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ABSTRACT This paper examines one of the least stad-
ied areas that deals with the relation beiween the fomily
and the state, The welfare state, notwithstanding the
changes occurming in it, cannot destroy the Family; on ibe
eonirary, it improves the family. One needs 10 examine
here whether the relotion between family development and
family policy is destructive or constructive. In this paper,
a simiple reductionism is rebutted, and it is argeed thae
chomges in Family living owe o a reaction of compléx
sociological Factors. The argument is well exemplified with
examples from wariows European countries

INTRODUCTION

The relation bewieen the state and the fam-
ily has always been put into question. Both
elements of this relation are prototypical for
social systems and both of them have under
gone deep tranformations in that recent period
of history that we call modernity. For Aristo-
te {in his theory of friendship and "oikos") and
still for 1. Kant {in his "Recht der hiuslichen
Gesellschaft™) personal and material spheres
wene still integrated. Starting with I.G. Fichte
and especially with G.W.F. Hegel, family iself
becomes explicityly concepiualised as a jurid-
ical relation, In his"Philosophy of Rights"
Hegel puts the rele of family and marriage into
the centre of his social theory. For him, fami-
Iy is the starting point of "civil society” ("birg-
erliche Gesellschaft") and in so far a "second
root of the state” (cf. Weber 1986). In conirast
to Kant's concept of “morality* Hegels idea of
"Sittlichkeit” ries to overlap the private and
the public sphere, the individula and rhe collec-
tive aspects of social life. "Family™ is a centre
of this overlapping consensus (“das Sittliche
der Ehe besteht im Begubistein dieser Einheit
als substantiellem Zweck™, B 163). At this

point, the concept of Sittlichkeis implies a spir-
itual-religious notion ("substantial goal™),
which holds for the multidimensionality of
Hegel's view on the family (*Was aber dem
Menschen natiiclich s, verwandelt er in Gesis-
tge”. B 523).

Hegel's theory of the family marks the deep
shift from traditional to modern thinking in the
relation between family and public life, espe-
cially the state. Family, marriage, church,
state-all of these institutions have heen put in
question with the rise of Englightenment and
capitalism. Family relations became letently
unstable, they became more and more depen-
dent on societal conditions. Referring to Hegel
this instability destroys neither society nor the
family, due to the "sittliche Auflosung der
Familie” (B 177) as it is marked by the selfcon-
stituency of the child, which has been educal-
ed as a free personality. The interanl dynamics
between formation and dissolution of the fam-
ily enables society-remember Hegel's concept
of "corporations” ("Korporationen”) to encap-
sulate the idea of the family within her own
structure.”

These introductory remarks on some rools
of modern social theory could lead the way to
our complex question on the relation between
the welfare state and the family. The juridical
perspective of Hegel highlights that family is a
dynamic entity, which logically by its structure
contains continuity and delusion, stability and
change, This dyvnamic perspective is a very
actual one. When emphasising the changes in
the history of the family, one of the leading
German sociologists of the family i.e. con-
cludes that, in the light of his findings, it would
he bener o talk not of "family”, but of "fami-
ly forms of living" {Kaufmann, 1995, p.5).
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Kaufmann's puis a further argument con-
cerning the relation between family and wel-
fare state, that shall serve as a starting hypoth-
esis in the present paper: he argues that fami-
Iy is a "policy resistant area” (ibid., p. 9) - re-
sistant agamnst direct and iniernational cfforis
of influencing families by interventionist state
politics, e solely motivated by demographi-
cal concerns. This hypothesis provokes a pre-
liminary angwer Lo the leading guestion of this
paper: the welfare state cannod destory the fam-
ily, but it can improve familics, if its interven-
tionist logic fits their needs. By conceplualis-
ing the relation between family development
and family policy that way, it could hardly
become a destructive, but under certain cir-
cumsilances a constructive relation, Is this real-
istic?

FAMILY CHANGE: DESTRUCTION OR
TRANSFORMATION?

In modern industrialised societies we cannot
find by delinition the “traditional”, preindustri-
al family, which is basically undersiood as the
"household family”, a Tamily lype centred
around economic functions but in so far holis-
Lic as the family fulfilled in a traditional subsis-
lence economy a wide set of non-economic
functions as well. In addition, longtlerm histor-
ical comparisons indicate that the Tamily has
always been constituting a changing social in-
stitution and that, empirically speaking, fami-
ly never existed as a uniform pattern. In most
cases, in history and in crosscultural compari-
gon different family forms can be found, even
when, at a given point in history, a paricular
family type was in a dominant position, We
can also conclude from long-term historical
comparisons that there have ever been certain
historical pericds during which the portion of
children being born out of wedlock was much
higher than (in most countries) today. By the
same means, we can detect that the portion of
married individuals among all marriageable
individuals was significantly lower than ii is
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today. Thus, one connot speak of a historical
and geographical universality of the "modern
family” so “familiar” o us.

Following the tradition of Talcott Parson's
theory of differentiation, penerations of fami-
ly sociologists have been defining the "mod-
ern” family with its origin in the first part of the
20™ century as being characterised by a -com-
pared with traditional societies - reduced set of
functions, especially economic ones. The so-
called"Farsonian normal family” (cf. Tyrell and
Herlth, 1994), the “nuclear family"”, centred
around basically two subsystems, the parents
subsystem and the parent-child relationship,
wherein it made sense to distinguish the moth-
er-child and the father-child relationship. There
exist many reasons for interpreting the devel-
opment from the traditional to the modern fam-
ily as an evolutionary universal phenomenon of
modernisation. Some scholars at the end of the
20" century anticipate that this evolution has
not yet come 1o an end: they regard the "mod-
ern family - the Parsonian” normal family™- as
becoming further dissolved into sc-called “non-
conventional forms of living" (cf. Schneider,
1993), Le., one-parent families, step-famliy
and foster-family systems, unmarried pariner-
ships, artificial reproduction and so on. It
seems (o be unclear, whether this development
can be interpreted as just another change, even
as further "modiernisation”™ of the family, or
whether it is a kind of signpost to the destruc-
tion of the family in its current form.

As one of the first arguments in favour of a
negative correlation between the expansion of
the welfare state and the stability of the fami-
ly, the Moynihan report ("The Negro Family")
in the 1960s has been the subject of stormy
political controversies (Moynihan, 1965). But
in the meantime, it is seen by some anthors as
a "prophetic document” (cf. Meckerman et al.,
1988, p. 397), Since then the proportion of out-
of-wedlock birth among black Americans has
risen 1o 57 per cent in the 19805%, Family insta-
bility, originally be viewed in the United States
as a problem of the black community, became
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increasingly common among the white popula-
tion. The larger proportion of female-headed
families among the poor, the "feminization or
poverty”, life-long welfare dependency, and
teenage pregnancy are further aspects of these
destructive processes (cf, Kamerman and
Kahn, 1988).

Charles Murray became one of the most
prominent exponents in the Reagan era of the
1980z concerning the view that liberal social
welfare policies of the Great Society era have
reduced the incentive to work and to maintain
stahle two-parent Families. In his book ™ Loos-
ing Ground" (Murray, 1984, pp. 12411.), he
argued that policies intended w reduce pover-
ty have instead created more povenly, because
the disadvaniaged reject the traditional avenue
of mobility in favowr of short-term pains de-
rived from welfare and crime. Murray claimed
that work incentive programs under the Aid 1o
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
lured the "working poor” into welfare. More-
over, AFDC regualtions did not permit pay-
ment of welfare benefits if the couple were 1o
share a household, regardless of their civilian
status. Murray's and other authors similar
claims regained political support within the
framework of the "conservative revolution” of
the Republicans in the mid-Mineties and
stopped any efforts of the Clinton administra-
tion to reform welfare policies (cf. Murswieck,
19961, But empirical evidence for those claims
is nevertheless at least mixed, as Neckerman ¢t
al. demonstrate: "although welfare may play a
minor role in marital breakup and a more sig-
nificant role in single mother's decisions to
establish independent househoids, by itself it
cannot aceount for the marked shift to single-
parenl familics among blacks or whites”
(Neckerman et al,, 1988, p. 406). Instead, the
authors point (o the problem of male jobless-
ness especially among black Americans as a
much more significant cause for the reluctance
of men 1o take over responsiblity for their chil-
dren and their families.’

One of the most porminent representative of
the “communitarian” movement, the sociolgist
Amitai Etzioni broadens this scope by criticis-
ing the "parenting deficit” in American society
al all. Parents dramatically reduced their time
investments for their children within the past
thirty wears, Instead, both parents go o work
with increasingly more working hours within
jobs with lower pay. They deposit their chil-
dren (in the United States) in day care centers
with insufficiently educated and low income
personnel: "The community - that is, all of us
-suffers the ill effects of absentee parenting”
(Etzioni, 1993, p. 69). Although citing a 19%0
Gallup poll which found that one-half of those
households with working mothers would want
the mother (o stay home if "money were not an
issue”, he nevertheless recognises major ram-
ifications for a political and cultural agenda,
concerning a “revaluation of the importance of
children i...). First, potential parents must con-
sider what is important to them: more income
ar better relationships with their children. Most
people cannot 'have it all,” (ibid.,p.64). Etzio-
ni criticises the "consumerism”™ and the "ca-
reerism” of modern American culture, which
inherently devalees children and family and
weakens all structural and traditional orienta-
tions lowards community and care. Thus, he
identifies the destructive tendencies for the
family not primarily within the welfare state on
the contrary, he argues for an active European
style family policy (ibid., pp. 70ff. }-, but with-
in an anti-communitarian, anti-moralistic and
in so far anti-social economic culiure.,

One could add similar findings and interpre-
tations of destructive tendencies for families
within the European context. However, most
of them lack a honest reference about their
indicators: are the tendencies mentioned above
indicators for destruction or indicators for
change? The reference point for the first posi-
tion is a certain concept of "normality”, an idea
how families should be like in order to main-
tain their functions optimally and, in most cas-
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es, an idea of optimised parenting. The refer-
ence point for the second position is "individ-
walism®. a certain kind of relativism,. which
interprets those facts under the perspective of
autonomy, predominantly the autonomy of
women. In a similar manner, Lilscher distin-
guishes two family models in family rhethoric:
“family models which in principle assume an
institutional or ‘natural’ determination of cor-
rect family form and others which in principle
assume an individoalistic or subjective open-
ness” (Lischer, 19935, p. 62).

An empirical point of view may help 1o
come to realistic interpretations- and at the
same lime would reduce some of the dramatis-
ing. Burkart, using German data, shows that,
statistically speaking, a "pluralisation of living
arrangemenis” can be indentified only within
the age cohort between 26 and 29 years: “The
different living arrangements (living with one's
parenis; living alone; living in a liberal union;
being married; living with children) are rough-
Iy equally distrubuted among this age cohort.
Among the younger age cohort (up 1o 25 years
of age), living in the family of origin predom.
inates, whereas among the older age cohon
(starting with 30 years of age) living in family
which they founded themselves predominates”
{Burkart, 1995, p. 6). He summarises: “The
fear or hope - which expression one employs
depends on one's point of view-that large num-
bers of people turn away from marriage and
family, has not been verified. But families
change their appearance: They get smaller,
family formation occurs later in individuals’
biographies, and they get dissolved more often”
{ibid.}. In her brilliani book on the “postmaod-
ern” “hrave new families” in the Silicon Valley
Judith Stacey adds w this picture the important
aspect, that "postindusirial transformations
encouraged modern working-class families to
reorganise and diversify themselves even more
than middle-class families” (Stacey, 1991, p.
254).1

Further on, these empirical sketches put the
evolutionary question into mind, whether the
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tranformation of the family - with its potential-
Iy destructive aspects - has been caused by the
development of the modern welfare state, the
development of social security systems, espe-
cially of the old age pension plans, or whether
the making of the modern family has been the
outcome of social changes in subsystems of
society other than the state, i.e., within the
economical system, the cultural ; system or the
legitimisation system (esp, religion).’

An alernative argument for blaming the
welfare state for family change would point 1o
ihe genetic role of capitalism in the evolution
of the modern family by demanding mobility
and by destroying the very prerequisites of
subsistence cconomy, dissolving local markets
by integrating them into a single world market,
followed by the “commodification™ of the la-
bour force as dependent workers into the la-
bowr market. Empirical evidence for support-
ing an economical argument for family change
can be foundmot only in the literature on past
societies, e.g. in the writings of Marx on the
English working class of the 19" century, but
equally in the peripheries of today's megalop-
olises like Mexioc City, Calcutta, or Cairo with
their dramatical disruptions of traditional fa-
milial norms resulting in crime and anomie,
The differentiation of submarkets (for produc-
tion, labour, consumption eic, ) and the residual
role of the modern family within all of thse
tnarkets holds another set of arguments con-
cerning the economical framework.

A thrid evolutionary framework contains
cultural arguments for family change. They
point 1o the processes of individualisation and
to the “cult of the individual” as a cultral con-
cept of modernity, This concept has been
evolved not only by economical and political
(esp. democracy and human rights) change, but
also by the Western Culture, i.e., with Holly-
wood's modernised idea of romantic love or
the world wide pop culture ranging from the
Beatles 1o Madonna. The cultural individual-
ism includes fundamental antipathies towards
all types of community, which, in turn, claim
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continuity, obligation and othercentredness.
These cultural changes - combined with mod-
ern reproductive technologies (esp. birth con-
trol) - deeply question the raditional role of
women and erode the traditional patriarchal
supremacy of men. As a consequence, the fam-
ily model hased on sexist forms of the division
of labour has been regarded as being question-
able, oo, Research on the historical decline in
the birth rate within the European cultural
hemisphere as well as nesearch on the develop-
ment of the birth rate in Third and Fourth
World countries can be summarised altogeth-
er in one formula: “The higher the education-
al level among women, the weaker the tradi-
tional definition of gender roles, the lower, in
turm, i% the number for children and the lower,
as a consequence, is the importance of the fam-
ily" (Burkart, 1995, p. 8). If one considered the
inclusion of girls and women into the educa-
tional system as welfare state politics, one
could argue that the welfare state distracts the
family by means of educational measures, it
nevertheless seems o be more precise (o re-
gards this correlation as a cultural source of
family change.

We should note a fourth source of family
change, which can be found within legitimisa-
tion arguments for family change. This frame-
work of arguements highlights the process of
secularisation and the loss of spiritual-religious
foundations of family models. Although there
exisl "counterrevolutions” within this type of
change, Le. the rise of fundamentalist efforts o
foster Islamistic or other traditionalist modes of
legitimisation being a case in point, one can
diagnose a complex legitimisation transfer
from religion ("holy family") towards secular
institutions on this societal level, f.e. constilu-
tional courts, social sciences and so on. The goal
of the new procedures of legitimisation is “in-
dividual autonomy”, not only with respect 1o
cultural practices and the questioning of tradi-
tional community bonds, but with reference 1o
a concept of individual freedom and respansi-
hility which is unprecedented in human histo-

ry. Anyway, it is very difficult 1o judge wheth-
er the legitimisation change of the family im-
plies destructive or -on the contrary | - consiruc-
tive tendencies. One could argue, that the val-
ue changes help "the family” - understood as an
ideal tvpe of community between parents and
their children - to survive under new social con-
ditions, as a non-traditional community of in-
dividuals. I will pick up this line of arguments
at the end of the paper.

Therefore, from a sociological point of
view, it would be simple reductionism to
blame the welfare state as the one and only
catalysi of family destruction or at least fami-
Iy change. In summary, modern family devel-
opment seems 1o be more intelligible when
considered as "a horizomial differentiarion of
familial living forms as a reaction to complex

" societal changes” (Vaskovics, 1994, p. 89),

ACHIEVEMENTS OF FAMILIES
AFTER MODERNISATION

The current demograhic situation of the
madern family in the Western World has been
described as a result of a "second demograph-
ic transition” {cf. Lesthaeghe, 1992) since the
19605 towards a "below-replacement fertility”™.
This transition can be clearly distinguished
from the demographic changes in fertility and
nuptiality that formed the “first demographic
transition” in the 18" and 19" century. Along-
side with the influence of economic factors,
the recent demographic changes ane also close-
Iy interconnected with the rise of individual
autonomy; the demographic change could he
paralleled with the value change explained re.
by the concept of the "silent revolution™ of
Ronald Inglehardt. One of the most obvious
aspects of this transformation is marked by the
loss of the plausibility of marriage as an ingri-
tution and by a bivgraphical disposability of
parenthood. Marriage and family became a
topic of decision of the individual or the cou-
ple, respectively. Parenthood lost its automa-
tism and became one, although very favoured
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option among others. With respect to the wel-
fare state: conlinuous partnership and parental
care are no longer a familial contribution to
society without saying.*

Differences in national, (and religious) cul-
tures in Ewrope (which are even more marked
in a world-wide comparison) result in demo-
graphic forms of family development which
are typologically distinguishable (cf Roussel,
1992 -

a) the South European model {Spain, Italy,
Greece, Portugal) is marked by the following
charactenistics: low fertility; low or high di-
voroe rates; low number of liberal unions; very
low number of out-of-wedlock births,

b} the "softened” model (Austria, Germany,
Belgium, Luxembourg, Switzerland) showing
these characteristics: low fertility; average or
high divorce rates; low umber of liberal
unions; very low unber of out-of-wedlock
births.

c) the Scandinavian model (Sweden and
Denmark) showing the following characteris-
tics: fertility rate conditionally high; very high
divorce rates; very high number of out-of-wed-
lock birihs.

d) the liberal model (France, Great Britain,
Morway, the Metherlands) displaying the fol-
lowing featwres: fertility rates conditionally
high: very high divorce rates; average number
of liberal unions,very high number of out-of-
wedlock births.

Koussel is more in support of the thesis of a
demographic ruplure emerging in the 1960s
which is held by Lesthaeghe and others, He
assumes that all Central European states will
have joined the "softened” model at the begin-
ing of the 21 century. In the future, family
development in Europe will be characterised
by the following changes: the number of mar-
riages will continue to decling, relationship
prior to cohabitation will be more unstable than
mariages, and it will no lenger be feasible to
measure the frequency of separation in accor-
dance to divoce rates alone, because separa-
tions of umarried couples will have o be tak-
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en into account (cf. Salzmann, 1994, p.40).
One might wonder why a liberal society is
s0 much concerned with private facts as the
family. We can call this a liberal paradox.
With reference to their stability, families must
be self-centered sysiems, who follow their own
communitarian logic. Family is a prototype of
a societal community (cf. Parsons, 1979, chap-
ter #), by quoting Hegel: of "sittliche” commu-
nity, which al the same time is consciously
self-centred and - at least unconsciously-soci-
ety-centred. This resolves the liberal paradox,
The public interest concentrates on the conse-
guences, which are the products of familial
activities concerning education, health mainte-
nance for their members and the founding of
solidarity orientations. The welfare state is
profoundly interested in the continuous main-
tenance of certain functions of the family,
Within the body of literature on family pol-
itics and policies a variety of definitions of the
functions of the family can be found, Due to
the lack of theory on a macro-social level, their
dfifferentiation is subject to free choice. In
order to give an example: a “recreational func-
tion" dnd a "placement function” (the latter
being related to status) has, in part, been placed
om equal footing with a "household function®,
a "generative function™ and a “educational
function” (i.e. Bethusy-Hue, 1987, pp. 8ff.).
Kaufmann argues for a division of the familial
functions into five categories: “cohesion and
emotional stabilisation”, “procreation”, “caring
and educating children”, "household mainte-
nance, health and recreation” and "mutual
help” (Kaufmann, 1995, pp. 34ff.). In table 1,
I systemalically relate these partial functions fo
four functional categories (level | to 4) which,
in turm, are systematically related to the areas
of intervention of the welfare state: the eco-
nomic functions regarding household and prac-
tical mutual help ("support”), the field of gen-
erative and educational functions (“educa-
rion"}), the functions of mutual emotional sup-
port, recreation, cultural and moral action car-
ricd out by means of "communication”, and
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those functions aiming at the maintenance of
structural patterns and at the feedback of famil-
ial action by means of supra-individual values
(“legitimation™).

In most European welfare states the major-
ity of transfers seem, at least quantitatively, o
supplement the economic support functions of
the family (on level 1), Family researchers df-
gue therefore that those household functions
have become less important in favour of its
educational (level 2) and communicative-emo-
tional (level 3) functions. Empirical proof,
however, for this line of argument is difficult,
because a simple loss-and-gain-patiern has to

take into account that the functions of the fam-
ily have changed their face within their dialec-
tical relation with welfare siate interventions
and other societal changes mentioned above.
Additionally, they have changed their face
becanse of new needs fulfilled and functions
gained, especially in the ficld of communica-
tion, education and so on, but also on the lev-
el of supporthousehold functions (i.e in the
field of private consumption or management of
household technologies). One should recon-
struct the change of functions on every of the
four levels in order o come 1o precise results,
whal cannoi be done here,

Table | : Family Functions and Fields of Imtervention of the Welfare State

Juridical Systern, Welfare Ethics |

. |
'Public Schools,
! “"ﬂ“ﬂﬂ“"] [

Culture Politics,
} . Counselling I
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The tendency in family sociology (o view
the family exclusively in the ight of s func-
tions should be rendered as problematic, be-
cause this notion straightforwardly decon-
structs the family into its functions (ie. Mey-
er, 1993}, Under cerain circumstances, howey-
er, the disintegration of certain functiens con-
siderably influences their performance. Two
well-known examples for the ambivalent ef-
fects this wendency has should be mentioned
here. First, the differentiation of care services
for the elderly, which are relocated from of the
family context to professional service provid-
ers. The transfer of old family members 1o old
age homes and other institutions and the evac-
wation of infirmity and death from the life
world of younger people connected (o it also
causes - alongside with significant costs for the
public - that the older generation is less and
less perceived as a productive resource for the
community. The second example deals with
filiation, which is a familial core functicen. In
Germany joint custody is about 1o be imple-
mented by law as an automatic procedure after
divoree as well as for unmarried couples upon
their request. In this case, oo, the empirical
evidence 15 ambivalent: a "normal family™ ei-
ther dissolved by individual choice or consti-
tuted im an mlormal way only, nevertheless is
treated as a normal family proper. Whereas
joint custody for liberal unions is likely lo have
_an impact on the stabilisation of this form of
livimg-in addition, it might enforce the percep-
tion of this form of living as a "transitory stage”™
toward marriage (cf. Yaskovics and Rupp,
1994 )-, it is likely that the post-divorce stage
will become even more complicated. At least,
if mo relevant mechanisms for safeguarding
children’s rights were integrated. The very ten-
dency of detaching functions from the concrete
family (as an institution) constituted by indi-
viduals 15 a prereguisite for the conception and
justification of implementing an automarism in
joint custody.

Regardless of how these functional areas are
defined and valued: the familial achicvements
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can no longer be taken for gramed. “The arriv-
&l of children is less and less a natural event,
but a consequence of the stabilisation of the
contexls of partnership” (Kaufmann, 1995, p.
1. The future of families will very much de-
pend on whether the cultural and economic
conditions for a widespread stabilisation of
continuous partnerships can be developed.
With respect to the cultural changes, this ne-
cessitates the chance for gender pannership,
while in the economic sphere this task necessi-
tates the chance for parenthood without enor-
mous disgdvantages concerning self-fulfilment
of mothers and fathers - what is still the dis-
couraging reality, But how could those goals,
which would profoundly affect personal be-
haviour, be achieved without political mobili-
sation and state intervention?

RELATIVE AUTONOMY AND SOCI-
ETAL INSTITUTIONALISATION OF
THE FAMILY

When making an interim conclusion on
whether the welfare stale does or does not de-
stray the Family from a sociological point of
view, we come upon a dynamic relationship, a
dialectics between "autonomy” and "institu-
tionalisation” of the family. The hypothesis of
the autonomy of the family with regard 10
welfare state intervention, which i1s at leasi a
relative one, characierises, among other issues,
the discussion on the emergence of the so-
called "post modern™ family (cf. Lischer et al.,
1990, This notion asserts that, due to the dis-
salution of cultural prescriptions as well as by
other societal evolutions, the degree of institu-
tionalisation of the family should considerably
decline and should vield to a patchwork of
family types which could be summarised at
maost under the label of “private living arrange-
ments” (cf. Schneider, 1994; Meyer, 1993),

In the meantime, though, this kind of no-
tions referring to the theory of individualisa-
tion, have been qualified or even discarded by
their advocates. E g, Lischer concedes that
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families are "post-modern in a relative manner
only” (Lischer, 19954, p. 246), because their
realities are constructed not only from aesthet-
ic and cultural facts (which might possibly be
de-constructed) Rather these realities are pre-
dominantly constituted by the shaping of eco-
nomic and social functions.

Thus, those notions approaching the family
from a sociological perspective of institution-
alisation are more plausible. From this per-
spective, the phenomena of juridification, con-
tinuity, and social acknowledgement taking
the forms of norms, moral standards and col-
lective ascription of meaning can be analysed.
In one of those attempts, so (regrettably ) un-
common Lo sociological writing, to respond to
the guestion whether family can be conceived
as a societal partial system in a sociologically
systematic manner, Kaufmann opens his no-
tions with a presumption which is important for
our discussion here: "The legitimisation of
family politics as a specific area of politics
does imply the recognition of the family as a
macro-systematic structure” (Kaufmann,
| 994a, p.42). Referring to the systematic con-
tributions of Talcot Parsons and MNiklas Lub-
mann, he investigates those functions of fam-
ilies in global society which "they, to a large
extent, Tulfil exclusively and whose aggregal-
ed effects are considered as being indispens-
able” (Ibid., p.50). He makes a strike at the
functional category of procreation which is
characterised, despite of the obvious liberalisa-
tion of pariner relationships, by an increase in
the normative obligations of parenthood in the
course of the 20th centery. The “binary code™
(Luhmann), which is accepled by society as a
whole, can be found under dichotomy “kind
nonkin® and has, in wrn, been standardised by
family and marital as well as by the law of in-
heritance (cf. Price, 1995), From this point of
view, the juridical construction of family be-
comes the central linkage between family and
society, and betwen family and (welfare) state.
Therefore, it is feasible to put forward the hy-
pothesis, that the effectiveness ol interventions

by the welfare state correlates with their oppor-
tunity to be codified in laws.

This macro-sociological background given,
instituticnalisation implies losses in autonomy.
Al least this is the case, when families fail 1o
represent their very own interesis, as specifi-
cally embedded in the partial system “family",
against the welfare state system and ils actors
in an effective way, Doing so, however, re-
quires a variety of politically powerful organ-
isations as well as stable institutions which are
oriented towards central functional areas in
society, Due to different traditions of the wel-
fare state, in Europe the actual situation is ex-
tremely diverse, displaying a large spectrum
which ranges from highly institutionalised
family politics in France, over rather rhetoric
family politics in Germany, 1o the virtual lack
of family politics explicitly labelled as such in
Great Britain. We should, however, not be
deceived by the political power of resistance of
the Tamily and its relative autonomy of the fa-
milial partial systems against welfare state in-
terventions, as it has neen postulated by Kauf-
mann. On the contrary, we should bring our full
attention to the latter: if it were not feasible for
the welfare state to destroy the family, it could
al least substantially obstruct it. In due course,
we will consider if and how the state could
suppor! the family.

WELFARE STATE AND FAMILY
POLICY

It is possible to think of modern societies not
being welfare states at the same time? For sys-
tematic reasons, societies which are highly
differentiated, pluralistic and democratic, are
welfare states, i.e., the societal subsystem of
the state does not restrict itself to its autopoie-
sis, but this subsystem is structurally coupled
with other subsystems. On one hand, the poli-
tics of the welflare state substitutes support in
situations of risk which, to a varying scope and
degree, were delivered by community systems
in earlier times. On the other hand, the welfare



34

state absorbs new risks for which there exists
no social experience in non-state coping. With
the exception of some ideologists belonging to
"neoliberal” circles (who owe their raison
d"étre to special, mostly vested interests), no
honest social scientist would, therefore, argue
for an abandonment of social policy. Thus, [
start this section with the hypothesis, that in a
world market society the lack of a welfare state
indeed destroys the family, because founding
and forming family became a question of per-
sonal choice for individuals who depends toa
more or less significant degree on welfare state
resources. Al the same time, families do not
only depend on protection by the state, they -
themselves - also protect the welfare state: The
welfare state would become unsustainable
without stable marriages and families. Re-
search results demonsirate, that the costs for
unemployment, health maintenance or care for
the elderly are dramatically higher for persons
at risk without close familial network.

What kind of guality of welfare state inter-
ventions concerning family is needed? Famil-
ial work in the field or care concentrates in
modern families (as in traditional families)
nearly exclusively on women, The moral obli-
gation connected with family work disadvan-
tages women against men in all extra-familial
sphres of life, A total economisation of famil-
ilal functions and products is practically impos-
sible and would have, if state agencies would
iry Lo do something like that, dramatic negative
effects on familial cohesion. Gender partner-
ship, thefore, necessitates a much stronger in-
clusion of men into the context of the non-
market community work within the family
Men should participate more actively in the
tasks of caring for and educating the children,
doing household work, and caring for the eld-
erly, if a (re-) stabilisation of the Family should
suceeed,

Traditional {(social democratic) welfare pol-
icies have been concentrating on social ine-
qualities resulting from class differences and
pragmatically - from labour market problems.
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This has been characterised as 2 "commaodily-
ing”, paid-labour-centred logic of the social
security state, which despite some fundamen-
tal critiscism concerning the role of women or
visible minorities, has been viewed as at least
an unavoidable step in the evioution of welfare
societies (cf. Offe, 1990; Esping-Andersen,
1994, But since the integration of women into
the labour market becomes more and more
normal, the number of children staris 1o be-
comme a new central elements af social inequal-
ity - a quite recent phenomenon, which marks
the societal role of children as a "public good™.
Kautmann discovers a significant correlation
between the birth rate and relative public ex-
pendilures for families among the member
states of the European Unien, but no correla-
tion at all between birth rate and social expen-
ditures of the welfare states (see table 2). He
resumes: "The higher the proportion of social
expenditures, which is spend towards the fam-
ilics, the higher the birth rate® (Kaufmann,
19935, p. 194), Kaufmann goes on by saying:
“The individual economic utility of children in
Jfavour of their parenis tends today towards
zero. Because they do contribute neither to the
family income nor to the cost of living in old
age. Paradoxically, children therefore become
a public good: sufficient offspring is in the
interest of everybody, but everybody, too, has
the individual choice to opt cut of the neces-
sary expenses. This is a typical sitwation, which
necessitates state intervention” (Ibid).¥

Al least, it can be doubted whether welfare
states, their current state of the affairs given,
are in a position to address effectively the
enormaous challenges of politics and policies,
which should lead to family stabilisation and,
at the same time, to individual and communal
options of action. Even when limiting the focus
to the EU member states indicates that there
are considerable differences between them. As
mentioned above, there is a greal variation in
family development in Europe due to differ-
ences in national cullures. Systematic compar-
ative studies on family politics and policies in
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the ELT member states did not exist before the
1990s. With regard to the genesis of this field
of research, the contributions of Bahle should
he mentioned (Bahle, 1995). This work has
heen continued with an international research
project on family changes and family policies
in the Western World (cf. Rothenbacher,
1995a). The study of Neubauer et al. (1993)
provides a good overview, It is, however, lim-
ited to a description of political measures, of
the representatives of these measures as well as
ta the digcussion of family politics and poli-
cies. This fact is even more applicable for the
valuable contributions of the "European Crhser-
vatory on Mational Family Policies™ (ef. Du-
mon, 1992, 1994) which was co-ordinated by
W. Dumon and whose present co-ordinator is
I. Ditch. It has rightly been pointed out that
comparative research is still in the beginning,
provided that family politics and policies are
io be regarded not only as a more of less insti-
tutionalised area of isolated political measures,
but also as a problematic interrelation between
the opportunities of family development and
the shaping of the conditions of political frame-
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works (cf. Kaufmann, 1994, p. 147).°

Taking this into account, the comparative
overview (Table 2) on the cormelation between
some demographic key variables (fertility
rates. divorce rates and rates of illegitimate
births) on the one hand and the portion of ex-
penditures for family and motherhood, all other
social security expenditures and national in-
come on the other hand should only be regard-
ed as illustration. Statistical inconsistencies
significantly impede cross-national compari-
son (cf. Rothenbacher, 1995), because partic-
ular data is missing, e.g. data concerning the
commonness and duration of liberal unions.
The latter have often been considered as'a sub-
stantial indicator for the weakling of marriage
as an institution. With regard to the comparison
of family policies, similar problems do exist:
Especially the portion of expenditures for fam-
ily and motherhood is highly influenced by
different statistical demarcations. In addition,
the actal effectiveness of a political measure
{involving costs) obviously depends on its
combination with other forms of regulation
issued by social politics, the industry and pri-

Table 2 : Basle indicators for famlly development and family policy in EC-countries (in 1988; Numbers in brackets
indicate the rank of each country; a = 1991, b = 1989, ¢ = 1967 - the respective category Is called *families
and children”,*s not wvailable) (from: Lewls 1993, pp. 6-7; Kaufmann 1964, p. 14%; Salzmann 1994, p.
17; Meubauer et al, 1994, p. 168; Social Security in the Nordic Countries 1990)

Tl Divarce rates [llegitimare Sacial Erpenditarer  Expenditures

EC.Countriex  feeniliry rare  (per 1000 exis-  bleth rares  Expenditures  for Family Sor Familyf

ting marriages)  (births owiside  m % GDP Motherhood in Motherhood in
et r Fi g €51 1 (00 &®GDP % of Social

foead hirths) Expenditures
Belgium 15T (8) B4 {7 16T {10) P ] L& (1o E4 (B}
Denmark 156 (1) 13.1 [} 445.5 (1) %3 (3) 15 (2} 1.6  (4)
Germany 1.42 (1) BT [[:1] 1369 (&) IE.3  (4) 21 (8 7.7 ]
France 182 (5} B4 L) 633 (5) 8.0 (5) 18 (4 98 (T
Greece .40 (12} 60 (b0 206 (14) 16,5 (14) 02 (14) L& (14}
Ireland 2.17 (1} LRI 3] 118.7 (9 24 (1 2.6 (5} 1% (2
lealy 1.34  (12) 200 Al 583 (13 230 (%) 1 (12 4.6 (1Z)
Luxembourg 1.64 133 1nae  {4) 1208 (&) 6.2 (#) 1.4 (6 10.5 i1
Metherlandds 1.61 Ty Rl {9 1.5 1y g (1) 1.9 (%) 53 (11
Portugal 142 (10} « g 1L m 1Imaan 12 (1 6.4 (10)
Spain 1.2E (14} . (F2y 912 (12) 17.2 {12} 03 (13 1.7 (13}
Cireal Britain 184 (3} 12.3 23 514 (4) 221 (1D 13 (7 0.6 - (5)
Norway 1.8 (3} 93T (%) 0.0 (3) WG4t (T il (1) 106 {3}
Sweden Lo (2) wr i 4838 @1y 32 () 4 (I 120¢ {13
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vate action. The high portion of privately
owned housing in the Netherlands, e.g. has not
been included in this table, whereas family-
related rent rebates in Germany have increased
the portion of family-related support payments,
Similarly, the same holds for the lack of count-
able periods of raising children in Denmark
and the Netherlands, which, however, does not
harm the women in question because the pop-
ular pension plan in these countries does not
start out from participation in the labour mar-
ket.

When we focus the central guestion of
whether the effects of the respective welfare
state on the family are deconstructive or con-
structive, definite results are hard to reach at,
Al first glanee, a simple correlation between
the expansion of welfare state payments relat-
ed to family policy and family development
does not seem to be an easy one, even more so
because the basic indicators for family devel-
opment employed in table 2 do not allow for
an unambiguous assessment of the stability of
the family, as already discussed above. A high
portion of illegimate births, at the same time,
could be a sign for the breaking-up of the two-
parents-family as well as it could indicate an
increase in the number of liberal unions which,
in turn, must not take second place in their
quality to married individuals, A kind of wel-
fare state evaluation with more precise answers
on the question about its destructive/construc-
tive tendencies can only be obtained within the
context of careful research including the re-
spective social-ecological framework. The lar-
ter, in turn, dramatically aggravates the com-
parability of the results. In our context here, it
should be sufficient to outline some exempla-
ry problems with those four countries in Eu-
rope which are most like to be influential for
socio-political developments in the furture:
France, Germany, Sweden, and Great Britain
(cl. Kaufmann, 1944, pp.1 S56T.; Schmid, 1996,
pp. 74-134, 159-169.)."

France has the longest tradition in family
policy, fuelled by the motive of family as an
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institution {i.e., a "familialist" notion) and by
maotives orginated in population policy e, a
“natalist” notion). These motives are represent-
ed by actors related to it: the social doctrine of
Catholicism and the nationalist bourgeoisie
fef. Schultheis, 1988), This results in a system
of daycare institutions for small children and
pupils which has the highest density in the
Eurcpean Community and in policies safe-
guarding a guaranteed mimimum income, es-
pecially for single parents and low income
families. Today, France - which had the lowest
birth rate in Europe between 1830 and 1950 -
has the second highest birth rate in the EC.
Also, the portion of large families with three or
muore children is higher than in other EC-coun-
tries. Due to liberalisation in the 1980s, the
number of out-of wedlock birth strongly in-
creased raising to 28.2% in 1989, The vast
majority of these children has been acknowl-
edged by both parents, In 1989, the Constitu-
tional Court has ruled that liberal unions and
marriages are equal in law. In addition, the
labour force participation of women in the
child-bearing age between 25 to 50 years is
high, ranging between 75 1o 80 percent, Kauf-
mann values France as a "model of successful
family policies which succeeded in the attempt
to bring the modernisation of familial living
conditions into line with the economic, social
and demographic needs of the country 1o a
large extend” (Karfmann, 1994, p. 158).
Family policy in Germany is rooted in an
institutionalistic understanding which defines
marriage and family as an epitome of privacy
{cf. Gerlach, 1996; Miinch, 1990). After the
World War II, an open debate with arguments
taken from population policy were made taboo
because of the family policy of the Mazis mo-
tivated by race theory and eugenics. Alongside
with grounds based on the family as an institu-
tion - which were investigated by Lischer (cf.
Lischer, 1995) under the term “family rheto-
ric” - and begining at the end of the 1960s,
molives concerning policies for women and
children increasingly emerged as well as the
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socio-political motive of compensating social
disadvantages deriving from parental responsi-
bilities. As a resull, there exists the concept of
“hurden payments for families™ (" Familienlas-
tenausgleich™) which is unigue wo German fam-
ily rhetoric (cf. Pechsiein, 1994, Netzler,
1995). Due 1o the federal organisation of the
state and to the delegation of responsibilities
for social services 1o the municipalities and
federal states, there are significant regional
differences in the supply of preschool care. On
a national level, following the changeover of
power to a liberal-conservalive government in
1981, family policies concenirates on monetary
translers, in particular such ones which should
safeguard the temporary leave of employed
women for raising their children in their first
three years of age. It is a characteristic of Ger-
man family policy that it is highly isolated
from other political areas (cf. Kaulfmann, 1994,
pp. 1591.)." Empirically speaking, Germany
has one of the lowest fertility rates in Europe,
a low rate of gainful employment of women,
and a relatively low number of out-of wedlock
births. In the discussion of family policy, these
facts are persistently tracted back to the inco-
herence of a practice of family policy which
can hardly be covered by ambitious platforms.
Al the same time, we have, here in Germany,
the most intensive discussion on "crisis” and
“dissolution” of the family (cl. Burkart, 1995;
Liischer, 1995a), which is perhaps surpassed
only by the debate in the US, This German
discussion has been exaggeraled simullaneous-
Iy by a frivolous delight at the potential de-
grees of freedom of “individualisation™ and by
a romantized mourning for the end of commu-
nal living forms, for which family was regard-
ed as being prototypical (cf. Opiclka, 1996).
Emprical studies (most prominently among
them: the German "Survery on Families"),
however, show that in Germany - in West Ger-
many as well as in East Germany - the family
is nol an "endangered species”, bul these siud-
ies indicate that familial orientations are of a
central importance for the overwhelming ma-

jority of the population, not only in their nor-
mative meaning but also for their practice of
everyday life (cf. Bertram, 1991, 1992,

In Sweden, for historical reasons, the con-
stellation in family policy 15 completely differ-
ent from both France and Germany. Very ear-
ly in recent history, a high priority was given to
the extension of women's rights and, thus to
cqual treatment of both sexes, which was for-
mally achieved guite early, i.e. during the
19205, At least during the 1930s and 19405,
Swedish family politics and policies contained
a component which was markedly oriented
toward population policy and partially orient-
ed toward eugenics justified by paternalistic-
economic reasons, even among the ruling So-
cial Democratic Party. This was an attempt to
keep the community of the “people’s home®
homogenous {cf. Myrdal, 1941; Henningsen,
1986, pp. 96f1.). After World War I1, Swedish
family policy turned its attention simulta-
neously to affirmative action for the equalisa-
tion of both sexes in the labour marketl and to
a diminution of the effects of marriage by a far-
reaching equalisation of married couples and
liberal unions, by separated and independent
parental power for both parents as well as by
individualised taxation and individualised so-
cial security. Today, Sweden possesses the
highest labour force participation rate among
women in Europe - with an extraordinarily
high portion of part-lime work among women,
though-, and the highest birth rate in Europe.
This unusual combination is generally said to
be caused by the extended infrastructure of
day-care institutions and by the generous pos-
sibilities of reducing work time existing for
both parent, By international standards, Swe-
den holds a top rank in parental leave by men,
even if the number of men taking this leave
does not significantly exceed 10% of all leave
periods taken by women and men.

It 15 also astonishing that family structures in
Sweden basically remained the same, despite
of all the efforts to reduce the importance of
marriage. Although one out of two children is
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born oul of weldock, t.e, outside of a formal
marriage, mosi children grow up with both
parcnts. Marriage, which eventually occurs
quite often in long-lasting liberal unions seems
to be entered inlo for the perspective of mutu-
al support in old age." In a way, the Swedish
model of family policy - which, by the way, is
only occasionally addressed under this label -
seems [0 have {ransformed the agrarian-pro-
ductivistic concept of two partners being ac-
tively involved in a process of production ac-
cording 1o the demands of a modern industrial
sociely; there is, at least, no room left for a
housewife marriage (still so predominant in
Germany ). In this regard, the Swedish model
also differs from that of France (or the US)
where an exclusive concentralion on women on
family work is quite acknowledged. Despite of
reservations, especially by conservative Euro-
peans elsewhere, a destruction of the family
cannot be detected in Sweden.

In Grear Britain, the sitvation differs from
all examples cited above. The term “family
policies” is not employed there, too. There are
two reasons for the fact that the portion of ex-
penditures for families and mothers in relation
to total social expenditures is gbove the aver-
age of the EC (cf. Table 2): First. social expen-
ditures are understood in a significantly indi-
vidualised manner. Second, considerable al-
lowances are made for the benefit of familics
in need. The background for this is a concept of
the welfare state aiming at fighting poverty,
with the consequence that low income families
- even with breadwinners among them - and
single parents gel allowances, whereas families
whose income is above the poverty line (as
defined by social assistance agencies) are ex-
remely disadvantaged (if compared with peo-
ple without children). This, in turn, has the
consequence of a high rate of female gainful
employment with the most likely motive of
securing families' livelihood. It is remarkable,
that there is a strong emphasis on policies re-
lated to children and that there exist diverse
movements dedicated to children's' rights,
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Overwise, a reductionist concept of the state’s
tasks and the handing over of safeguarding
subsistence to the market logic and individuals
(including the abandonment of legal protection
of metherhood and a thin supply of day-care
institutions) corresponds with an ideology of
privacy.

The four welfare states that have been dis-
cussed above with reference to their profile in
family policy, in a certain way constitute ide-
al Lypes for principles of construction because,
in my opinion, they allow for interesting poinis
of reference with regard to the future shaping
of family policy in Europe. For the purose of
conciseness necessary in this contribution, [
shall outline their major features only. In doing
so, | fall back upon a proposal made by Claus
Offe' who differenfiates between four politi-
cal-ideological pushes in the recent discussion
on the walfare state in Europe (which also oc-

cur in MNorth America). "Privatisation”, "inclu-
sion”, “exclusion”, and "guarantism" (cf. Offe,
1990, pp. 185{[.). Offe argues that these four
strategies are sufficiently closely related to
four political main currents which are predom-
inant at the end of the 20th century: the liber-
al one, the social democratic one (ie., “tradi-
tional socialists"), the {right-wing) "conserva-
tives™, and the “grecn-alternatives™ "4

In historical terms, the policy of "inclusion®
which has been used for the inclusion of indi-
viduals into the systems of social security
which were outside that net before, has been
predominant during this "social democratic
century” (Ralf Dahrendorf). The concept of
“inclusion” characterises the traditional social
democratic model of the welfare state. From
this point of view, inclusion was understood as
a "de-commodification” (cf. Esping- Andersen,
1990, pp. 44f1), i.e. as a liberation from the
total dependence on the employer-worker rela-
tionship by means of strengthening the position
of the wage earner, [t is questionable whether
this strategy has met its definite ends - as it is
frequently argued nowadays - or whether it
suffers from deficits in its legitimacy, because
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of the compeiition wage-earning workers ex-
perience from additional socio-po-litical ac-
tors. From a family policy perspective, this
position is a problematic one any way, because
mechanisms of social security remain conceiv-
able only within the context of gainful work.
In table 3, [ have graphically arranged the
four options of the policy of welfare states. In
this regard it should be noted that particular
political strategies have been assigned to the

Table 3 : Four Welfare State Options in Europe
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four European welfare states. The political
strategies never are clear-cut ones, though, but
the respective countries constitute mixtures of
these ideal types's. From a family policy per-
sepective, I place the German model of the
social welfare state into the field of interpene-
tration between "inclusion” and "privatisation”.
Crermany belongs to the "inclusion” type due to
its social democratic tradition, which, in terms
of family policy, can be proven by the im-

Guarantism
(green-altemative)

Inclusion
(social-democratic)
(L2)

g
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provement safeguarding measures within the
context of the pension system against the risks
surviving dependanis might have to cope with.
Al the same time, there exists a strong tenden-
cy o comprehend Tamily not as a societal task,
but primarily as a private wask, which, in turn,
finds 1s expression - among other aspects - in
the principle of "subsidiarity”, in extremely
limnited systems of public day-care for children,
in the lack of out-patient care for the elderly
supporting the family, and in the taxation mod-
el of "Ehegattensplitting” (ie. the tax load is
unegually distributed among married couples
with dual income in disadvantage of the wile).
These disadvantages given, it would be more
addequate 1o provide parents with direct transfer
payments or 1o take affirmative action in the
labour markel policy favouring women {as
mathers) (cf, Ostner, 1995,

Traditionally, the welfare state model of
“privatisation” has been supported by the em-
ployers’ camp. Under the current conditions of
both a heavy burden upon individual incomes
caused by incidential labour cosis and of the
significant indebtedness of public budgers, this
model meets significant response again and
again. With regard 1o the effects on families,
this approach is not very problematic under the
precondition that incomes from participation in
the labour market and property, respectively,
are distributed relatively equally in society as
well as between different tvpes of families and
households and between parents and people
without children, resulting in similar prerequi-
sites for conducting one's life: If these pre-
conditions were not met, one could assume that
familial living forms with their higher degres
of vulnerability, which is due to the care for
dependants (in most cases: for children) could
be destabilised by a lack of welfare state inter-
venlions. [ have indicated this dynamics in ta-
ble 3 by an arrow positioned on the right side.

The third type of the welfare state could be
labelled "exclusion™. There is a close connec-
tion to the "inclusion” approach discussed
ghove sharing the same assumption that the
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"latent functions of socialisation and normation
of the welfare state can only be fulfilled under
the preconditions that “inclusion” does not go
"too far’ and that the ‘second best’ solution
(more concrete: paying a visit to the social
security office) is considered as a significant-
ly worse solution and thus being a deterrent
one” (Offe, 1990, p 193). Al least in its present
form of post-Thatcherism, the British welfare
state is oscillating between a conservative op-
tion of restricting welfare state payments 1o
care groups of the welfare state iself (accord-
ing to the "Beveridge™ tradition, parts of the
lower classes belong to these core groups'™) and
an idealogically even more accentuated liber-
alistic renunciation of welfare state interven-
tion at all.

Country to this position, the fourth position,
i.e., the position of “guarantism”, is attached to
time-honoured motive of the trade unions,
which perceived a "de-commodification® of
mechanisms safeguarding the individual's sub-
slstence in society as being most likely guarn-
teed by wniversalistic systems of regulation,
which, in turn, should be independent from
participation in the labour market, Only when
this precondition is met, "normal” wage earn-
ers can get a feeling of security as they would
not be threatened by a competition on under-
cutting wages provoked by groups with disad-
vanlages in the labour market (women, young
people, persons unemployed for long terms).
From the point of view of family policy, Offe's
analysis of the approach of "guarantism™ offers
important hints for a strategy in order to stabi-
lise families. "The improvements and guaran-
tees for women with an ‘incomplete’ educa-
tional and professional biography as well as for
mothers and widows - 1t is remarkable that
these Hills have been driven toward by a liber-
al-conservative government - are suitable for
lifting out their material situation of the groy
arga of famiiy subsidiarity and welfare pay-
ments, at least with regard 1o those forms stip-
ulaied by social security legislation. Of course,
the principle of guarantism constitutes the core
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of a widely discussed outsider's opinion argu-
ing for a decoupling of the participation in the
labour force from the legal right to obtain
maodest, but nevertheless sufficient payments
by means of a guaranteed basis income for all
citizens” (Offe, 1990, p. 195).

The welfare cultures in Sweden and France
approach the model of "guarantism” from dif-
ferent sides. As Sweden is concerned, this s
true in so far as a unigue combination of guar-
antist elements (more promonently among
them; basis income in old age, child care, and
care support), which are cushioned by corpo-
ratism, and inclusive elements oriented to
wards the labour market e.g., with reference to
transfer payments, parental leave is safeguard-
ed within the context of gainful work; this ap-
proach is contrary to that in Germany) can be
found there. The French model, in tern, com-
bines in its family policy guarantist elements
independent from labour market impact with a
conservative oricntation leading to significant
socio-political discrimination against non-inte-
gration in the labowr market if this non-integra-
tion sccurs outside acknowledged traditional
family roles.

With regard o all the other implications of
the axes illustrated in table 3, Lonly go into the
assumption contained in the marking on the
right corner, that a “guarantist™ family policy
maost likely has positive effects on family sta-
bilisation. Whereas - as already indicated
ahove - the opposing assumption of destructive
tendencies of liberalist policy - fe., of a re-
nunciation of the welfare state proper - can mot
be proven easily, astonishing evidences may
be found for the assumption that social policy
in general and family in particular are more
likely to bring about constructive effects when
they are shaped by “guarantism”. How else
could the demographic "record of success”
shown, e.g.. for Sweden and France in table 2
be interpreted?

The exemplary discussion of four welfare
state models and their stance towards familics
allows for a single, vel incomplete, answer o

our central question: the family cannot be de-
stroyed by the welfare state (at least: not yet).
The vast differences in family development
seem Lo be interrelated with the national cul-
tures of the welfare state - this is an interrela-
tiom an which research in family science did
not cast much light up to now. This allows for
the conclusion that our introductory hypothesis
stating.-that the family i% a "policy resistant
arca” is hardly tenable; it might be of some use
as an optimistic negative assumption: the wel-
fare state cannot destroy the Tamily, bul it is
able to influence family development and con-
crete family forms to a considerable degree,”

THE CONSTRUCTIVE WELFARE
STATE - SOME OUTLINES

What kind of welfare state intervention is
most promising 1o support families - and not to
destroy them? Living as a family - and his
means basically: bringing wp children - should
be viewed as one sustainable way of living.
Meizler proposed the concept of “value equiv-
alence” (MNetzler, 1995) 1o argue for family -
oriented transfer systems, which transform fa-
miliar work to the effect of having an econom-
ic outcome not exactly equal to the participa-

_tion in the labour market, but make family life

sustainable. Child rearing should become a
biographical period with a set differentiated
rights, because (only) rights can be granted by
the welflare state: rights of a sustainable income
guarantee at least on a level which is marked-
ly above the poverty line; rights of participa-
tion in different public spheres by guaraniees
for re-entering the labour market; rights for
further education to maintain and update one's
labour market competencies, and so on,

The socio-political increase in value of
parenting from a parcnts’ points of view,
should constifute the core concept of the con-
tinuing development of the welfare state as
indicated against the background of the analyt-
ical reflections discussed above. [ have, how-
ever, attempted to demonstrate that the func-
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of a widely discussed outsider's opinion argu-
ing for a decoupling of the participation in the
labour force from the legal right to obtain
modest, but nevertheless sufficient payments
by means of a guaranteed basis income Tor all
citizens™ (Offe, 1990, p. 195).

The welfare cultures in Sweden and France
approach the model of "guarantism” from dif-
ferent sides. As Sweden is concerned, this s
true in so far as a unique combination of guar-
antist elements (more promonently among
them; basis income in old age, child care, and
care support), which are cushioned by corpo-
ratism, and inclusive elements oriented to
wards the labour markel e.g., with reference to
transfer payments, parental leave is safeguand-
ed within the context of gainful work; this ap-
proach is contrary to that in Germany) can be
found there. The French model, in turn, com-
hines in its family policy guarantist elements
independent from labour market impact with a
conservative oricntation leading to significant
socio-political discrimination against non-inte-
gration in the labour market if this non-integra-
tion sccurs outside acknowledged traditional
family roles.

With regard 1o all the other implications of
the axes illustrated in table 3, [ only go into the
assumption contained in the marking on the
right cormer, that a “guarantist™ family policy
most likely has positive cffects on family sia-
Bilisation, Whereas - as already indicated
ahove - the opposing assumption of destructive
tendencies of liberalist policy - fe., of a re-
nunciation of the welfare state proper - Can not
be proven easily, astonishing evidences may
be found for the assumpiion that social policy
in general and family in particular are more
likely to bring about constructive effects when
they are shaped by “guarantism”. How else
could the demographic "record of success”
shown, e.g.. for Sweden and France in table 2
be interpreted?

The exemplary discussion of four welfare
state models and their slance towards families
allows for a single, vet incomplete, answer (o

our central question: the family cannot be de-
stroyed by the welfare state (at least: not yet).
The vast differences in family development
seem (o be interrelated with the national cul-
tures of the welfare state - this is an interrela-
tion on which research in family science did
not cast much light up to now. This allows for
the conclusion that our introductory hypothesis
stating-that the family is a "policy resistant
arca” is hardly tenable; it might be of some use
as an oplimistic negative assumption; the wel-
fare state cannot destroy the family, bul it is
able 1o influence family development and con-
crete family forms to a considerable degree,”

THE CONSTRUCTIVE WELFARE
STATE - SOME OUTLINES

What kind of welfare state intervention is
most promising Lo support families - and not to
destroy them? Living as a family - and his
means basically: bringing up children - should
be viewed as one sustainable way of living.
Metzler proposed the concept of “value equiv-
alence” (MNetzler, 1995) 1o argue for family -
oriented transfer systems, which transform fa-
miliar work to the effect of having an econom-
ic outcome not exactly equal Lo the participa-

_tien in the labour market, but make family life

sustainable. Child rearing should become a
biographical period with a set differentiated
rights, because (only) rights can be granted by
the welfare state: rights of a sustainable income
guarantee at least on a level which is marked-
ly above the poverty line; rights of participa-
tion in different public spheres by guarantees
for re-entering the labour market; rights for
further education to maintain and update one's
labour market competencies, and 5o on,

The socio-political increase in value of
parenting from a parents’ points of view,
should constitute the core concept of the con-
tinuing development of the welfare state as
indicated against the background of the analyt-
ical reflections discussed above, [ have, how-
ever, attempted to demonstrate that the func-
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As a conclusion, yet another perspective
will have to be taken inlo account when dis-
cussing the construction principles of the wel-
fare state according to their relation with the
family. I fall back upon Hegel's considerations,
mentioned in my introductory remarks, on the
differentiation between functions of the state
on one hand, and the dialectical relationship
between the state and the family on the other
hand.

In a discussion about the ethical premises of
the "post-modern social state” Koslowski cril-
icised Hegel's idea of the state as an all-em-
bracing umbrella of modern society: "Because
Hegel's dictum - that what is rational is actual,
and what is actual is rational - is nol correct, i
can also be said that the actuality of the siate is
not the actuality of the moral idea, but the
struggle to actualize this idea in an ever deep-
er way. [...) The state and the churches present
and keep alive the content of moral idea” (Ko-
slowski 1990, p. 371" Koslowski's approach
implies neither to super-elevate the state nor to
demand toeo little of it. His emphasis on the
interpenetration of the different spheres of so-
ciety by the state and by the different state
functions (i.e. social security state, cultural
state or territorial state) merits attention. Ko-
slowski's systemic view on the modern welfare
state corresponds to a certain degree with the
Post-Parsonian approach employed in the
present paper, especially when it comes o the
anchoring of its ethical principles and, in my
words, its legitimating functions. In the latter
perspective, however, Koslowski's approach
appears to be incomplete: not only the (Chris-
tian) churches, but a set of different subsysiems
have taken over the function of legitimisation
in modern societies, ie. the scientific institu-
tipns as well as those institutions which foster
the mixture of secular and religious rituals of
modern societies that Robert Bellah has
termed "civil religion” (cf. Opielka, 1996).
This multidimensional view on society holds
for some reluctance toward Koslowski's ethi-
cist advocating within a diality of individual

vs, state, "that the mixture is too strongly on the
side of the state bureaucracy, that this gives
rise to crizes in social insurance and in the re-
lationship between the generations, and that
therefore we must come o see the need for
restructuring the way social insurance is
weighted and for a greater degree of provision
based on personal responsibility” (Koslowski,
1990, p. 43), On the contrary, | have tried to
argue above that in modern welfare states the
sources for income, services and welfrane at all
are manifold and should by no means be re-
duced to “personal responsibility”- understood
as reliance on market income - and state provi-
sion only. This differentiation 15 needed, be-
cause the modern welfare state penetrates and
regulates nearly all spheres of welfare produc-
tion, at least 1o a certain degree. Non-regula-
tion or deregulation consequently have (o be
scored critically whether they improve or wors-
en the living conditions of certain groups in
society.

The influence of the welfare state on the
process of family development - from the mi-
cro-perspective of families as well as from a
demographical macro-perspective - seems o
find its most clear-cut expression (historically
as well as currently) within the system of old
age pension plans, Although there is not very
much evidence for a direct statistical correla-
tion between the establishment and the amount
of pensions on the one hand and, i.e.,the fertil-
ity rate of a certain population on the other
hand. one may wonder whether the socialising
of making provisions has any effect on family
planning. Some authors are confident o offer
evidence for such a connection and speak of a
“welfare state illusion”: "The social insurance
system is leading o decreasing investment in
future in the form of children. It is reinfoercing
the trend towards childless marriages or mar-
riages with few children” (Koslowski, 1990, p.
481", The argumenis are convincing at first
glance: "The modern ‘contract between the
generations' sets the traditional scheme of
things on its head. Parents are no longer acquir-
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ing capital as they once did to provide for
themselves and their children, but rather, the
children, via the state’s system of compulsory
savings through social insurance, are providing
for their parents, for themselves and for their
own chioldren, i.e. for their grandchildren.”
{ibid., p. 50) Following this argument child-
lessness becomes rewarded. Another "welfare
state illusion” should be added: "the older,
working generation have distoried perception
of reality and systematically overestimate the
value of their assets in the form of their accu-
mulated pension entitlements.” (ibid.) Conse-
quently this line of argumenis concludes in a
call for a “new subsidiarity”, where “the fam-
ily will play the primary, but not the only role”
(ibid., p. 55). Following a broad discussion in
Germany on the reform of the Bismarckian
pension plan, Koslowski argues for a contrib-
utory basic pension and for the abolishment of
the compulsory, income related pension sys-
tem for wage earners. The economic assump-
tion behind is " that provision for retirement
can be made very largely by acquiring private
capital” (ibid., p. 45),

The whole argument Jacks, however, the
insights of a realistic systemic approach to the
inner differentiation of modern socicties. First
of all, the assumption that the decision for hav-
ing children is, 1o a relevant degree, influenced
by long-term considerations aboul economic
supporl by one's children in the period of old
age has very few empirical evidences. On the
contrary, those industrialised countries esp. in
Southern Europe, with a low extension of old
age pension plans seem to have a low fertility
rate as well. More important, however, is the
evidence, that the decision for having children
in modern societies has become much influ-
enced by the support systems within the period
of active parenthood (parents leave, children
allowances, and above all, a well-estabilished
system of public child care). The most striking
examples for that case are France and Nordic
countries, esp, Sweden,

Secondly, it does not seem very convincing
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to escape the all-embracing word-wide divi-
sion of work and the multidimensional inter-
connection of the modern world by returning to
a simple do-ut des-principle, which has never
been valid in pure type within traditional econ-
omies, too. Quite the reverse, the modern wel-
fare state with its socialising effect concerning
the provision for a large scale of risks appears
to be entirely adequate 1o a diferentiated soci-
ety, which very few fundamentalists want to
get rid of, Nevertheless, our discussion on ad-
vantages of the different types of welfare states
has clearly demonsirated, that according to the
respective model families seem (o gain more or
less support by society. A liberal economism,
i.e., which overemphasises the market forces of
individual wages and properties, turns out to be
subcomplex and therefore antifamilial ®

The welfare strategy which has been called
"guarantism” proved to be successful in the
field of family development; an outcome
which a traditional economic thinking does not
expect. If we think about the outline of the
future welfare states, we should realise that
family is made from individuals but is also a
part of society. In order 1o survive productively
in a modern society, the individual needs the
shelter of the small community - the family - as
well as the shelter of the great comunity - the
society, "Guarantism™ will be put into effect by
concrete political measures, i.e. by a basic
pension system as it is working in the Nordic
Countries, in ihe Neitherlands or to a certain
degree - in Switzerland (cf. Opielka, 199707 Iy
will be realised 1o an even greater extent, if a
"gauranteed income” would be implemented.
There are many reasons in favour of such an
unconditional entitlement for all members of a
given society, and, of course, a lot of sceplti-
cism concerning its implementation has been
expressed (of. Opielka and Vobruba, 1986;
Offe, 1992; Scharpf, 1994). Very few research
has yet been done on the effects of such a so-
cial reform on families. From the point of view
of exisitng "guarantist" welfare politics and
their results, one might hope that those effects
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will be guite positive. However, the multicom-
plexity of familial change on the way 10 mo-
dernity calls for multicomplex welfare reforms
as well. The very question in debate is their
direction.

MOTES

I, 1labelled this sociologhcal “idea” of the family as a
communily-1ype whibin sociery as “stractwrnl instita-
tion” {cf. Opiclka, 19%96).

2. This is a higher percentage than in the “leading™
Furopean society, the Swedish one, with a propomion
of 48 per cent {of. Lewas, 1993, p. 7; see table 2) al-
though ane has 1o ke inlo account that welfare con-
ditions in Sweden are quite different from those in the
Lmided Stabes.

3. This inerpretation is o least amblguous. A study on
Duich single mathers in howses for battered women
showed, that the welfane s 1ok over the role of o
breeder in replacement for & male parper. This sup-
plementary functhon of the welfare state (mainly by
its non-discriminatory program of social assistance]
reduced obviously the need lor [he women 1o ged
married (cf. van Stolk and Wouters, 1987)

4, Siacey demonstrated that divorced working class
women whe in Himes of economic depression their kin
network in 3 creative way and claim also the aciive
suppart of their former spouses. Under centain cir-
cumstances the “maodern™ family will be ransformed
after the disolution of the original relations of mar-
riage and kinship inta an “pxtended family” with a
renewed kin aetwork, which Stacey calls a
“postmodern”family (cf. Stacey, 1991, pp, 251-271}

5 Toacenzin degree the differentiation of society as
all-embracing social system into four subsysiems
fallows Farson's AGIL-scheme deconomy, polity.
socictal community, iduciary sysiem) (cf, Opielka
19496 ).

[ This effects of demographic changs do nol pecessan-
ily mean that marriage and parenthood are bess im-
partant for the people, but could be interpreted &5 an
enforcement of commitment lowards panner and
child.

T, Although the dualily of public-private is sulbi-com-
plen it may help economists to undersiand the socho-
logical findings: similar profo-econddmic &f guments
within the debate on family policy oocur around con-
ceprions like “human capifal” used within-the 5th
Repart on Families for the German Federal Govern
ment (¢f. Buadesministeriom fibr Familie und 5e-
nazrén 1995).

&, Metzler employs o broader socieal definition of “risk”
with similar results: “The structural inconsiderate-
ness' (Mote: this term was introduced by Kaufmann

16.

into the German dizcussion of family polities: MO
oweard Farmdlies is not primarily constituted by pssess-
ing the family as an “privame isspe’ (which does not
contradict sts simultansously accepied quality as a
‘comimien goad'), bt is constituted by the non-percep-
vom of a risk incline of family vis-d-vir individuals
without children caused by the lack of taking into
account maintenance responsibilites in the case of
need-oriented social iransfers which., in iurn, put a
significantly heavier burden of losses in welfare
when nsks occur” (Metzler, 1995, pp. 4400, -

For a positve example ses Gauthier {1933),
Concerning the demographic maodels mentioned
abowve it has to be noted, thod the "South European
madel” does mot correspond with welfare patterns
analysed here and 15 not viewed as influential for
future Eurapean family policies,

We, ot the State Institute for Family Ressarch at the
Universiiy of Bamberg, currenily aitempd io system-
anically analyse the impact of political processes not
typheally assigned to family policy under the project
title ‘Continuous Observance of Politics and Policies
Related 1o the Family”

The high degree of voluntray activities in Sweden
(and, moae gt.nuera.ll vy, in Scandinavia), which topples
the degree of such activities in other European coun-
tries might serve as an illustration for a considerable
oricntation oward community not restricting solidar
ity amd mutuality (o familial contexis. Veoe versa this
orientation, at the same time, supports the {oommau
nal) iden of the family (cf. Wolfe, 1989, pp. 1680}
Ofie’s proposal starts with the assumption, that the
witlfare state sorts the population into three main
categones: (a) people who, due to siable incomes
from market participation or property, do not depend
on transfer paymendts (be it money. goods, or servic-
5], (b} the core group consisting of the cliendele of
ke welfare stnte who enjoys being legally entitbed to
pﬂu;i-ms of sncietal “iransfer capital” {de Swaan) and
(¢} a residual cabegory of those people wha only - if
at all - have access to welfare state payments under
ke precondition that they musi meet cerain behav-
ioural standards.

In a similar attempd, Gisin Esping- Andersen differ-
eniiates beiween three welfare staie regimes: (a) the
lib=ral one, (B) the conservative (and strongly "oomso-
rafist™) one, and {c) the social democralic wallare
state {Esping- Andersen 1990, pp. 26ff.). As he con-
centrates on political econamy. he neglecls .1
“green-allermative” approach directed wwards the
legilimising bases of modern welfare states.

The structure of the table follows & syswematic logic
which has been lcaned ot the AGIL-scheme of Talcoat
Parsons, which cannot be discussed here funiber (cf.
Opislka, 1956).

An glement of “guarantism® orginating in the "Bev-
eridge” model does exist i the British tradition of
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socinl policy. It can be detected in the policy concem-
ing poar people and the stnte-controlled health sys-
e, bur ar beast actually it does not seem o be &
proaminent Feature in British social policy.

17, liis possible to put Forward a sociological assumplion
Tor this fact by referring 1o the predominant structural
mssdium of the walfare g3, e, the mediom of the
law. In modern democracies, the law posits every
individual a5 an irfeducible subject of law. As long
as the family, in turn, is the birthplace of the individ-
uals, for the sociological and systematic reasons
metisned sbove, the wellane stale a5 a constitutional
staie could deatroy the family at the expenss of selfl-
destruction only.

18, Authors like Borcher { 1989) arpue that Family osi-
enied tramsfers should mod be thed 1o the marriage sta.
tus but to the support obligations towards childres,

1%, I cannot discuss the philosphical presuppositions of
Koslowski's Anti-Hegelianism in this context, bu
ane may suppose that Koslowski wads 1o replace the
“arate-sm” of Hepal with a cemain kind of (Catholic)
“chruch-izm®, resuling from 3 misundersianding of
Hegel's dialectical theory of seeiety [for a betber un-
derstanding of Hegel's social theory ses Taylor,
15795,

20, For further referznces concerning a discussion on this
topic in Germany see Borchert {1989, who critcis-
es that the reform ideas on social security by the es-
tahlished social actors provoke “social reforms inte
the eatasrophe™. As the subtitle of this book SIggest,

1. This has been discussed quite clearly in a recent book
on “the mizsing child in liberal theory®. with refer-
ence b the situation of families and family policy in
Canada ((FNeill, 1994),

22. Concerning the critical discussion with Koslowski it
should be meationed, however, that his propozal of
contributary hasic seems to accept, by effect, at least
partially the societal presuppositions of a poil'pc:,.' of
“guarantism”
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