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Functions of a welfare state

Å Insurance and life-cycle smoothing: shift from family 

to state

Å Redistribution: income highly unequal => median 

voter gains from equalization 

Å NEXT FEW SLIDES LOOKS AT INEQUALITY AND 

EFFECTS OF REDISTRIBUTION ON REDUCTION 

OF INEQUALITY







Taxation of top incomes (Atkinson 2007)











How do welfare states achieve inequality 

reduction?

In different waysé



Three types of welfare state? (Esping-Andersen 

1990)

Å Method fails to replicate (Scruggs & Allan 2008)!

1. Liberal (e.g. U.K.)   reducing poverty

Å Beveridge report, 1942: In establishing a national 

minimum, it should leave room and encouragement for 

voluntary action by each individual to provide more 

than that minimum for himself and his family

2. Corporatist (e.g. France)  maintaining 

stability

3. Social democratic (e.g. Sweden) achieving 

equality



Types of 

social 

insurance 

(Korpi & 

Palme 

1998)

Continental 

Europe

Anglophone Scandinavian

Australia
Diamonds show:

-Rich at the top poor at the bottom

-Width relative to population size

-Welfare coverage lines:

Horizontal = universal

Vertical = private or conditional



Explaining variation

1. Economic development

2. Left-wing parties

Å female legislators

3. Political institutions

Å political inputðrepresentativeness

Å state capacityðveto points

4. Social homogeneity, especially racial or ethnic

5. Distributions of income and unemployment risk

6. Beliefs

7. Endogenous: type of welfare state





Baldwin & Huber (APSR, 2010) 



Wlezien  and Soroka  (BJPS 2019) ï Trends in welfare spending 
and attitudes to welfare spending in the USA

ÅWelfare spending 

has been going up in 

the USA as 

elsewhere

ÅBut preferences for 

relative spending 

suggests US public 

always want same or 

less

ÅHow to reconcile the 

two?





ñthe [US] economy has powerful, pro-cyclical effects on preferences for redistribution 
[as a result of GDP growth]. That upward trend in preferences is partly offset by 

growing income inequality, which dampens support for redistributioné There also are 
counter-cyclical economic effects owing specifically to unemployment, which produce 
short-term ebbs and flows in support for welfare around the upward trend driven by 

long-term economic growth.ò Wlezien and Soroka (BJPS 2019) 



Party politics and welfare spending, c. 1980

(Huber & Stephens 2001, table 4.1)
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(Alesina & Glaeser 2004, p. 86)

Å estimate this accounts for half the difference between USA and 

Europe
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Political structure and welfare spending, c. 1980 

(Huber & Stephens 2001, table 4.1)
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Probability that two randomly chosen people will be from different groups

 Between group 

inequality 

(Baldwin & 

Huber 2010): 

Gini coefficient 

with individuals 

given their 

group s average 

income

Ethnic or Racial Homogeneity
Racial division (Alesina & Glaeser 

2004)
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Structure of income distribution (Lupu & Pontusson 2011)

Å compressed upper half => middle-earners feel closer to rich => 

oppose redistribution

Å compressed lower half => middle-earners feel closer to poor => 

support redistribution

Å Compare with the, ñwe are the 99%ò slogan. 

Income distribution and risk structure


