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This approach presupposes that people act in line with their self-
interest, though I insist that altruism still plays a role that should not be

-averlooked in our political ealculations. In the short run, people may

not act rationally in terms of their own interests. Indeed it may not
always be utterly clear, in so complex an area as the social services,
where one’s best interests lic. In the long run, however, it seems to me,
the large majority in democratic countries have shaped the Welfare
State to serve their interests.

This is not to say that all people will support all social programs. As [
noted earlier, political support for the Welfare State as a whole is an
illusion. In fact there has been an increase in the number and probably
the influence of single-issue organizations and consumer groups with
the purpose of lobbying specifically for the elderly, veterans, women,
the disabled and the like, Some writers argue that the clamor from
these competing groups results in political paralysis of the Welfare State.
(Janowitz, 1976) But if the attacks on the basic programs and funda-
mental interests that these groups hold in common increase, they may
be persuaded to hang together rather than separately.

Middle mass ambivalence also has to do with the level of taxes they are
willing to accept in relation to the benefits they want. But it is not only
the amount of taxes but their form that is politically sensitive. Visibili-
ty of taxes is important. There is evidence that rising incomsg taxes,
even if they are progressive, lead to demands for cutting budgets
because they are so easily seen and felt, particulatly when they appear
as painful deductions on pay checks. The same amount of taxes going
to support social services — including services for the poor — but in the
form: of indirect, less visible taxes, such as a sales tax or a value added
tax, is less vulnerable to attack, nor are these taxes necessanly as
regressive as they once were thought to be. :

- Tax visibility has worked with curious, sometimes opposite effects in

Europe and the United States.. Many taxes that support social security
in Europe are paid by the empioyer and then added on to the production
cost of enterprises, and ultimately shifted back to the consumer, but
the worker does not experience them as a direct loss of income. In the
United States, with its strong emphasis on individualism and self-
reliance, employees have wanted to pay their social security tax directly
and visibly out of their wages because it meant they could look forward
to receiving something for which they had paid. On the whole,
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however, support for welfare programs and a strategy of linkage can
work best through indirect taxes.

We come now to the matter of the effectiveness and the efficiency of
the social services. Surely we must improve the research that is
concerned with understanding which programs achieve the goals set for
them, and we must improve the utilization of research 10 guide policy
choices, financial allocations, and daily practice. But there is something
about our stance as practitioners and planners that also needs changing.

I believe that as professionals in this field we should take the initiative
and recommend which programs should be eliminated if they have out-
lived their usefulness and where expenses can legitimately be reduced
without harm to the beneficiaries of services, We all know that there
are opportunities to do this.

But along with this we must also educate the public and the politicians
concerning one aspect of evaluation. Not all programs can be judged on
a strict-accounting basis in the sense that one can see how much it costs
to get someone back to work jor how much a service outcome saved the
taxpayer. Some services, for instance those that help and comfort the

" old and the sick, cannot be expected to produce cures or rehabilitation;

they are inherently designed to make life more livable and decent and
must be evaluated on that basis.

Finally, we come to what is to me the 'most perpléxmg and also the
most important of the issues that swirl around the Welfare State: where
shouid we set the limits on its scope and reach, not in terms of size or

-expenditures, but of the space the Welfare State should occupy in.our

personal and communal relationships? Public social services are
expected to increase happiness and security and prevent or relieve
misery, but these are also among the purposes of the family and of
many voluntary efforts. When does the Weifare State do more good
than harm in working toward these goals? Have we overshot the mark
in our zeal to protect ourselves from the darker side of economic
progress? I prefer to think that we are going to find the best ways to
combine the warmth and strength of altruistic helping with the great
resources and capabilities of democratic government. I trust we shall
have to struggle with that balance and that tension while we strive to
enhance the vital role that the public soc1al services have, in fact come
to play in alt our lives.
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the services in -Israel and more selectivity and the rationing of
diminished resources.

A quite different scenario is offered for the United States by a writer
who anticipates only minor cuts in social welfare expenditures, despite
the rhetoric of recent years. The basic social policies, he believes, will be
maintained, noting that “it is the fact that this security net is in place
that emboldens the attack.” (Logue, 1979) But he adds that the attack
itself signals that the Welfare State is approaching its limits,

This last comment — that the Welfare State is reaching the limits of its
growth — may well be the case, as indicated by the peaking of social
expenditures among the Welfare States to which I referred at the
beginning of this talk. It is too early to know with certainty which
programs will be held to their present levels, which will be cut, and
which will still increase and, more important, which social and econo-
mic groups of people will lose or gain by these adjustments. Doron may
by right in his prediction for Israel, and the American I quoted may be
guessing correctly for the United States. I hope that the unfolding of
these evenfs will be studied in these and other countries; it is an
important subject for research.

But we ought to do more than predict; we should develop strategies to
apply to the stresses that are now apparent in the Welfare State. Let me
begin my conclusion by recalling the problem with which we started. We
are in a severe economic crunch that will for some time restrict the
public funds available for social services and that will require painful
choices. At the same time there is sharp criticism that the services are
too costly and inefficient, that they are really not effective, and that
they have encroached upon functions and responsibilities that would be

~ better left to the family and to voluntary efforts outside of govern-
ment.

There is little this profession can do about the general economic situa-
tion, but there are ideas we should be considering in order to respond,
in a political sense, to the criticisms of the Welfare State. I want to
offer several suggestions that have to do with priorities; with what I
shall call linkage, to borrow a phrase from Israel’s lexicon; with taxes;
and with improvement of services.
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In looking back at the goals that historically have guided the Welfare
State, we saw that very justifiably the most deprived segment of society
was given a high priority. Without relaxing that commitment, I am
suggesting that we must become more ‘sensitive to the problems and
needs — economic and - social -— that burden the middle group in
society . There is, of course, no sharp line that divides the two groups; the
almost-poor and the lower end of the middle mass are often in sérious
difficulties, especially if they fail to meet the financial tests that define
who is officially poor and, therefore, eligible for various kinds of
assistance. I am saying, then, that policy-makers and social planners
should give more attention than has been given-in the past to -the
middle group, particularly to. those just above the people who are
officially con51deredmneed L

Giving -,them a‘hjgher priority is not'incompatible ‘with- our traditional
concern for the most. disadvantaged. Indeed, it is our job, as I see it, to
make these .objectives more. compatible - in the way ‘policies are
formulated and programs implemented. This is what T call linkage:
developing close ties between the interests and influence of the middle
mass on one side and the needs of the poor on the other, In part this
can be done by taking advantage of the ambivalence of the middle
group. They want the benefits they derive from the Welfare State,
despite their objections to the level of taxes and to certain kinds of
redistributive programs geared-to the poor. I think their interest, their
very real.stake in the social services can be hamessed to help the most
deprived people by using every opportunity to include services used by

.the poor in the general services avallable to everyone,’

Thjs‘ means minimizing selectmty based-on income and means tests and

‘strengthening universal provisions-and mechanisms. Recently on a visit

to one of the development towns, I was struck by-the:explanation that
there had been deliberate mixing of income gorups in the new housing
in order to make sure that the more vocal,- politically skilled middle
group would set the level of expectations for the public services. This is
the same principle T am recommending. Services addressed. specifically
to the poor-are-vulnerable to political attack and dismemberment; while
universal services are more likely to be defended by the more influential
groups in society because they have a stake in them. One writer said.
much the same thing when he suggested that the explicit redistribution

effects of the social services should be minimized. (Zald 1977)
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At the same time, however, the middle group supports the main
features of the Welfare State, No sane politician would talk openly
about reducing the levels of Social Security retirement benefits or
cutting the large program of services for war veterans. Indeed, almost
half the households in the United States (44 percent) receive some kind
of public cash transfer payment, (Miller, 1979) and no one appears to
be saying “take back the money I am receiving.”

On two grounds, then, it is too soon to speak of a collapse of support
for Welfare State programs in the United States: one, there continues to
be a widespread desire to help the most poverty-stricken, though this is
limited by Americans’ ideas about individualism and personal respousi-
bility; and two, the middle mass of citizens appear to want the
programs and benefits they currently receive, though they are restless
about the cost and vocal about the inefficiency of public bureaucracies.

But if we are to get a full picture of the situation of the middle mass,
we need a wider lens than the social services provide. Many of these
people, not only in the United States, feel pushed to the wall. Rising
taxes and inflation have eroded their incomes. Of course it is true that
the poorest people have suffered the most from inflation, as demon-
strated a few weeks ago in Israel when the Central Bureau of Statistics
announced that the lowest income decile has been the hardest hit by
inflation for the past two years. But it is none the less true that the
employed workers and the lower middle class have also been badly hurt
by inflation.

We have not been' as sensitive as we should have been to the real
economic situation of the large population sandwiched between the
rich and the poor. Their condition is not simply determined by the
amount of money they derive from employment; it is the result of
earnings plus public benefits in cash or services minus taxes of various
kinds and then minus the bite that inflation takes out of their family
income. Wage levels, taxes, and inflation, therefore, must be taken into
account in social planning for the bulk of the population, for that is
what determines how much food, clothing, housing, transportation etc.
they can provide for their families. :

But there is another reason, I suggest, why the working class and the
lower middle class in many countires are anxious and angry. The pace
and extent of social change have upset them, A few examples will make
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the point. Technological advances demand ever higher skills of them
and often lead to unemployment or unwanted retirement. The roles of
men and women and socially accepted sexual behavior have altered too
rapidly for them. Religious institutions have' declined. Unskilled, rural
people from the south of the United States and the south of Europe
flooded into northern cities and competed with them for jobs and
services, which generated antagonisms, particularly in times of recession.

The speed and pervasiveness of such changes threaten the middle mass.
I do not justify their angry responses, which find their way not only

"into politics but into street violence. But it would be foolish not to

understand these reactions, at least in part, as expressions of insecurity.
It was such frustrations that played into the hands of the Nazis. Today
they are expressed in the United States in the election of the most
conservative and demagogic politicians and in religious fanaticism, arid
in France, Argentina and other countries'in anti-Semitism. In short,
economic distress on top of what they experience as social instability
have affected the large middle group of society, which, after all, is the
most conservative. The poor have nothing to lose but their poverty, and
the rich have little to risk but a second summer home. Those in the
middle feel that what they have — and for some it is not much more

- than the poor have — is in jeopardy and, among other things, they lash

out at the Welfare State, even in opposition to their own best interests,

Researchers who have studied “welfare backlash’ say that the outcome
will differ from country to country depending on such factors as their
political and ideological traditions, the strength of liberal and social
democratic parties and trade unions, the degree of social heterogeneity,
and the extent to which government is centralized. Cutting across these
national differences, they reach this conclusion: when the middle mass,

~looking up at the affluent and down at the poor, perceive the financing

and distribution of social services to be inequitable, they will resort to
anti-Welfare State ideologies. (Wilensky, 1975; Heidenheimer, 1975)

Several writers have projecied what they think will happen in the next
phase of the Welfare State. Doron expects that Israel will reduce its
expenditures on social welfare, but that the most distressed sectors of
the population will not be adversely affected by this. However, those
who have been demanding cuts, especially the middle classes, witl para-
doxically see their own benefits and services reduced in the future. He
foresees an erosion of the universal approach that has thus far shaped
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put it, “exclusively altruistic acts occur so rarely that they cannot serve
as a viable basis for social policies. Men are disposed to give in expecta-
tion of a return.” (Pinker, 1971) This may be an unpleasant, even a
cynical view, It may, in addition, be a perception that is unduly colored
by my American experience. Nevertheless, [ suggest that if we want {o
understand the changing political winds that are- blowing around the
Welfare State, we must look carefully at the situation of the middle
mass, for demands for tax-ceilings, budget-cutting, and retrenching the
social services have gained ground in this group. They are the consumers
of the biggest share of the social programs and expenditures, and they
form the largest bloc of taxpayers and voters. Their perceptions of their
interests vis-a-vis the Welfare State are, therefore, of critical importance,

This line of analysis has been utilized by Avraham Doron, writing about
Israel, and by David Donnison, writing about Britain, with similar
conclusions. (Doton, 1980; Donnison, 1978) They share the view that
ideological support for the Welfare State has “crumbled.” Doron argues
that the generation in Israel that experienced economic hardship in
their youth between the two World Wars has been enjoying relative
prosperity and is forgetting their earlier insecurities; in part, precisely
because of the protection given them by social programs. Today’s
youth, never having known anything elsc, take Israel’s modern social
services for granted as permanent fixtures in their lives, and look upon
“the great improvements in education, health, housing servcies, social
security and other social services” as an existing reality; they are more
aware of its drawbacks and limitations than its achievements.

Increased prosﬁerity in Israel, Doron continies, has weakened the
original sense of solidarity undergirding the Welfare State, especially
among the new middle classes who no longer think of themselves as
“sharing a common fate with the least fortunate sections of the
population,” and no longer identify with the Welfare State.

Donnison describes the situation under Britain’s economic difficulties
and points out that people with “middling skills and incomes” are now
more concerned with recovering the real income they have lost through
inflation and rising taxation than they.are worried about redistributing
resources, reducing poverty, or moving toward greater équality.

I find myself in agreement with these two writers that the middle group
is now ‘more concerned with their own problems than with those of the
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poorest people. in society, though I do not think their altruism is dead
or that they have tumed their backs on the poor to the extent that
Doron and Donnison imply. But I disagree with their conclusion that
support for the Welfare State has crumbled with the workmg class and
the middle class. ‘

I suggest that at least from the perspective of the United States, the
middle mass has a strong stake in the social services. Moreover, it may
be possible to harness this interest and put it to work for the protection
of the poor.

Public interest in the welfare of the poor has receded in America from
the high point it reached 15 years ago, (Miller, 1979) but there
continues to be-a genuine concern for poor people under particular
circumstances, Here American values are important; many Atericans
view public responsibility for poverty in the light of a person’s age and
the presumed or apparent reasons for his beinig poor. Let me illustrate,

A recent study, “Who Should Be Helped?”, showed that there was
greater interest in giving support to disabled adults than to-poor adults,
especially if they were of working age, and more aid to the poor elderly
than to poor adults under 65. (Cock, 1979) However, support for
fatherless families, even if it meant higher taxes, was expressed by
nearly half the public a few years ago, though again this was qualified
by afeeling that the costs of such programs are too high because many
people on relief are capable of working. (Leman, 1980) A large and
costly program of providing food to the poor has continued to expand,
and in 1980 $10 billion were spent on food stamps for 20 million
people. In short, support for the poverty-related aspects of the Welfare
State in the United States may have weakened in some respects, but it
would be inaccurate to say that it has crumbled.

What is very clear, however, is that the middle mass is deeply attached
to the benefits it receives from the Welfare State, and indeed would like
even more protection, such as national health insurance. There is, I
believe, a basic ambivalence in the middle mass concerning social
welfare programs. On the one hand, they respond positively to politi-
cians who want to cut taxes regardless of the consequences and they
support proposals to set ceilings on government expenditures. Their
compiaints about the public assistance program continue, usually mixed
with strong feelings about unmarried mothers and about race and
ethnicity.
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While we strive to achieve that clarity of vision that Herschel recom-
mends, it is nevertheless true that each of us sees issues, such as those
under discussion, through a particular framework of ideas and assump-
tions. Let me make my approach explicit. I believe that we have not
paid sufficient attention to the problems, the perceptions, and the
political role of what Harold Wilensky called “the middle mass,” that is,
the stable, employed working class and the lower layers of the middle
class. This large segment of the population in all of the highly
industrialized countries has grown in size and influence since World War
II and is now crucial, I believe, to the decisions that are being made and
will be made about the Welfare State.

To explain this position let me recall that the Welfare State from its
beginnings rested on a consensus and a fecling of social solidarity,
especially with regard to the poorest group in society. Historically, the
first purpose of the social services was to help families suffering from
poverty. (Logue, 1979) This was a policy of income redistribution and
it gained wide support, in part, because it dealt with the typical
worker’s fears of losing his job or his health and falling into destitution.
In directing” social assistance to those already in that condition, the
early welfare measures were a mixture of altruism toward those in
distress and self-interest on the part of an insecure working class
anxious to protect itself from the risks to which they were constantly
exposed in the labor market.

Gradually these programs were extended upward and outward from the
poorest part of society to a much larger population. Over time, two
important changes took place in what has been a tremendous, uninter-
rupted expansion of the social services. First, they have become more
and more specialized, with specific programs addressed to clients,
patients, and consumers according to their age, their illness, their
occupation, their economic condition, etc. This has its political implica-
tions.

In the rough and tumble of politics, there is no such thing as the
Welfare State; it is an abstraction. Political parties, consumers’ organiza-
tions, bureaucracies, professions, and especially voters, are not for or
against the Welfare State as though it were something monolithic, On
the contrary, they support or oppose very specific policies and
programs for the most part — services for the mentally. retarded, pre-
and post-natal care, hot meals for the isolated elderly. Certainly in the
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United States, the fortunes of these -programs reflect, roughly,- the
political activity and strength of the constituencies behind them.

The other big change that has taken place in the development of social
programs is the shift in purpose from redistributing resources to the
poor, en the one hand, to spreading income over the life-cycle of the
individual and the family, mostly through pensions, and to having the
healthy provide help to the sick and disabled. There is, of course, an
element of redistribution in these newer functions, but the important
point is that the benefits now go to most of the people, not just to the
poor. Thus, the three most expensive programs in Welfare States are
pensions, health insurance, and family or child allowances, not direct
aid to the poverty-stricken. In the United States, for example, public
aid based on financial need and income eligibility has constituted less
than one-fifth of all social welfare expenditures since World War 11.
(Social Security Bulletin, 1980) :

This shift in focus can be explained parily by the reduction in the
number of people living in poverty . in the richer nations. (Galbraith,
1976) Instead of the impoverished working class of the 19th Century,
there is now a visible distinction and.a gap between the large numbers
of people who are stably employed and, until recently, were enjoying a
rising standard of living and, on the other hand; an unskifled, low-wage
group subject to intermittent and often chronic unemployment. The’
middle mass looks to the Welfare State for security against their
slipping into economic -distress, and for help with illness-and other
problems that can strain or even exhaust their resources. The smaller
group — perhaps 10 to 20 percent of the population —including many
of the elderly, are poor; they need the Welfare State to alleviate their
present painful poverty. (Huber, 1978; Donnison, 1978; Matras, 1975)

My basic assumption is that while there is some common ground
between these groups, it is politically realistic to recognize that their
interests have diverged more and more with the passage of time. The
elimination of poverty has not occured, nor was it ever a serious
commitment. of the Welfare State, at least in the United States and a
number of other countries. (Watts, 1979; Miller and Rein, 1975)
Altruism toward those in poverty and- the striving for a “moral com-
munity,” which Richard Titmuss and others so movingly advocated, it
seems to me, have for some years played less of a part in the politics of
welfare. than the self-interest of the large middle group. As. one writer
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from them by charging fees, which usually hurts the poorest consumers
{New Society, 1980). :

Another reality is thai there are forces at work, beyond our control,
that will exert pressures for the continued growth of social programs.
Probably foremost is the increase in the number of the elderly, and
especially of those living into their eighties and nineties, with increasing
needs for health and social supports. One-parent famities are on the rise
and will require both financial aid and supportive and remedial services.
And the steady increase in the number of women entering the labor
force will expand the demand for child care and other services. These
demographic changes we cannot easily affect. It seems sensible there-
fore to concentrate our attention in the arena of public attitudes and
political decision-making.

If we turn then to the politics of Welfare State retrenchment, we
discover first that we are in territory for which there are few good
maps. Until recently, political analysis of social welfare was much more
limited than the torrent of writing about the moral issues, the
administrafive problems, and the outcomes of the social services. In the
last few years, however, we have a new term — weifare backlash —and
the beginnings of a new literature. (Heidenheimer et al., 1975; Wilensky,
1975; Wilensky, 1976; Tanowitz, 1976; Huber, 1978; Miller, 1978;
Logue, 1979; Doron, 1980; Leman, 1980)

There are, of course, grave risks in generalizing about the situation of
social services in countries as different in size, political organization and
tradition, and'social structure as, for example, three countries that
appear in the international telephone book under “I” — Israel, Ireland,
and Italy. There is much to be learned from the study of cross-national
differences in this field (Heidenheimer, 1975), but there are also sub-
stantial similarities in the political dynamics of recent years in many of
the countries that can be called Welfare States. In fact, the political
attacks on welfare programs have been. very simifar in content from
country to country. (Wllensky, 1976) The arguments fall under three
main headings:

First, social services are criticized for being inefficient and ineffective in
accomplishing their goals. Here the targets are the proliferation and the
sloth of bureaucracies and the growth of self-serving professions. A
more charitable argument is that the very existence of service programs

inanned by bureaucrats and professionals generates new “‘needs” and, as
the more serious problems are reduced over time, the lesser but more
complex ones exceed our existing knowledge and skill. (Glazer, 1971)

Second, there is the straightforward statement, “I don’t want to pay
higher taxes to support social services.” This stems from the feeling that
the system has grown too big and- is swallowing too much -of the
taxpayer’s current income, thus depriving families of the right to buy
what they want with the money they earn.

Third, in many ways, most basic is the charge that the Welfare State
weakens social institutions and undermines values that are crucial to
a responsible society and a productive economy. By taking on too
much of the responsibility traditionally carried by the family, by
voluntary organizations such as religious groups, and by friends and
neighbors, the public social services are accused of eroding these sources
of compassion, help, and obligation. Two examples: in Israel I have
heard it said that social services have increased, not decreased, peoples’
dependency and have encouraged a feeling of “It’s owed to me.” In the
United States, supports for female-headed families are sometimes con-
demned on the ground that they discourage or relieve fathers from
carrying out their family responsibilities and that they destroy the work
ethic,

From the perspective of Jewish values and traditions, this is 2 serious
issue, considering the importance accorded .to the family and to
voluntary forms of social assistance. The issue may be especially
significant in the Diaspora; it is clearly related to the rising concern in
the American Jewish community about the family and the growing
dependence of Jewish communal agencies on public moneys.

Social workers and others in the field of health and welfare ought to
examine these points carefully. While they have been exploited by
demagogues, they do contain some valid criticisms made by responsible
people who have a commitment to a decent, humane society. Their

" criticisms cannot be treated as siraw men to be pushed over with

outworn and complacent arguments. We ought to examine them in the
way Abraham Heschel urged when he wrote, ““The principle to be kept
in mind is to know what we see, rather than to see what we know.”
(Heschel, 1962) However, it is not my intention to debate these
criticisms on their merits but rather to try to understand to whom they

appeal, why, and what are the political implications.
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The number of countries fitting that description has risen steadily. By
the mid-1970s there were 23 such states (ILO, 1979), including Israel
and the United States.*** Though there were important differences in
the way these countries developed their social programs (Heidenheimer,
1975), they had one feature in common: everything about the social
services seemed to be expanding — the number of people reached by
programs, the scope of services, the amount of money being redistri-
buted, and the cost in taxes. All of these went up, year after year. For
example, by 1974 half of the countries we have defined as Welfare
States were devoting not just 10 percent of their resources to social
programs, but 15 percent — one-seventh of their goods and services
were flowing through these programs (ILO, 1979).

Then something happened on the way to what seemed like endless
expansion: the rocket seemed to peak, to sputter, to falter. By 1974
half of the countries tc which we referred showed a levelling-off or a
slight decline in the share of the national product going into social
services; the other half of the countries continued to increase, some at
a slower rate. This is only one measure, but it indicates a retreat from
the continual growth of social welfare in the first three-quarters of this
century. b

If this were simply a temporary pause or set-back in the development of
the Welfare State, it would be a matter of only passing interest. But if,
as I believe, this may represent a basic change, there is indeed some-
thing to be concerned about. For whatever the shortcomings of the
Welfare State, the pain of millions of people — the old, the poor, the
unemployed, ‘the' widowed, the sick, the incapacitated — has beén
lessened and their happiness and security enhanced by the benefits and
services of the Welfare State. (Zald, 1977; Doron, 1980)

What are the reasons for the decrease in support for welfare programs?
The two main explanations can be located in the very factors that were
so important in the rise of the Welfare State: thé economy and the
prevailing ideology. The Welfare State took root and flourished only in
countries that had achieved a high level of economic productivity,
which generated both new kinds of social distress as well as the re-
sources with which to address them. The Welfare State rested on the

#%% [n addition there wére six Communist countries and Chile that devoted
mote the 9 percent of their GNP to social services.

Growth State, which prodiuced a surplus that governments could
redistribute to people at risk from the hazards of industrialization
{Klein, 1975). :

This economic growth came to a halt in the 1970s and was followed by
stagnation, punishing inflation, and much unemployment, The
recession has brought strong pressures on governments to reduce their
expenditures. At the same time, increasing tension among the big
powers has led to demands for larger defense budgets. The economic
troubles were intensified by an inflation that simultaneously increased
human want-and decreased the financial resources for coping with it.
(Zald, 1977, Klein, 1975) '

These events on the economic front coincided with the second reason
for retrenchment: ideological and political attacks on the Welfare State
expressed in tax-payers’ revolis and a new anti-welfare criticism among
intellectuals, Previously there had been a consensus of sorts that the
purpose of the social services was to reduce poverty, lessen inequality,
and guarantee a decent quality of life for all people. We shall see shortly
that the social changes of the past 25 or 30 years have altered  the
foundations on which this sense of soiidarity presumably rested. In
any event, in the 1970s the Welfare State became a highly politicized
issue in many countries and the object of attacks from both Right and
Left. These criticisms have taken on'a seriousness and an intensity that
challenge the basic ends and means of modern social policy.

Taken together, economic dislocations, pressures to cut government
budgets,|and ideological attacks on the social services do not seem to be
fleeting events. I believe, therefore, that they merit careful study. My
inclination is to take the political approach, The first thing to do is to
recognize several realities that will affect policies and politics in the
next five to ten years.

We must expect ‘continued, forceful efforts to cut the cost of social
services. This can be done in a variety of ways. There can be open
parliamentary votes to reduce appropriations or to eliminate particular
programs. Governments can let inflation do the job quietly as it eats
away at the purchasing power of the cash benefits of individuals or at
agency budgets, which can be cut by keeping them stationary or
increasing them at a rate less than the rate of inflation, Another means

‘of reducing costs is to discourage use of services or to obtain income
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A WORD OF THANKS

The American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (JYDC) has attained
its fund raising goal of $100,000 to establish the Dr. Arnulf M, Pins
Memorial Fund for an Annual Visiting Lectureship in Social Work
Education and Supervision at the Paul Baerwald School of Social Work,
at thé Hebrew University in Jerusalem,

The Visiting Lectureship, now in its second year, was made possible, in
a large measure, by the JDC and members of its Board of Directors who
provided the bulk of the funds.

Additional assistance was received from the Memorial Foundation for
Jewish Culture, board members of the Council on Social Work Educa-
tion of the Jewish Welfare Board, and of the National Conference of
Jewish Communal Service, Individual members of these agencies and
numerous other individuals also contributed generously to the Fund.

To all who helped, JDC would like to express its sincere thanks and

appreciation for creating this fitting, utilitarian memorial to Arnie’s

memory, ensuring that the work he initiated and advanced will benefit
generations-to come.

Ralph I. Goldman
Executive Vice President

Henry Taub
President

American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee

THE WELFARE STATE UNDER STRESS: HOW WILL IT COPE?*
Robert Perlman

Arnie Pins is much in our thoughts and feelings today. He was a vital
person, & leader in his profession, and a master-builder. His work in
Israet and in the United States stands as eloquent evidence of his contri-
bution to the welfare of people in two countries.

I knew Arnie Pins and I experienced the dynamism he brought to his
work. As I move around this country, 1 feel the dynamism he trans-
mitted to other people. I see the legacy he left — the services he helped
to build, the institutions he helped create, but most important the
people he inspired. For it is the men and women he touched and
moved, their service to people in Isreal, and their teaching of young
professional workers in the years ahead that will honor him more fully
than we can today.

I am grateful for the privilege of being the second Arnulf M. Pins
Visiting Professor. I appreciate the opportunities to learn and to work
here and to form many warm friendships. In following my friend
Arnold Gurin, I want to recall a point he made when he spoke on this
occasion a year ago. He drew attention to a shift in emphasis in social
work toward a greater inierest in the politics of the social services. In
that vein, I have chosen to speak about the changing situation of the
Welfare State, which appears to be under stress.** I want to examine
why this is so and whether there are ways to protect the very important
coniributions the social services have made to modern society.

What is the Welfare State? Step by step with the emergence of
industrial society during the past century there has been a rapid growth
of public programs, with the purpose of providing minimum standards
of inome, health, and housing to all citizens as a political right
(Wilensky, 1975; Logue, 1979). That description captures the essence
of the Welfare State, but I would add one further requirement, namely
that the public programs concerned with social welfare account for a
substantial part of the nation’s economy. We shall assume that in a
Welfare State at least 10 percent of its gross national product is distri-
buted in this way.

* Arnuf M. Pins Memorial Lecture, Paul Baerwald School of Social Wark,
The Hebrew University of Jerusatem, February 4, 1981,

* 1 want to acknowledge the valuable help of Mr. Peter Schweig, Librarian of

the Paul Baerwald School; in collecting materials for this paper,




As consultant to the Baerwald School, and teacher of social work super-
vision, he left a permanent imprint on the staff and students. His
intense pre-occupation with his profession led to the launching of
numerous projects and programs at Baerwald and schools of social work
in other unversities. JDC-Israel will reap the bountiful harvest he sowed
for many years to come. His living monument is the cadre he left
behind to carry on his work; the people he selected to breath life into
the many programs he helped shape and turn into vital, functioning
services.

His impact will echo and re-echo through the community center move-
ment which he was so instrumental in developing and through his
leadership in ESHEL, the Association for the Planning and Develop-
ment of Services to the Aged. His influence will long be felt in the
education and training of social workers through the development
of curricula, and through his active teaching in the classroom.

Even in the darkest days of his illness, he labored to the end to ensure
that Israe] would be a better place to live in. The lives of scores of
thousands of people who never knew Arnie have been made richer by
his labors.

May his memory be a blessing — and a light for others to follow.
Zev Hymowitz

Director
IDC—Israel

INTRODUCTION

The Dr. Arnulf M. Pins Annual Memorial Lecture was instituted on the
first anniversary of his death in February 1979, when an address was
delivered by Dr. Israel Katz, Minister of Labor & Social Affairs. On that
occasion the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee announced
the establishment at Hebrew University of the Dr. Arnulf M. Pins
Annual Visiting Lectureship Program in Social Work Education and
Supervision. .

This endowment fund permits the Paul Baerwald School of Social Work
to invite, on an annual basis, a social work expert to serve as a visiting
professor, The designated purpose of the program is to further the
professional teaching and practice contribution of the late Dr. Arnulf
M. Pins in'the areas of social work education and supervision..

The first Visiting Professor was Arnold Gurin of Brandeis University.
The 1981 AM. Pins Visiting Professor was Robert Perlman of Brandeis
University who delivered The Pins Memorial Address on February 4,
1981, ' : S f

We are grateful to the many friends of Arnie Pins who have made this -
living memorial possible. Through their generosity, Arnie’s rich legacy

of commitment to social work and to his people will be the inheritance

of future social workers and community center directors and personnel

in Israel.

Professor Abraham Doron
Director '
Paul Baerwald School of Social Work
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