ere also is much evidence to 
show that even in rich societies most personal care for older people is provided by their families. 
However, assistance is available from the state, in the form of social services. Th e market too may 
play a large role, in terms of paid care and the pensions that help fi nance it. Th e key point here is 
that welfare is generally a product of all three sources, or what is called the mixed economy of 
welfare. It is a matter of history and politics how the actual balance of sources has developed in a 
particular country.

Imposed on Figure 1.5 are the four points of the compass. Th is again is merely an illustrative device. 
But it reminds us that in poor, southern societies the family and community are most important in the 
production of social welfare. Western countries, particularly the United States, have been associated 
with a greater use of the market to provide welfare, while Eastern European nations, particularly before 
the collapse of communism, made greater use of the state. In choosing to develop social policy in a 
particular area, politicians and administrators always face decisions as to the respective roles of the 
market, the state, and the family in achieving their goals. For example, this is exactly the basis of the 
debate about the appropriate funding and provision of university education in Britain.

The welfare state

Defi ning the welfare state

Societies in which a substantial part of the production of welfare is paid for and provided by the 
government have been called ‘welfare states’. Within the academic subject of social policy there are 
continuing debates about what is necessary to qualify as a welfare state. Does the United States, for 
example, provide, through its federal, state, and local welfare provisions, suffi  cient help to its citi-
zens to be labelled a welfare state? Or should the term be reserved for the Scandinavian countries 
such as Sweden or Denmark, in which state welfare services constitute a much larger proportion of 
the economy? Some regard this debate about what actually constitutes a welfare state as sterile, and 
suggest we should abandon the term and use instead that of a welfare system (Wincott 2003 pro-
vides a useful summary of this debate). However, even if a strict defi nition of ‘welfare state’ is not 
necessary from an analytical point of view, the term remains important because of the frequency 
with which it is used, by politicians, in the media, and by ordinary people, and because, historically, 
the welfare state was at one time understood as the twentieth century’s most complete answer to 
social need.

In a speech to the annual conference of the Labour Party in 1950, Sam Watson, leader of the 
Durham coal miners, listed the achievements of the welfare state: ‘Poverty has been abolished. Hun-
ger is unknown. Th e sick are tended. Th e old folks are cherished, our children are growing up in a 
land of opportunity’ (Hennessy 1992: 423). Th is turned out to be a rather rosy view, but it captures 
the confi dence of the time in the role of state welfare. It was a conception of its function as setting 
minimum standards in income, health, housing, and education below which citizens would not be 
allowed to fall: the idea of the welfare state as a social safety net.
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Comparing types of welfare state

Alongside discussion about what counts as a welfare state has been a parallel debate about how wel-
fare states or welfare systems diff er from one another. Investigating these diff erences is fundamental 
to the comparative study of social policy. Researchers have classifi ed countries in terms of ideologies 
that inform their welfare policies, the levels and comprehensiveness of benefi ts they off er their citi-
zens, and the organizational arrangements used to fund and deliver those benefi ts. Th is has been 
called by one commentator ‘the welfare modelling business’ (Abrahmson 2000). Th e main object is 
to understand whether welfare states are becoming more alike or more diff erent, and to analyse 
whether some types of welfare state are more likely to survive in the context of global economic 
change. Th e best-known typology of welfare states is that suggested by Gøsta Esping-Andersen in 
his important book, Th e Th ree Worlds of  Welfare Capitalism (1990). Th is divides welfare states into 
three main types: the neo-liberal (for example the United States), the social democratic (Sweden), 
and the corporatist (Germany). Esping-Andersen’s analysis is described in more detail in Chapter 3.

The development of the welfare state

Sir Robert Walpole, when he was old and poor-sighted, asked his son to read to him, but is  
reputed to have said, ‘Anything but history, for history must be false.’ Walpole may have been  
expressing a view more famously stated by Henry Ford many years later (‘History is more or less 
bunk. It’s tradition. We don’t want tradition.’), but he was more probably thinking of two prob-
lems that all history has to face. First, it inevitably involves selection and simplifi cation. Secondly, 
the selection process may be biased or inaccurate. For these reasons it is not appropriate in the  
context of a textbook such as this to attempt a brief summary of the history of welfare states or  
even of the British welfare state. Th is would just exaggerate the problems of selection and misrep-
resentation. Th ere are available some excellent general histories of the welfare state, and some of 
these are recommended in the guide to further reading at the end of the chapter. Here we limit  
discussion to highlighting two key themes that may be borne in mind when reading the history of 
welfare states.

A consequence of industrialization or of political competition?

Two accounts of the evolution of welfare states dominate the literature. Some argue that industrial-
ization and the social needs it generates, particularly unemployment and poverty, make the 
 provision of state welfare more or less inevitable. Classic accounts are found in Rimlinger (1971) 
and Wilensky (1975). Others argue that state welfare is won through political competition and 
 follows the coming to political power of representatives of the interests of industrial workers or, 
more  recently, other key groups such as women, ethnic minorities, and disabled people. As a result, 
the scale and comprehensiveness of the welfare state vary between countries depending on their 
political histories and which groups of citizens win the power to make the state attend to their inter-
ests. Th is historical analysis is represented in various ways by Miliband (1961), Addison (1975), and 
Gough (1979), and is discussed in Chapter 2.

Most histories of the welfare state give considerable weight to the processes of industrialization. 
Britain, particularly England, became an industrial and predominantly urban society  signifi cantly 
before most other countries, and many forms of state intervention in the welfare of citizens also 
appeared there at an early stage (Mathias 2001). Th ere are also substantial similarities in the  histories 
of public welfare across industrial societies, though the pace of development has varied. All devel-
oped a version of the Victorian Poor Law in the nineteenth century (Box 1.5), and all exhibited the 
basic infrastructures of the modern welfare state by around the middle of the twentieth century 
(Esping-Andersen and Korpi 1987). Th ese issues are also explored in Chapter 2.



THE ORIGINS, CHARACTER, AND POLITICS OF MODERN SOCIAL WELFARE SYSTEMS24

Conclusion: Has the ‘golden age’ of the welfare state passed?

It is not yet clear whether the post-Second World War welfare state will turn out to represent a rela-
tively brief stage in the histories of a few countries or whether it will be a permanent and coherent 
feature of most developed economies. Some dispute there ever was a golden age (Glennerster 2000), 
but most broadly accept that from the 1940s to the mid-1970s funding for welfare benefi ts and ser-
vices in Britain and other European countries grew year by year as a proportion of national income, 
and the major political parties shared a consensus that the core institutions of the welfare state were 
a good thing (Lowe 1993). Th ere is even more agreement that since the 1970s the welfare state has 
been under threat. To some extent this is explained by the coming to power of governments of the 
‘New Right’ (see Chapter 3), such as those of Mrs Th atcher, which did not share the welfare values of 
the post-war period.

However, a more fundamental argument is that the growth of a g lobal economy requires the 
driving down of costs in order to compete in economic markets; this has made it very diffi  cult for 
governments to expand welfare expenditures and has sometimes made it necessary to cut them. 
Globalization (see Chapter 9) ma y have brought to an end t he golden age of the welfare state. 
 Furthermore, the competitive pressures have been compounded by demographic changes that 
reduce the number of workers in societies in relation to the non-working young and old, and by the 
appearance of new risks which are diffi  cult for the established welfare state to deal with.

For two reasons the continuing viability of the existing welfare state edifi ce is being questioned 
across all of Europe. Th e fi rst is simply that the status quo will be diffi  cult to sustain given adverse 
demographic and fi nancial conditions. Th e second is that the same status quo seems increasingly 
out of date and ill suited to meet the great challenges ahead. Our existing systems of social protec-
tion may hinder rather than promote employment growth and competitive knowledge-intensive 

Box 1.5  Less eligibility: from the Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1834 
(the principle of less eligibility that informed the ‘New Poor Law’ in 
England from 1834)

The fi rst and most essential of all conditions, a principle which we fi nd universally admitted, even by 

those whose practice is at variance with it, is, that his situation [that is, the situation of the ‘pauper’, 

the recipient of Poor Law relief] on the whole shall not be made really or apparently so eligible as the 

situation of the independent labourer of the lowest class. Throughout the evidence it is shown, that 

in proportion as the condition of any pauper class is elevated above the condition of independent 

labourers, the condition of the independent class is depressed; their industry is impaired, their em-

ployment becomes unsteady, and its remuneration in wages is diminished. Such persons, therefore, 

are under the strongest inducements to quit the less eligible class of labourers and enter the more 

eligible class of paupers. The converse is the effect when the pauper class is placed in its proper 

position, below the condition of the independent labourer. Every penny bestowed, that tends to 

render the condition of the pauper more eligible than that of the independent labourer, is a bounty 

on indolence and vice . . .

A well-regulated workhouse meets all cases, and appears to be the only means by which the in-

tention of the statute of Elizabeth [of 1601], that all the able-bodied shall be set to work, can be 

carried into execution.

(Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1834)
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FURTHER READING

A complete and accessible history of the British welfare state is provided by Derek Fraser’s The Evolution of 
the British Welfare State in a new edition that takes the story up to 1997 (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2002). Excellent more recent histories are Howard Glennerster’s British Social Policy Since 1945, 2nd edn 
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), Nick Timmins’s The Five Giants: A Biography of the Welfare State, 2nd edn 
(London: HarperCollins, 2001), and Rodney Lowe’s The Welfare State in Britain since 1945, 2nd edn 
(London: Macmillan, 1999). Pete Alcock’s Social Policy in Britain (2nd edn, London: Palgrave 2006) is a 
clear introduction to the character of the British welfare state and the ideas that it represents. Howard 
Glennerster’s Understanding the Finance of Welfare: What Welfare Costs and How to Pay for it (Bristol: 
Policy Press, 2003) is an excellent social policy textbook that focuses more on resourcing issues. Michael 
Cahill, The New Social Policy (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994) is still an innovative exploration of social policy in 
communications, arts, transport, and other often neglected areas. Gøsta Esping-Andersen is one of the 
key thinkers about where the welfare state is going, and his and other authors’ latest ideas can be explored 
in Why We Need a New Welfare State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002). John Hills and Kitty 
Stewart and others provide a review of what social inclusion policies have achieved across a wide range of 
dimensions in A More Equal Society (Bristol: The Policy Press, 2005). John Hills, in the last section of 
Inequality and the State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), provides an excellent review of the 
distributional effects of social spending by New Labour. Similar questions, but with a more comparative 
international stance, are dealt with in The New Egalitarianism (Anthony Giddens and Patrick Diamond, 
(eds, Cambridge: The Polity Press, 2005). A good review of New Labour’s social policy record is Polly 
Toynbee and David Walker’s Better or Worse: Has Labour Delivered? (London: Bloomsbury, 2005). 
Comparative Social Policy: Theories and Methods Jochen Clasen (ed.) (Oxford: Blackwell, 1998) is a good 
introduction to a complex area. The Young, the Old and the State: Social Care Systems in Five Industrial 
Countries A. Anttonen, J. Baldock, and J. Sipilä (eds) (Cheltenham: Elgar, 2003) compares how industrial 
nations look after children and older people. Vic George and Paul Wilding, Globalization and Human 
Welfare (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2002) is an excellent analysis of the concept of globalization itself as well as 
of the welfare implications for both rich and poor nations.

USEFUL WEBSITES

The OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) publishes very useful documents, 
many dealing with comparative social policy issues, at: www.oecd.org.

British Government publications can be explored and accessed from: www.direct.gov.uk/en/index.htm. 
A great many of the publications of the Stationery Offi ce are available at: www.tso.co.uk. Perhaps the most 
useful data source for social policy students is Social Trends online at:  http://www.statistics.gov.uk/ 
StatBase/Product.asp?vlnk=5748.

Particularly useful government sites for getting up-to-date information about social policy issues are the 
 Department of Health website, www.doh.gov.uk, particularly the links to social care issues, and the Treasury 
website, www.hm-treasury.gov.uk, for Government Spending Reviews.

economies. Th ey may also be inadequate in the face of evolving and possibly far more intense social 
risks and needs. It is against this backdrop that new political entrepreneurs and welfare architects 
are coming to the fore with calls for major [welfare] regime change (Esping-Andersen 2002: 4).
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ESSAY QUESTIONS

1 Access the latest issue of Social Trends and choose from it fi ve fi gures or tables that in your view are 
 particularly revealing of the state of social welfare in Britain. Explain your choices.

2 Distinguish between ‘public social expenditure’ and ‘private social expenditure’ as defi ned by the OECD. 
Suggest reasons for the differences in social expenditure between countries portrayed in Figure 1.1 of this 
chapter.

3 Suggest an example each of ‘a man-made risk’, ‘a natural risk’ and ‘an environmental risk’ faced by citizens 
in Britain today. To what extent and in what ways should government seek to manage these risks? Which 
other institutions should play a part?

4 Find on the web the latest issue of ‘Sustainable Development Indicators in Your Pocket’ (published by 
DEFRA and the ONS). Use the information provided in the publication to suggest in which ways social 
 welfare is improving in the UK and in which ways it is not.

5 Identify two important social problems currently facing the population of Britain or another country. 
 Identify ways in which the government might tackle the problems using the mechanisms of regulation, 
 services in kind, and cash benefi ts. What combination of policies would you recommend to meet each of 
the social problems?

ONLINE RESOURCE CENTRE

For additional material and resources, please visit the Online Resource Centre at: 
www.oxfordtextbooks.co.uk/orc/baldock4e/.
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