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The European Community between Social Policy 

and Social Regulation

Giandomenico Majone, European University Institute

1. The several dimensions of Europe's "social dimension" 

Community policymakers but also many scholars speak of the 

"social dimension" of European integration as if the 

expression were sufficiently precise to be operationally or 

analytically useful. In fact, the expression is ambiguous 

since it encompasses a number of distinct and partly 

conflicting dimensions. For this reason opinions about the 

present state and future prospects of social Europe range 

from cautious optimism to outright pessimism.

There is considerable ambiguity about the meaning of a 

European social policy in the Treaty of Rome itself. The 

section on social policy —  Title III of Part Three of the 

Treaty —  enumerates a number of "social fields" (employment; 

labour law and working conditions; vocational training; 

social security; occupational health and safety; collective 

bargaining and right of association) where member states 

should closely cooperate (Art. 118, EEC). In the following 

Article, Member States are urged to "maintain the application 

of the principle that men and women should receive equal pay

Paper presented at the 1992 Annual Meeting of the 
APSA, Panel 25-1: Will the "New Europe" be a Regulatory 
State? Chicago 3-6, 1992 and to be published in Journal of 
Common Market Studies. June 1993.
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2

for equal work". The same Title III also establishes the 

European Social Fund with the goal of improving employment 

opportunities and facilitating the geographical and 

occupational mobility of workers.

What is arguably the most significant social policy 

provision of the Rome Treaty —  the social security regime 

for migrant workers —  appears not in the section on social 

policy but in the one on the free movement of persons, 

services and

capital (Title III of Part Two, Art. 51, EEC). Finally, one 

of the objectives of the common agricultural policy is, 

according to Art. 39(b) of the Treaty, "to ensure a fair 

standard of living for the agricultural community, in 

particular by increasing the individual earnings of persons 

engaged in agriculture".

Thus, to the framers of the Treaty "social policy" 

included not only social security and interpersonal 

distribution of income, at least for certain groups of 

workers, but also interregional redistribution, elements of 

industrial and labour market policy (vocational training, 

measures to improve labour mobility) and social regulation 

(primarily occupational health and safety, and equal 

treatment for men and women).

However, the enumeration of matters relating to the 

social field in Art.118 and the limited role given to the EC 

Commission in Title III - to promote coordination of national

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



policies, to make studies, deliver opinions and arrange 

consultations - indicate that the social policy domain, with 

the exceptions noted above, was originally considered to be 

outside the supranational competence of the institutions of 

the Community (Vogel-Polski and Vogel, 1991). In fact, 

Commission activity in the area of social policy and social 

regulation was quite modest between 1958 and the end of the 

1970s, with one notable exception: environmental policy. The 

terms "environment" or "environmental protection" do not even 

appear in the Treaty of Rome. Despite the lack of an explicit 

legal basis, a Community environmental policy has been 

growing vigorously, even if not harmoniously or 

systematically, since 1967. The significance of this 

development will become clear as we proceed with our 

argument.

The Single European Act (SEA) of 1986, assigns a number 

of new competences to the Community in the social field. The 

main lines of development of Community activities in this 

field are beginning to clearly emerge: they are regional 

development (new Title V, Economic and Social Cohesion), and 

social regulation (Art. 100A, Art. 118A, and the new Title 

VII, Environment). As noted above, prior to this the social 

policy belonged to the competence of the Member States with 

the power of initiative of the Commission essentially limited 

to promoting collaboration among those Member States. In 

particular, Art. 118 of the Rome Treaty did not give the
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4

Community the power to regulate in the field of occupational 

health and safety. Hence the first directives in this area 

had to be based on Art. 100 (which deals with the 

approximation of laws directly affecting the functioning of 

the common market) and thus needed unanimity in the Council 

of Ministers. Under the new Art. 118A, directives in the 

field of occupational health and safety can be adopted by the 

Council by qualified majority and without the need of proving 

that they are requisite to the completion of the internal market.

Another innovation introduced by Art. 118A is the 

concept of the "working environment", which makes possible 

regulatory interventions beyond the traditional limits of 

health and safety at the workplace. Under the wide 

interpretation favoured by the European Parliament, the 

objective of improving the working environment would include 

all conditions which may affect the health and safety of 

workers: organization of the labour market, length of work, 

its organization and nature, as well as physical and 

psychological stress. Although such a broad interpretation is 

opposed by both the Council and the Commission, some recent 

directives (to be discussed in more detail in section 4) go 

beyond existing regulations in most Member States in taking 

into consideration ergonomic and other "soft" factors, within 

the spirit of Art. 118A.

To complete this picture of significant progress in 

social regulation at Community level, one should also make
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5.

mention of Art. 100(3) which states that the Commission will 

start from a high level of protection in matters relating to 

health, safety, and environmental and consumer protection. 

This implies that the reference to minimum requirements in 

Art. 118A ("the Council ... shall adopt, by means of 

directives, minimum requirements for gradual implementation, 

having regard to the conditions and technical rules obtaining 

in each of the Member States") does not mean that Community 

health and safety standards should reflect the lowest level 

prevailing in the Member States. Rather, Community standards 

represent a lower threshold for national regulators who are 

free to maintain or adopt standards incorporating higher 

levels of safety.

The increasing importance of social regulation is also 

revealed by the action programme implementing the Community 

Social Charter adopted by the Member States, with the 

exception of the United Kingdom, on 9 December, 1989. Of the 

20 directives/regulations listed in the programme, 10 are in 

the area of occupational health and safety, 3 deal with 

improvements in living and working conditions, 3 with equal 

treatment for men and women, disabled persons, and protection 

of children (COM (89) 568 final).

The Treaty of Maastricht confirms this trend. It 

contains a new section on consumer protection (Title XVIII); 

it introduces significant innovations in the area of 

occupational health and safety; it introduces qualified
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6.

majority voting for most environmental protection measures. 

It even adds transportation safety to the regulatory tasks of 

the Community (Art.75, 1(C)). But the Treaty is silent about 

most areas of traditional social policy.

These developments show that EC policies in the social 

field are evolving along quite different lines from those 

followed by the Member States. National historical traditions 

have yielded a dense web of welfare institutions covering 

most citizens "from cradle to grave", while the Community 

remains, and will very likely remain, a "welfare laggard". In 

the field of social regulation, however, the progress has 

been so remarkable that some recent EC directives surpass 

the most advanced national measures in the level of 

protection they afford. The aim of this paper is to clarify 

the reasons for these divergent patterns of policy 

development, thus providing a more accurate picture of the 

social Europe of the future.

2. What makes social regulation different

Since passage of the SEA an increasing number of EC 

directives dealing with quality-of-life issues no longer need 

to be justified by reference to the completion of the 

internal market. In this sense, social regulation has 

succeeded in acquiring a measure of autonomy with respect to 

other EC policies. But even if they no longer have to be
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1

justified in functional terms, measures proposed by the 

Commission in the social field must be compatible with the 

"economic constitution" of the Community, that is, with the 

principles of a liberal economic order. This requirement 

creates an ideological climate quite unlike the one which 

made possible the development of the welfare state in the 

Member States.

At least until the late 1970s, few students and 

practitioners of social policy in Europe bothered to inquire 

whether the measures they advocated were in fact compatible 

with the logic of a competitive market economy. The English 

sociologist T.H.Marshall gave expression to widespread and 

long-held views, when he wrote that "social policy uses 

political power to supersede, supplement or modify operations 

of the economic system in order to achieve results which the 

economic system would not achieve on its own, and ... in 

doing so it is guided by values other than those determined 

by open market forces" (Marshall, 1975: 15).

Community social policy could not be justified in such 

terms. The economic liberalism that pervades the founding 

Treaty and its subsequent revisions gives priority to the 

allocation function of public policy over distributional 

objectives. Hence the best rationale for social initiatives 

at Community level is one which stresses the efficiency­

improving aspects of the proposed measures. Welfare economics 

provides a theoretical foundation for such justifications. A
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8

fundamental theorem of welfare economics states that under 

certain conditions, competitive markets lead to a Pareto- 

optimal allocation of resources, that is, to a situation 

where there is no rearrangement of resources (no possible 

change in production and consumption) such that someone can 

be made better off without, at the same time, making someone 

else worse off. Theoretical research in economics during the 

past few decades has identified six important conditions 

under which the market is not Pareto efficient (Stiglitz, 

1988). These are referred to as "market failures". They 

provide a set of rationales for government interventions 

acceptable, in principle, even to the advocates of a liberal 

economic order. They are:

1. Failure of competition;

2. Public goods;

3. Externalities;

4. Incomplete markets;

5. Information failures;

6. Unemployment, inflation and disequilibrium.

Two further rationales for government intervention not 

related to market failure are:

7. Redistribution;

8. Merit goods.

These eight reasons fall into three groups which 

correspond to the three fiscal functions of government in the 

sense of Musgrave: the allocation function (1 to 5), the
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9

stabilization function (6) and the distribution function (7 

and 8). Thus an analytic distinction between social 

regulation and social policy may be drawn on the basis of the 

rationales for government intervention. Social regulation 

(health and safety, environment, consumer protection) 

attempts to solve problems created by specific types of 

market failure —  especially, public goods, negative 

externalities and information failures. Air and water 

pollution are prime examples of externalities, while a number 

of regulatory activities in the fields of safety and consumer 

protection are motivated by imperfect information and the 

belief that the market, by itself, will supply too little 

information. Examples are regulations requiring lenders to 

inform borrowers of the true rate of interest on their loans, 

regulations concerning labeling of food or medicinal 

products, disclosure of contents, etc.. To the extent that 

such regulations succeed in correcting the market failure 

they address, they not only increase consumer welfare but, as 

a consequence, also improve market efficiency.

If there are no market failures the economy is Pareto 

efficient and there is no economic justification for 

government intervention. But the fact that the economy is 

Pareto efficient says nothing about the distribution of 

income. A very unequal distribution of income may be 

unacceptable to a majority of citizens and this will
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10

legitimize government intervention on political and moral 

grounds, even at some loss in economic efficiency.

The second argument for government intervention in a 

Pareto-efficient economy arises from concern that individuals 

may not act in their own best interest. Goods that the 

government compels individuals to consume, like elementary 

education and low-cost housing for the poor (instead of 

giving cash grants), are called merit goods■ Of course, the 

paternalistic argument is plausible only if one assumes that 

government knows what is in the best interest of individuals 

better than they themselves do. It is important to note that 

the paternalistic argument for government activities is quite 

distinct from the externalities argument (Stiglitz, 1988:81). 

Smoking in public places imposes a cost on non-smokers and 

hence a ban can be justified by an externalities argument. 

Those who take a paternalistic view might argue that 

individuals should not be allowed to smoke even in the 

privacy of their homes and even if a tax, which makes the 

smokers take account of the external costs they impose on 

others, is levied.

While "social policy" is not a technical term with exact 

and uniform meaning, there is general agreement that its 

central core consists of social insurance, public assistance, 

the health and welfare services, housing policy. Richard 

Titmuss has identified three main models of social policy: 

the residual welfare model —  social welfare institutions
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come into play only when an individual' s needs are not 

adequately met by the private market and the family; the 

industrial achievement-performance model —  social needs 

should be met on the basis of merit, work performance and 

productivity; and the institutional redistributive models —  

social policy should provide universalistic services outside 

the market on the principle of need (Titmuss, 1974: 30-31).

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that 

all three models of social policy, but especially the third 

one, are quite different from social regulation both in the 

range of government activities they include and in their 

underlying rationale: public goods, negative externalities 

and information failure in one case, redistribution and merit 

goods in the other. Of course, the distinction is not 

absolute. Thus, merit goods play a limited role also in 

social regulation, e.g., protective equipment for workers or 

seat belts for drivers. Even in these cases, however, the 

justifications tend to be different. For example, it is 

argued that, given incomplete consumer information, 

temporarily imposed consumer choice may be desirable as part 

of a learning process, so as to permit more intelligent free 

cho ice thereaf ter.

Naturally, market failures are not the only 

justifications for social regulation. There are important 

instances where there is widespread agreement that the 

desirability of a regulatory programme should be judged

11
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within a broader range of social objectives. Community 

legislation on equal opportunity in employment for men and 

women is an example. Although regulatory interventions to 

protect "non-commodity values" (Stewart, 1983) like equal 

opportunity and civil rights cannot be justified in terms of 

welfare economics, they reveal another dimension of the 

distinction between traditional social policy and the new 

social regulation. The social policies of industrialized 

countries are the result of the social struggles of the past 

and reflect the values of societies in which the central 

issue was the distribution of the domestic product. Social 

regulation, both at the national and Community level, 

addresses primarily quality-of-life issues, and thus reflects 

the values and political culture of post-industrial 

societies.

Analytically distinct, social policy and social 

regulation are historically and institutionally related; they 

belong to the same "policy space". A policy space being a set 

of policies that are so interconnected that it is impossible 

to make useful descriptive or analytic statements about one 

of the policies without taking the other elements of the set 

into consideration (Majone, 1989a: 158-61).

£  The most interesting aspect of a policy space is how its 

internal structure changes in time. As the number and 

importance of some elements grow relative to the size of the 

space (which is determined by the amount of financial and

12
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political resources devoted to it), individual policies 

increasingly compete with each other for public support. Some 

policies may become so important that they form a distinct 

subspace within the original space. This is how social 

regulation has evolved within the social-policy space - a 

development most students of social policy have failed to 

notice because of their fixation on particular programmes and 

institutional arrangements. In thinking about the future 

shape of a European "social state", it is important to pay 

attention to the dynamics of the entire social-policy space. 

Nowadays quality of life depends at least as much on 

environmental and consumer protection as on traditional 

instruments of social policy (Kaufmann, 1985).

3. The infeasibilitv of a European welfare state

The idea of a European welfare state somehow emerging as a 

"transnational synthesis" (Offe, 1990:8) of national welfare 

systems has been discussed repeatedly in recent years. The 

advocates of this idea are generally motivated by a 

historical analogy, but particularly by concerns about the 

future of social entitlements in an integrated European 

market.

The analogy is with the integrative role of social 

policy in the formation of the nation state in XIXth century 

Europe. Historically, social policy has made an essential
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contribution to the process of nation building by bridging 

the gap between state and society. National insurance, social 

security, public education, socialized medicine were, and to 

a large extent remain, powerful symbols of national 

solidarity. It is argued that a supranational welfare state 

would provide an equally strong demonstration of Europe-wide 

solidarity (Streeck, 1990; Offe, 1990; Leibfried, 1991; 

Leibfried and Pierson, forthcoming).

However, the very success of the national welfare state 

sets limits to an expanded social policy competence of the 

Community. Indeed, there is a striking difference between the

I
scale and scope of national policies and the modest role of 

(traditional) social policy in the process of European 

integration. It is also possible that the development of 

welfare-state institutions at Community level, instead of 

generating a sense of supranational solidarity would 

reinforce popular feelings against centralization, 

bureaucratization and technocratic management. Finally, it 

should be remembered that, in Germany and elsewhere, 

acceptance of the social state by the entrepreneurs was 

bought with the promise of protection against foreign 

competition by tariffs and other means (De Swaan, 1988). Such 

a bargain would be hardly possible under present 

circumstances.

If the historical analogy is dubious, how well founded 

are the fears that competition among different national
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welfare regimes in an integrated market would lead to regime 

shopping, social dumping and deregulation? To answer such a 

question one must rely on indirect empirical evidence. The 

level and direction of foreign investments in developing 

countries, for example, seem to indicate that firms do not 

invest in low social wage countries unless other factors like 

infrastructure and worker productivity justify such 

investments (Knodgen, 1979). High social wage countries like 

Germany continue to attract foreign investments precisely 

because of the advantages they offer in terms of superior 

infrastructure and high worker productivity. In fact, the 

ambiguous social consequences of integration "are revealed by 

the fact that northern Europe's concerns about "sunbelt 

effects" are mirrored by Southern Europe's concerns about 

"agglomeration effects" in which investment would flow 

towards the superior infrastructures and high-skilled 

workforces of Europe's most developed regions" (Leibfried and 

Pierson, forthcoming: 26).

Even in the United States well developed welfare 

regimes, like Wisconsin's or California's, coexist with more 

primitive ones. For example, California provided welfare 

recipients in 1990 with benefits nearly six times as large as 

those provided by Alabama. The maximum welfare benefit paid 

to a California family of three was $694 a month, compared 

with $118 paid to a similar family in Alabama (Peterson and 

Rom, 1990:7). As these authors point out, these policy

S e o
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differences among the states are not just the peculiarities 

of a few states, nor are they gradually disappearing. 

Instead, the statistics show that benefits varied as much in 

1990 as they did in 1940. Such disparities give rise to the 

phenomenon of "welfare magnets" - states with comparatively 

high benefits that attract the poor. However, because of 

linguistic and cultural barriers, and an increasing standard 

of living even in the poorer regions of the Community, this 

is not likely to become a problem in Europe, even after the 

completion of the internal market. If one also keeps in mind 

the relatively high level of Community standards of health 

and safety, it appears that fears of an erosion of the 

national welfare state as a consequence of European 

integration are exaggerated. If there is a crisis of the 

welfare state - a question about which opinions widely 

diverge - this is because of factors which have nothing to do 

with the process of integration: demographic trends, the 

mounting costs of health care, the world crisis in social 

security, taxpayers' revolts, excessive bureaucratization, 

and so on.

It is fortunate that the normative case for a European 

welfare state is not compelling, for the practical prospects 

are extremely poor. To begin with the most obvious 

difficulty, the Community does not have, and will not have in 

the foreseeable future, anything approaching the financial 

resources required by modern welfare states. The EC budget
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amounts to about 1.2 percent of the total GDP of the Member 

States and to less than 4 percent of the central government 

spending of these countries (average government spending in 

OECD countries is 40 percent of GDP). The Common Agriculture 

Policy absorbs almost 70 percent of the budget; what remains 

is clearly insufficient to support a Community-wide social 

policy, even on a modest scale. It should be noted, however, 

that such limited resources are sufficient to set up 

ambitious programmes in social (and economic) regulation. In 

fact, an important characteristic of regulatory policymaking 

is the limited influence of budgetary limitations on the 

activities of regulators. The size of non-regulatory, direct- 

expenditure programmes is constrained by budgetary 

appropriations and, ultimately, by the size of government tax 

revenues. In contrast, the costs of most regulatory 

programmes are borne directly by the firms and individuals 

who have to comply with them. Compared to these costs, the 

resources needed to produce the regulations are trivial. This 

general feature of regulatory policymaking is even more 

pronounced in the case of the Community, since not only the 

economic, but also the political and administrative costs of 

enforcing EC regulations are borne by Member States (Majone, 

1989b, 1991).

A second problem is the variety of welfare-state forms 

existing in Europe. At least four main types have been 

identified: a Scandinavian model, an Anglo-Saxon model, the
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model of the "Bismarck countries", and the welfare systems of 

the countries of the southern rim of the Community 

(Leibfried, 1991). Each of these models and their numerous 

variants are rooted in peculiar historical and political 

traditions, and are deeply embedded in different socio­

economic contexts. Any attempt to harmonize such varied 

systems is bound to fail, as EC policymakers clearly 

understand. Title XV of the Treaty of Maastricht explicitly 

excludes any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the 

Member States in the field of health policy. The 1989 Action 

Programme implementing the Community Social Charter (COM (89) 

568 final) has this to say on social security:

The social security schemes vary greatly 
in nature from one Member State of the 
Community to another. They reflect the 
history, traditions and social and 
cultural practices proper to each Member 
State, which cannot be called into 
question. There can therefore be no 
question of harmonizing the systems 
existing in these fields.

For the same reasons, a well-known scholar has suggested 

that instead of aiming at supranationalism in the field of 

social policy, it would be better for the members of the EC 

to work within the framework offered by the Social Charter of 

the Council of Europe. A more flexible and less constraining 

approach based on multilateral agreements would provide an 

oppportunity to learn from the best national experiences and 

thus stimulate changes in the national legislation (Kaufmann, 

1986).
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It could be argued that if a fully-fledged European 

welfare state is, at present, politically infeasible, it 

should at least be possible to develop certain of its 

elements. At a later stage these elements could be fitted 

together to obtain a comprehensive regime. Thus, the Common 

Agricultural Policy effects a considerable transfer of money 

from consumers and taxpayers to farmers, and in this sense it 

might be considered part of a "welfare state for farmers" 

(Leibfried and Pierson, forthcoming). However, the CAP 

represents not only an inefficient, but also a perverse type 

of social policy since it favours the well-to-do farmers of 

northern and central Europe rather than the poor hill farmers 

of the South. Only if the current system of price support is 

transformed to a direct income grant, will agricultural 

policy become a true social policy, though limited to a 

particular occupational group.

Another potential candidate is the social security 

regime for migrant workers. An interesting proposal in this 

area has been made by Danny Pieters (1991). The proposal 

attempts to go beyond mere coordination by creating a 

European Social Security System (ESSS) for migrant workers. 

The system would be optional: migrant workers could choose 

between the present framework of coordination and the 

possibility of an automatic transfer from the national system 

to ESSS. This is an imaginative application of Article 51 

EEC, but it is doubtful that the system envisaged would
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represent, if implemented, a first step in the direction of 

a comprehensive European welfare state. The historical 

development of the Community has shown again and again the 

limits of such functionalist logic.

Even if Member States were to endorse the plan, they 

would most likely oppose any extension beyond the case of 

migrant workers. In this instance, too, one should be 

skeptical of the analogy with the continuous expansion of 

national social security systems to cover ever broader groups 

of the population. Given the progressive loss of control over 

economic policy implied by economic and monetary union, 

social policy is, with foreign policy, one of the few 

remaining bulwarks of national sovereignty, and for this 

reason alone national governments will do their best to 

protect it.

Regional policy remains to be considered. Demands for 

regional redistribution within the EC have become pressing in 

recent years (Marks, 1992; Armstrong,1989; Wallace, 1983), 

leading to a doubling in the expenditure of the structural 

funds - the European Social Fund and the European Fund for 

Regional Development - by 1992. This important growth in 

resources allocated to the poorer areas of the Community 

shows that regional disparities are increasingly seen as a 

serious barrier to further integration. Also, the recent 

reforms in structural policy have created new possibilities 

for EC decisionmakers to deal directly with political actors
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in individual regions. Proponents of a "Europe of the 

regions" are eager to exploit these possibilities to 

implement their vision of a new European order in which 

increasing centralization of decisionmaking in Brussels is 

counterbalanced by the emergence of powerful regional 

institutions directly linked to the centre (Marks, 1992; 

Majone, 1990).

Despite these interesting political perspectives, 

regional redistribution must be considered a rather 

inefficient instrument of social policy. In their enthusiasm 

for "social cohesion", EC policymakers often seem to forget 

that there is an important distinction between reducing 

inequality among individuals and reducing disparities across 

regions. The problems of targeting regions to achieve a 

better individual state of distribution are well known 

(Musgrave and Musgrave, 1973). Since most regions contain a 

mix of poor and rich individuals, a programme aimed at 

redistributing resources to a region whose average income is 

low may simply result in a lowering of the tax rate. The main 

beneficiaries of the programme will thus be rich individuals 

within poor regions —  a phenomenon well-known in the Italian 

Mezzogiorno and which may be replicated in other regions of 

the Community as a result of the increases in the regional 

funds.

On the other hand, it is politically difficult to aim 

redistribution directly at individuals in a federal or quasi­
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federal system. Even in the United States, where the federal 

government pays three-fourths of the cost of welfare 

assistance, the states set the benefit levels. States differ 

in their assessment of what a family needs to meet a 

reasonable standard of living, and in the percentage of that 

standard they are willing to pay to help that family meet its 

needs. States also differ in the requirements an applicant 

must satisfy in order to be eligible for welfare assistance. 

It was already mentioned that, as a consequence of these 

differences, the level of welfare assistance among the 

American states varies widely, more so than interstate 

disparities in wage rates or cost of living. Similarly in 

Europe, the governments of the countries of the southern 

periphery, foremost among them Spain, are at present 

advocating non-individualised transfers of Community funds.

In sum, it is difficult to see how a coherent and 

effective European social policy could emerge from such 

disparate elements as benefits for farmers, a social security 

regime for migrant workers, and some regional redistribution. 

The social dimension of European integration must mean 

something else.

4. The widening and deepening of social regulation

As we have seen, each successive revision of the Rome Treaty 

has expanded and strengthened the competences of the
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Community in social regulation. The SEA provided an explicit 

legal basis for environmental protection, and established the 

principle that environmental protection requirements shall be 

a component of the Community's other policies (Art. 130r(2)). 

It also introduced the principle of qualified majority voting 

for occupational health and safety, and the notion of 

"working environment" which opens up the possibility of 

regulatory intervention in areas such as human-factors 

engineering (ergonomics), traditionally outside health and 

safety regulation. Finally, Art. 100a(3) of the SEA urges the 

Commission to take a high level of protection as a base in 

its proposals relating to health, safety, environmental 

protection and consumer protection. The Treaty of Maastricht 

continues this development by establishing consumer 

protection as a Community policy, defining a role for the 

Community in public health, especially in research and 

prevention (Title XV), and introducing qualified majority 

voting for most environmental legislation.

Even more indicative of the continuous growth of 

Community regulation is the fact that policies were developed 

prior to the existence of a clear legal basis. Thus, three 

Environment Action Programmes were approved before passage of 

the SEA. If it is true that the first Action Programme (1973- 

1976) lacked definite proposals, concentrating instead on 

general principles, subsequent documents became increasingly 

specific. The second programme (1977-1981) indicated four
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main areas of intervention, while the third (1982-1986) 

stressed the importance of environmental impact assessments 

and of economic instruments for implementation of the 

polluter-pays-principle. Concrete actions followed. The 

number of environmental directives/decisions grew from 10 in 

1975, to 13 in 1980, 20 in 1982, 23 in 1984, 24 in 1985, and 

17 in the six months immediately preceding passage of the 

SEA.

Quantitative growth has been even more impressive in 

other areas of social regulation. For example, by the end of 

1989 the Council had approved 215 directives concerning the 

quality, safety and packaging of goods, and more than 100 

directives adapting technical standards. Scores of directives 

regulating the use of food additives, the naming and 

composition of food products, and the composition of 

materials and products likely to come into contact with 

foodstuffs were introduced in the same period.

More important than this quantitative expansion of 

Community regulation, however, has been its qualitative 

deepening. It is not possible to discuss here those advances 

made on so many fronts since the SEA, but a few examples will 

give an idea of the recent qualitative changes in EC 

regulatory policymaking.

1. Measures concerning health, safety, environmental

protection and consumer protection no longer have to be
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justified exclusively in terms of the free movement of 

goods and the completion of the internal market. Social 

regulation is still far from possessing the same 

political and institutional significance as, for 

example, competition policy, but it no longer occupies 

a peripheral position in European policymaking.

2. Less than ten years ago, two distinguished scholars

described the environmental law of the Community as "no 

more than a kind of regulatory patchwork" (Rehbinder and 

Stewart, 1985: 203). To some extent this is still true, 

but in all areas of social regulation one can observe 

increasing efforts to produce comprehensive and coherent 

regulations by means of framework directives. Notable 

recent examples are the new directive on general product 

safety (COM (92) 267), the Safety and Health at Work

Directive (89/391/EEC) and the Machinery Directive 

(89/392/EEC). I shall have more to say about the last 

two directives under point 5.

3. There are signs of a new willingness on the part of the 

Community institutions and the Member States to address 

the issue of implementation (House of Lords Select 

Committee, 1992). This issue, which is especially 

important for social regulation, was given a high 

political profile for the first time by the European
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Council at its meeting in Dublin in June 1990. The 

Council, realizing that the credibility of Community 

policymaking was at stake, asked for periodic 

evaluations of existing directives to ensure that they 

are adapted to scientific and technical progress, and to 

resolve persistent implementation problems.

In October 1991 the Council of Environmental Ministers 

held an informal meeting on implementation, as a result 

of which the Commission was instructed to submit 

proposals concerning the further development of policy 

on compliance and enforcement. At the Maastricht summit 

the Member States again again the need for Community 

legislation to be accurately transposed into national 

law and effectively applied, while the Treaty on 

European Union (Maastricht Treaty) contains new powers 

for the European Court of Justice under which it may 

fine Member States who fail to comply with the judgments 

of the Court.

4. Concerns about implementation and a growing realization 

that "science and technology are advancing at such a 

rate that the Commission, with its current resources, 

cannot possibly keep up with collecting and objectively 

analysing all the new data available ... in order to 

identify new dangers and then to decide whether new 

proposals are required" (COM (90) 564 final:4), have
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revived interest in European regulatory agencies and 

inspectorates. A European Environmental Agency was 

established by Council Regulation No.1210/90 of 7 M&y 

1990. A proposal for the establishment of a European 

Agency for Evaluation of Medicinal Products was 

submitted by the Commission on 14 November, 1990 (COM

(90) 283 final), and amended on 12 November 1991 (COM

(91) 382 final). The proposal has not yet been accepted 

by the Council. Also under discussion is another 

proposal made by the Commission on 25 September 1991 for 

a European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (COM 

(90) 564 final).

The creation of European agencies faces not only legal 

problems concerning the separation of powers and the 

delegation of legislative powers in the Community 

(Lenaerts, 1992), but also the opposition of some Member 

States. This explains why the tasks of the European 

Environmental Agency - the only one so far to be 

formally approved by the Council so far - are 

essentially limited to research and data collection. 

However, knowledgeable observers inside and outside 

Community institutions, believe this to be only a first 

step in the direction of a fully-fledged regulatory 

agency. Suggestions have already been made that the 

agency could monitor compliance and the effectiveness of 

environmental regulations. In time, the agency could
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also examine the extent to which directives have in fact 

resulted in substantive environmental improvements 

(House of Lords Select Committee, 1992:19).

5. Perhaps the most surprising qualitative change

surprising because it so clearly contradicts the 

received view of EC policymaking - is the innovative 

character of some recent policies. It used to be said 

that EC regulations, in order to be accepted by the 

Member States, had to represent a form of lowest common 

denominator solution. The fact that national interests 

are strongly represented at each stage of Community 

policymaking seemed to preclude the possibility of 

innovation, while giving a bargaining advantage those 

Member States which oppose high levels of protection 

(Dehousse, 1992). At best, the Community could hope "to 

generalize and diffuse solutions adopted in one or more 

Member States by introducing them throughout the 

Community. The solutions of these Member States normally 

set the framework for the Community solution" (Rehbinder 

and Stewart, 1985: 213).

There were in fact exceptions even prior to the SEA. By 

admission of these same authors, some earlier environmental 

directives represented significant policy innovations. Thus 

the PCB Directive (76/769/EEC) "had no parallel in existing
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Member State regulations", while the Directive on sulphur 

dioxide limit values (80/779/EEC) established, on a 

Community-wide basis, ambient air quality standards, which 

most Member States did not previously employ as a control 

strategy (ib.:214).

However, the most striking examples of regulatory 

innovation were made possible by the SEA, in particular by 

the introduction of qualified majority voting not only for 

internal market legislation but also for key areas of social 

regulation. Leaving aside important cases of economic 

regulation like the second banking directive as being outside 

the scope of this paper, I shall briefly return to two 

framework directives mentioned above, see point 2. In many of 

its provisions, Directive 89/391 on health and safety at work 

goes beyond the regulatory philosophy and practice even of 

advanced Member States like Germany (Feldhoff, 1992). Only a 

careful reading of the full text can convey an adequate 

impression of the many elements of novelty introduced by the 

directive. By way of example, I shall only mention some of 

the general obligations imposed on employers by Article 6:

- adapting the work to the individual, especially as 

regards the design of work places, the choice of 

work equipment and the choice of working and 

production methods, with a view in particular to 

alleviating monotonous work and work at a
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predetermined work-rate and to reduce their effect 

on health (Art.6(2)(d));

developing a coherent overall prevention policy 

which covers technology, organization of work, 

working conditions, social relationships and the 

influence of factors related to the working 

environment (Art.6(2)(g));

giving collective protective measures priority 

over individual protective measures (Art.6(2)(h) ) ; 

giving appropriate instructions to the workers 

(Art.6(2)(i)).

Other notable features of the directive are its scope 

(it applies to all sectors of activity, both public and 

private, including service, educational, cultural and leisure 

activities), its requirements concerning worker information, 

and the emphasis on participation and training of workers.

Equally innovative are the Machinery Directive 

(89/392/EEC) and, in a more limited sphere, Directive 90/270 

on health and safety for work with display screen equipment. 

Both directives rely on the concept of "working environment", 

and consider psychological factors like stress and fatigue 

important elements to be considered in a modern regulatory 

approach. It is difficult to find equally advanced principles 

in the legislation of any major industrialized country, 

inside or outside the EC. In order to explain such policy 

outputs we need new, more analytical theories of the policy
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process in the Community. The new theories must include 

detailed models of the Commission as an actor enjoying more 

autonomy and discretion than has been assumed so far.

5. Conclusion: which social policy for the EC?

The "big trade-off" between economic efficiency and a more 

equal distribution of income and wealth has confronted every 

democracy since the dawn of industrialization. Today's social 

policies are the outcome of the struggles of the past over 

the division of the domestic product. Because those struggles 

have taken different forms in different countries, social 

policies differ widely even when they appear to use the same 

instruments and institutional arrangements. Moreover, the 

delicate value judgements about the appropriate balance of 

efficiency and equity which social policies express, can only 

be made legitimately and efficiently within homogeneous 

communities. The principle of subsidiarity, if it has any 

meaning, must imply that distributional decisions should be 

taken at national or even subnational level.

For these and the other reasons discussed in the 

preceding pages, a European welfare state seems undesirable 

as well as politically infeasible. Some will see in this 

conclusion another reason for castigating the insufficient 

democratic legitimation of the Community. I submit that this 

view is shaped by a somewhat dated model of state-society

31
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relations. Even in national societies, traditional cleavages 

along class, party or religious lines are becoming less 

significant than new "transversal" divisions over cultural 

diversity, citizen participation, the environment, the risks 

of modern technology, and other quality-of-life issues.

It is a fact of great significance that for many of 

these issues the national dimension is essentially 

irrelevant: solutions must be found either at a local or at 

a supranational, even global, level. There is, in other 

words, a natural division of labour between local, national, 

Community and international institutions. The nature of the 

problem, rather than ideological preconceptions or historical 

analogies, should determine the level at which solutions are 

to be sought.

It is certainly true that the creation of a "common 

market" is not a goal capable of eliciting the loyalty and 

attachment of the people of Europe to their supranational 

institutions. A social dimension is also needed, but one must 

be clear about the meaning of this ambiguous expression. As 

I have tried to show, the European Community, rather than 

undermining the achievements of the welfare state, is in fact 

addressing many quality-of-life issues which traditional 

social policies have neglected —  consumer protection and 

equal treatment for men and women, for example. The evidence 

I have presented strongly suggests that the "Social Europe" 

of the future —  the outlines of which are beginning to
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emerge clearly from the jurisprudence of the Court of 

Justice, from the European Single Act and from the Treaty of 

Maastricht, as well as from the pattern of Community 

policymaking —  will be, not a supranational welfare state, 

but an increasingly rich space of social-regulatory policies 

and institutions.

References

Armstrong, Harvey (1989), "Community Regional Policy", in
Juliet Lodge, ed. , The European Community and the 
Challenge of the Future. New York: St.Martin's Press, 
167-85.

Commission of the European Communities (1989), "Action
programme relating to the implementation of the 
Community Charter of Basic Social Rights for Workers", 

COMf89)568 final.

Commission of the European Communities (1990), "Proposal for 
a Council Regulation (EEC) laying down Community 
procedures for the authorization and supervision of 
medicinal products for human and veterinary use and 
establishing a European Agency for the Evaluation of 
Medicinal products", COM (9 CM 283 final.

Commission of the European Communities (1991), "Proposal for 

a Council Regulation (EEC) establishing a European 
Agency for Safety and Health at Work", COMf9CM564 final; 
amended C0Mf911 362 final.

Dehousse, Renaud (1992), "Integration v. Regulation? Social 
Regulation in the European Community". Florence, Italy: 
European University Institute, EUI Working Paper Law 

No.92/23.

De Swaan, Abraham (1988), In Care of the State. Cambridge, 

England: Polity Press.

Feldhoff, Kerstin (1992), Grundzuae des Eurobaischen
Arbeitsumweltrechts. Bochum: Ruhr Universitat, ms.

House of Lords, Select Committee on the European Communities

©
 T

h
e

 A
u

th
o

r(
s
).

 E
u

ro
p

e
a

n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d

 v
e

rs
io

n
 p

ro
d

u
c
e

d
 b

y
 t

h
e

 E
U

I 
L

ib
ra

ry
 i
n

 2
0

2
0

. 
A

v
a

ila
b

le
 O

p
e

n
 A

c
c
e

s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d

m
u

s
, 

E
u

ro
p

e
a

n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e

a
rc

h
 R

e
p

o
s
it
o

ry
.



34

(1992), Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental 
Legislation■ London: HMSO.

Kaufmann, Franz-Xaver (1985), "Major problems and dimensions 
of the welfare state", in S.N.Eisenstadt and O.Ahimeir, 
eds.. The Welfare State and its Aftermath. London: Croom 
Helm, 44-56.

Kaufmann, Franz-Xaver (1986), "Nationale Traditionen der
Sozialpolitik und europaische Integration", in 
L.Albertin (ed.) Probleme und Perspektiven europaischer 
Einiauna. Düsseldorf: Landeszentrale fur politische
Bildung Nordrhein-Westfalen, 69-82.

Knodgen, Gabriele (1979), "Environment and Industrial 
Siting". Zeitschrift f. UmweltPOlitk■ vol.2, 403-418.

Leibfried, Stephan (1991), "Europe's Could-Be Social State", 
Bremen: Center for Social Policy Research, ms.

Leibfried, Stephan and Paul Pierson (forthcoming), "Prospects 
for Social Europe", Politics and Society.

Lenaerts, Koen (1992), "Regulating the Regulatory Process: 
Delegation of Powers in the European Community", ms.

Majone, Giandomenico (1989a), Evidence■ Argument and 
Persuasion in the Policy Process. New Haven, CT: Yale 

University Press.

Majone, Giandomenico (1989b), "Regulating Europe: Problems 
and Prospects", in Th.Ellwein et al. (eds.) Jahrbuch zur 
Staats-und Verwaltungswisse"°<-hatt Rand 3/1989 Baden-

Majone, Giandomenico (1990), "Preservation of Cultural
Diversity in a Federal System: The Role of the Regions" 
in M .Tushnet (ed.), Comparative Constitutional
Federalism■ Westport, CT.: Greenwood Press, 67-76.

Majone, Giandomenico (1991), "Cross-National Sources of
Regulatory Policymaking in Europe and the United 
States", Journal of Public Policy, voi.11, 1, 79-106.

Marks, Gary (1992), "Structural Policy in the European
Community", in A.Sbragia (ed.), Europolitics■ 
Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 191-224.

Marshall, T.H. (1975), Social Policy. London: Hutchinson.

Baden: Nomos, 159-178

©
 T

h
e

 A
u

th
o

r(
s
).

 E
u

ro
p

e
a

n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d

 v
e

rs
io

n
 p

ro
d

u
c
e

d
 b

y
 t

h
e

 E
U

I 
L

ib
ra

ry
 i
n

 2
0

2
0

. 
A

v
a

ila
b

le
 O

p
e

n
 A

c
c
e

s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d

m
u

s
, 

E
u

ro
p

e
a

n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e

a
rc

h
 R

e
p

o
s
it
o

ry
.



35

Musgrave, Richard A. and P.B.Musgrave (1973), Public Finance 
in Theory and Practice. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Offe, Claus (1990), "Europàische Dimensionen der Soziai
politik", Bremen: Centre for Social Policy Research, ms.

Peterson, Paul E. and M.C.Rom (1990), Welfare Magnets. 
Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution.

Pieters, Danny (1991), "Europâisches und nationales Recht der 
Sozialen Sicherheit —  Zukunftsperspektiven", 
Zeitschrift für auslàndisches und internationales 

Arbeits- und Sozialrecht. 72-94.

Rehbinder, Eckhart and R.Stewart (1985), Environmental
Protection Policy. Berlin and New York: De Gruyter.

Richard B.Stewart (1983), "Regulation in a Liberal State: The 
Role of Non-Commodity Values", The Yale Law Journal■ 
voi.92, 1537-91.

Stiglitz, Joseph E. (1988), Economics of the Public Sector. 
2nd ed., New York: W.W.Norton.

Streeck, Wolfgang (1990), "La dimensione sociale del mercato 
unico europeo", Stato e Mercato■ no.28, 29-68.

Titmuss, Richard M. (1974), Social Policy. London: George 

Allen and Unwin.

Vogel-Polski, Eliane and J.Vogel (1991), L'Europe Sociale
1993: Illusion. Alibi ou Réalité. Bruxelles: Editions de 

l'Université de Bruxelles.

Wallace, Helen (1983), "Distributional Politics: Dividing Up 
the Community Cake" in Helen Wallace, William Wallace 
and Carole Webb (eds.), Policy-Making in the European 
Community■ 2nd. ed., Chichester: John Wiley and Sons, 

81-113.

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



EUI
W O R K IN G
PA PER S

E U I W orking  Papers are  p ublished  an d  d is trib u te d  by  the 

E u rop ean  U n iv ersity  Institu te , F lo ren ce

C op ies  can  b e o b ta in ed  free o f  ch arg e 

-  d ep en ding  on  th e av ailab ility  o f  sto ck s -  from :

T h e Pu blica tio ns O ff icer  

E u rop ean  U niversity  Institu te  

B ad ia F ieso lana

1-50016 San D o m en ico  di F ieso le  (F I) 

Ita ly

P lease use o r d e r  fo rm  o v e rle a f

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



Publications of the European University Institute

To T h e Pu blicatio n s O ffice r

E urop ean  U n iv ersity  Institu te  

B ad ia  F ieso lana

1-50016 San  D o m enico  di F ieso le  (F I) 

Italy

F ro m  N am e . .

A ddress.

□  P le ase send  m e a com p le te  lis t o f  E U I W orking  Papers

□  P lease  send m e a com plete  lis t o f  E U I b o o k  pu blica tions

□  P lease  send m e the E U I bro ch ure A cadem ic Year 1993/94

□  P lease  send m e  the E U I R esea rch  R ep ort

P lease send  m e th e fo llo w ing  E U I W orking  Paper(s):

No, A u th o r .........................................................................

Title: ............................

N o, A utho r .........................................................................

Title: ............................

N o, A utho r .........................................................................

Title: ............................

N o, A u th o r .........................................................................

Title: ............................

D ate .........................

S igna tu re

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



EUI Working Papers as from 1990

A s fro m  Jan u a ry  1990, th e  E U I W o rk in g  P ap ers  S e ries  is d iv id ed  in to  six  
su b -se rie s , e a ch  se rie s  is n u m b ere d  in d iv id u a lly  (i.e . E U I W o rk in g  P ap er 
H E C  N o. 90 /1 ; E C O  N o. 90 /1 ; L A W  N o. 90 /1 ; S PS  N o. 90 /1 ; E P U  N o. 
90 /1 ; E C S  N o. 90 /1).

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



Working Papers in Political and Social Sciences

SPS No. 90/1
R eine r G R U N D M A N N /C hris to s  
M A N T Z IA R IS  
H ab erm as, R aw ls , an d  the 
P arado x  o f  Im p artia lity

SPS No. 90/2
H an s-P e te r B L O S S F E L D /U rsu la  
JA E N IC H E N
E d u ca tio na l E xp an sio n  and  
C h an g es  in W om en 's E n try  in to 
M arriag e and  M o th erh o o d  in the 
F ed eral R ep ub lic  o f  G erm an y

SPS No. 90/3 
N ico  W IL T E R D IN K  
W h ere  N a tio ns  M eet: N a tio nal 
Ide n titie s in an In te rn atio na l 
O rg an isatio n

SPS No. 90/4
H an s-P e ter  B L O S SFE L D  
C h an g es  in  E duca tio na l 
O p p o rtu n itie s  in  the Fed eral 
R ep u b lic  o f  G erm any. A 

L o n g itu d in a l S tu d y  o f  C o ho rts  
B orn  B etw een  1916 and  1965

SPS No. 90/5
A n to nio  LA  SPIN A  
Som e R eflection s on  C abinets and  
P o licy -M ak in g: T y p es  o f  Po licy , 
F ea tu re s  o f  C ab in ets , an d  T h eir 
C o n seq uenc es  fo r Po licy  O utputs

SPS No. 90/6
G iand o m en ico  M A JO N E  
C ro ss-N a tio n a l S ou rces o f  
R egu la to ry  Po licy -M ak in g  
in  E uro pe and  th e U n ited  S ta tes

SPS No. 91/7
H an s-Pe te r B L O S SF E L D  
Is the G erm an D ual S y stem  a 
M od el fo r a M o d ern  V o ca tio na l 
T ra in in g  S y stem ?

SPS No. 91/8
H an s-Pe te r B L O S S F E L D /
G ian n a  G IA N N E L L I/
K arl U lrich  M A Y E R  
E x pan sio n  on  th e  T e rtia ry  Secto r 
and  Social Inequality .
Is th e re  a  N ew  S erv ice P ro le ta ria t 
E m erg in g  in  th e Fed eral R epu blic  
o f  G erm an y ?

SPS No. 91/9
G ian d om en ico  M A JO N E  
P u b lic  Po licy  B ey on d  the 
H eadlines

SPS No. 91/10
G ian do m en ico  M A JO N E  
M ark et In teg ra tio n  an d  
R eg u la tio n : E u ro p e  a f te r  1992

SPS No. 91/11
Jean  B L O N D E L
M in isters o f  F in an ce  in W estern
E urope : A  S p ec ia l C areer?

SPS No. 91/12
Jea n  B L O N D E L  

G o v ern m en ts  an d  S u p po rtin g  
Parties: D efin itio n s  and  
C lassifications

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



SPS No. 91/13
Jean  B L O N D E L  
A M o de l fo r the A na lysis  o f  
G o v e rn m en t-P arty  R e la tio n sh ip s

SPS No. 91/14
Jea n  B L O N D E L  
T h e P olitica l F ac to rs  A cco u ntin g  
fo r th e R elatio nsh ip  B etw een  
G o v e rn m en ts  and  th e Parties 
W hich  S u p p o rt T h em

SPS No. 92/15 
Jerry  A. JA C O B S  

C o nsu m er, Social and  B usiness 
S erv ice s  Ind us trie s  in  th e U nited  
S ta tes: T re n d s  B etw ee n  1969 and  
1987

SPS No. 92/16
H an s-P e ter  B L O S S F E L D /
Y ossi SH A V IT
P ers is tin g  B arriers: C h an g es  in 
E d u ca tio n a l O pp o rtu n ities  in 
T h irtee n  C o u n trie s

SPS No. 92/17
H ans-Pe te r B L O S SF E L D /

Jan  H O E M /A lessandra 
D E  R O SE /G o tz R O H W E R  
E du ca tio n , M o d ern izatio n  an d  
D iv orce. D ifferen ces  in the E ffec t 

o f  W o m en 's  E d uca tio na l 
A ttain m en t in Sw eden , the 
F ed eral R ep u b lic  o f  G erm an y  
an d  Ita ly

SPS No. 92/18

Z in a  A S S IM A K O P O U L O U /
G p sta  E S PIN G -A N D E R SE N /

K ees V A N  K E R S B E R G E N

Po st-In d u stria l C lass  S tru ctu res : 
C lassificatio ns  o f  O ccu p atio n s an d  
Ind ustries (U nited  S ta tes, 
G erm any , S w ed en  an d  C an ad a)

SPS No. 92/19 
G o tz R O H W E R  
R Z oo: E ff ic ien t S to rag e  an d  
R etrieva l o f  Soc ial S cien ce  D a ta

SPS No. 92/20
Stefan o  G U Z Z IN I 
T h e C on tin u in g  S tory  o f  a  D ea th  
Foreto ld . R ea lism  in  In te rn a tio n a l 
R e la tio n s /In te rn a tio n a l P o litical 
E con om y

SPS No. 92/21

G ian do m en ico  M A JO N E  
Id eas, In teres ts  an d  P o licy  C han g e

SPS No. 92/22
A rp ad  S Z A K O L C Z A I 
O n the E x erc ise  o f  P o w er in 
M odern  So cietie s , E as t an d  W est

SPS No. 92/23
Stefan R O SSB A C H  
T h e A u to po iesis  o f  th e  C o ld  W ar: 
An E v o lu tio n a ry  A p p ro ach  to 

In ternatio nal R elatio n s?

SPS No. 92/24
Steven  L U K E S

O n T rade -O ffs  B e tw ee n  V alues

SPS No. 92/25 
Stephan R U SS-M O H L  
R egu latin g  S elf-R eg u la tio n : T he 
N eglected  C ase  o f  Jo u rn a lism  

Policies. S ecu rin g  Q u a lity  in 
Jo u rn a lism  

and  B uild ing  M ed ia 
In fra s tru cu tres  on  a  E u ro p ean  
Scale

©
 T

h
e

 A
u

th
o

r(
s
).

 E
u

ro
p

e
a

n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d

 v
e

rs
io

n
 p

ro
d

u
c
e

d
 b

y
 t

h
e

 E
U

I 
L

ib
ra

ry
 i
n

 2
0

2
0

. 
A

v
a

ila
b

le
 O

p
e

n
 A

c
c
e

s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d

m
u

s
, 

E
u

ro
p

e
a

n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e

a
rc

h
 R

e
p

o
s
it
o

ry
.



SPS No. 92/26 
V éro n iq u e  M U N O Z  D A R D É  
T h e Id ea o f  F em in ism  fro m  a 
K antian  Persp ec tiv e. A n E xercise  
in  P rac tical R easo ning

SPS No. 92/27
G iand om en ico  M A JO N E  
T h e E u ro p ean  C o m m un ity  
b etw een  Social Po licy  and  Social 
R egulation

©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.



©
 T

h
e
 A

u
th

o
r(

s
).

 E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
. 

D
ig

it
is

e
d
 v

e
rs

io
n
 p

ro
d
u
c
e
d
 b

y
 t
h
e
 E

U
I 
L
ib

ra
ry

 i
n
 2

0
2
0
. 

A
v
a
ila

b
le

 O
p
e
n
 A

c
c
e
s
s
 o

n
 C

a
d
m

u
s
, 

E
u
ro

p
e
a
n
 U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y
 I

n
s
ti
tu

te
 R

e
s
e
a
rc

h
 R

e
p
o
s
it
o
ry

.


