Chapter 7

Industrial Capitalist Societies

This chapter continues the discussion of capitalism by looking at modern industrial capitalist societies.  In particular, it explores several evolutionary transformations closely associated with the rise and expansion of industrial capitalism: the emergence of industrial stratification systems and welfare states, the rise of parliamentary democratic forms of government, the emergence of mass education, and the reduction in the size of families.  The chapter concludes by asking whether industrial capitalist societies have made a transition to so-called postindustrial societies.

STRATIFICATION IN INDUSTRIAL CAPITALIST SOCIETIES
As we saw in an earlier chapter, the movement of societies from the hunter-gatherer to the agrarian stage is closely associated with the development of increasingly complex and extreme forms of stratification. However, as Gerhard Lenski (1966) has shown, with the passage from agrarian to industrial societies a reversal of this trend seems to have occurred. In industrial societies the dominant economic class claims a smaller share of national income and wealth, and there has been a diffusion of income throughout the population to an extent unimaginable to the average members of agrarian societies.

Nonetheless, the inequalities of contemporary industrial societies are significant enough to permit analysis on their own terms, not just in terms of a broad comparison with the past (Rossides, 1976).  What are these inequalities like?

Income Inequalities
Data collected under the auspices of the U.S. government (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1984) show that, for 1982, the highest-paid 5 percent of Americans received 16.0 percent of the total national income. When the data are divided into income quintiles (fifths) of the population, they show the following: The top income quintile received 42.7 percent of the total national income, the next quintile 24.3 percent, the middle quintile 17.1 percent, the next-to-lowest quintile 11.2 percent, and the bottom quintile a mere 4.7 percent of the total.  Between this time and 1995 income inequality increased modestly (Kingston, 2000).  The top 5 percent of the income distribution increased its share of income to 20 percent. In terms of income quintiles, the top quintile took 46.5 percent of the total income, the second quintile 23.2 percent, the third quintile 15.8 percent, the fourth quintile 10.1 percent, and the bottom quintile 4.4 percent.  


The simplest way of measuring income inequality is through use of the Gini coefficient.  This is a number varying from 0 to 1.0, with 0 indicating that everyone has exactly the same income and 1.0 indicating that one household has all of the income.  Different Gini coefficients are reported for the United States for recent decades, but these usually average in the range of .40 to .45, indicating that income inequality is moderate to high.  The United States has the greatest degree of income inequality for all advanced capitalist societies.  Some other reported Gini coefficients (for the year 1999) are .368 for the United Kingdom, .352 for Australia, .327 for France, .300 for Germany, .273 for Italy, .250 for Sweden, .249 for Japan, and .247 for Denmark (World Bank, 2003).  

These data, however, do not fully reveal the actual extent of income disparities. A more adequate picture of overall income distribution is obtained when income deciles (tenths), rather than quintiles, are used in the analysis. Gabriel Kolko (1962) has calculated the distribution of income in the United States from 1910 to 1959 using income deciles. The data he presents reveal a highly unequal distribution of income that did not change in any major way during this entire period. For example, in 1910 the top income decile received 33.9 percent of the total income, while the bottom decile received only 3.4 percent of the total. By 1959 the income share going to the top tenth had declined slightly, to 28.9 percent, but so had the share going to the bottom tenth, to 1.1 percent. The bottom 50 percent of the population received only 27 percent of the national personal income in 1910, and by 1959 the share of this poorer half had even declined slightly, to 23 percent. Thus, for both 1910 and 1959 the top 10 percent of the population received a greater total income than the bottom 50 percent. Throughout the entire period the only income groups to experience significant increases in income shares were the second- and third-richest income deciles, which experienced modest increases. As hardly needs saying, these groups were not among those in serious need of a greater share of the national income (Kolko, 1962).  Some forty years after Kolko did his research, we find that the income distribution has not changed all that much.  In 1999 the top income decile received 30.5 percent of the total income, whereas the bottom decile received 1.8 percent (World Bank, 2003). 

These data support two major conclusions: There are vast inequalities in the distribution of income in the United States, and this pattern of unequal distribution showed no significant trend toward greater equalization throughout the twentieth century. In fact, during the 1990s income inequality actually increased somewhat.  While there have been major increases in the standard of living for a large part of the American population during the twentieth century, such increases should not be confused, as they often are, with any trend toward income equalization.

It is likely, however, that even these figures understate the real extent of income inequality in American society, for there are forms of income that go unreflected in the figures. Many persons receive considerable amounts of “income in kind” rather than in direct cash payments, and such income is quite disproportionately concentrated among the already wealthy. Income in kind is especially prominent among the top income tenth, and especially among the top 5 percent (Kolko, 1962). It takes the form of expense accounts and many other types of executive benefits, and such benefits have long been an acknowledged form of the remuneration of many corporate executives (Kolko, 1962). Large-scale and often unlimited expense accounts have for many years been commonly extended to persons employed in or near the upper reaches of the corporate world. The top corporate elite also commonly receive such material benefits as a company car, a gas credit card, country club memberships, and even such luxuries as the use of yachts and private planes and company-paid jaunts to private retreats and exotic watering places (Kolko, 1962). While all these benefits do not count as forms of reportable personal income, they constitute just as real forms of material privilege nonetheless.

The existing income distribution figures also fail to reflect income that goes unreported and dividend income from stock ownership that remains undisbursed to stock owners. Kolko believes that this unreported income, mainly in the form of dividends, interest, and so on, is largely confined to persons in the upper-income brackets. Not reporting such income is, of course, illegal, but it is apparently a wide-spread practice nevertheless. Were such income to be included in the income distribution figures, the pattern of income inequality would be even more extreme than it already is. In addition to such practices, there are legal ways in which actual income can go unreported. As Kolko notes, corporations often vote to retain dividend earnings on stock so that their wealthy, stock-owning directors will not be personally liable to pay taxes on the dividend income. The upshot of this practice is that “the corporations represent vast income reserves for the economic elite” (Kolko, 1962:23).

It is widely believed that taxation, through the allegedly “progressive” income tax, has served to reduce income inequalities and bring about a redistribution of income from wealthier to poorer individuals. This belief, however, is largely unjustified. Available studies show that taxation produces no notable equalization of income (Rossides, 1976). Actual rates of taxation of the American public indicate a huge gap between theory and practice in the tax structure. While the federal income tax is, in principle, progressive, the rich have built so many loopholes and safeguards into the tax laws that they are able to avoid any major redistribution of their huge incomes. Indeed, the rich have become so skilled at tax avoidance that they have placed the actual burden of taxation onto the shoulders of low- and middle-income groups (Kolko, 1962).

Britain displays similar inequalities in the distribution of income and wealth. Estimates show that in 1979 the top income tenth in the United Kingdom commanded 26.1 percent of the total income, while the bottom 30 percent received only 10.4 percent (Atkinson, 1983:63). This pattern changed little since 1954, when the top income tenth received 30.1 percent of the income and the bottom 30 percent received 10.3 percent (Atkinson, 1983:63). These are pretax figures, but calculations show that, for the United Kingdom just as for the United States, taxation has affected the income distribution only slightly (Atkinson, 1983:63).  More recent data for Britain, available only for income quintiles, show that in 1991 the top quintile received 41 percent of the total income, the second quintile 23 percent, the third quintile 16 percent, the fourth quintile 12 percent, and the bottom quintile 8 percent (Deininger and Squire, 1996)

Yet caution is called for in the interpretation of all these data. Despite the vast income inequalities in the United States and other advanced capitalist societies, the extent of social mobility (discussed below) in all of these countries shows that the richest and the poorest individuals are in many cases not the same people from one time period to another.  Paul Kingston (2000:84) shows that in the short space of the seven years between 1971 and 1978 there was a striking movement of people between income quintiles:

More than half . . . of the top quintile in 1971 fell from this level by 1978, and more than a fifth had moved to the lower three quintiles. . . . Indeed, across the entire range of income levels, mobility was a common occurrence.  Overall 60 percent moved to a different income quintile, and almost a quarter moved at least two quintiles.

Thus, although the gap between the rich and the poor is vast, not all of the rich remain rich nor do all of the poor remain poor.  Many of those in the bottom quintiles improve their income situation over time, and many of those in the top quintiles suffer appreciable income declines.  This takes some of the edge off income inequality under modern capitalism. 

Inequalities of Wealth
The distribution of total wealth (total assets minus liabilities) in the United States reveals much greater extremes than the distribution of income. Indeed, wealth is enormously concentrated at the top. Data collected by the federal government (Office of Management and the Budget, 1973) show the following pattern of distribution for 1962: The wealthiest quintile of the population owned 76 percent of the total wealth, the next quintile 15.5 percent, the middle quintile 6.2 percent, the next-to-poorest quintile only 2.1 percent, and the poorest fifth a minuscule 0.2 percent. Such figures reveal an enormous concentration of property, demonstrating that the wealthiest 20 percent of the population possesses more than three times the total wealth held by the remaining 80 percent.  

Additional data on the concentration of wealth show essentially the same pattern. In 1972 the top 1 percent of the population held 56.5 percent of the total corporate stock, 60 percent of all bonds, and 89.9 percent of all trusts (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982). Closer scrutiny reveals that most of these assets are actually concentrated within the top 0.5 percent of the population. For the same year the top 0.5 percent owned 49.3 percent of the corporate stock, 52.2 percent of the bonds, and 80.8 percent of the trusts (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982).  It is true that in recent years there has been a large increase in the number of Americans who are stockowners, but stock ownership is still extremely unequal.  In 1989, 46 percent of stock was owned by the “super rich,” another 43 percent by the “rich,” and the remainder of the population owned only about 11 percent of total stock (Wolff, 1995).  


The most recent extensive research on wealth inequality in the United States has been carried out by Lisa Keister (2000a, 2004; Keister and Moller, 2000).  Her research shows that the top wealth quintile owned nearly 85 percent of total wealth as of the early 1990s.  However, this ownership was heavily concentrated within the upper segment of the top quintile, as the top 1 percent of wealth owners possessed almost 40 percent of total wealth and almost 50 percent of financial assets. In 1989 the Gini coefficient for wealth inequality was an extremely large .89, and in the late 1990s the Gini coefficient for financial wealth was a huge .94 (Keister and Moller, 2000; Keister, 2004). 


Keister’s research also focuses on changes in wealth inequality between 1962 and the 1990s. There is a clear trend toward greater inequality in wealth. In 1962 the top 1 percent of wealth owners possessed 33.5 percent of the total wealth, but that had increased to 38.5 percent by 1995. The percentage of the U.S. population owning no wealth increased from 11 to 19 percent during the same period, and the Gini coefficient increased from .80 to .87.  For a long period the United States had less wealth inequality than several European countries, but during the 1990s the United States gained the dubious distinction of being number one in wealth inequality.


Who are the wealthy and what do they own?  In 1962 the average wealth of the top 1 percent of the wealth distribution was $3.2 million, and this had more than doubled in constant (inflation-adjusted) dollars, to $6.7 million, by 1995.  This compares to a total wealth of only about $31,000 for the average household in 1962, a figure that had risen to $41,000 in constant dollars by 1995.  In 1995 the extremely wealthy held about two-thirds of their wealth in business assets and stocks and bonds, whereas the largest item of wealth for the average household is their primary residence (amounting to about 30 percent of their wealth in 1995) (Keister, 2000a).


Keister argues that the stratified nature of American society becomes more evident when wealth inequality is added to income inequality.  Somewhat surprisingly, wealth inequality and income inequality are rather weakly correlated.  Keister believes that wealth inequality is a truer measure of the real extent of economic inequality.  As she puts it (2000a:9):

When wealth (rather than income) is used as an indicator of family economic well-being, a different picture of advantage and disadvantage emerges; this suggests that our understanding of social inequality and social mobility has been limited by our nearly total focus on income.  Moreover, because of the financial security and other advantages associated with wealth ownership, the control of wealth has been an important determinant of well-being throughout history, and the truly advantaged are still signaled by high net worth.

Keister goes on to remark that income is really a measure of short-term economic security, whereas wealth involves more permanent and long-run security.  Since income and wealth inequality are weakly correlated, and since wealth inequality is substantially greater than income inequality, Keister argues that the United States is actually a more unequal society than it is usually considered to be, even by sociologists. Keister also presents evidence showing that wealth mobility is much more limited than mobility from one occupational and income group to another; this suggests to her not only a highly unequal society, but a very rigidly stratified one as well. 

Regarding the distribution of wealth in Britain, Westergaard and Resler (1975) have shown that, in 1954, the richest 5 percent of the population owned 48 percent of all cash and bank deposits, 71 percent of all government and municipal securities, and 96 percent of corporate stock. More recent data for all wealth categories show that the richest 5 percent possessed 45 percent of the wealth in 1979 (Atkinson, 1983:161). Although the distribution of wealth is somewhat less unequal now than it once was (Atkinson, 1983:168), the concentration of wealth is still enormous. Britain remains, like the United States and all modern capitalist societies, a society permeated by deep economic inequalities (Westergaard and Resler, 1975).  Unfortunately, we have yet to see research on wealth inequality in Britain that is comparable to Keister’s research on the United States.  However, if Keister is right about the greater importance of wealth inequality relative to income inequality in the United States, the same should be true of Britain and other advanced capitalist societies.

The Class Structure of Industrial Capitalist Societies

There is no single way of conceptualizing the class structure of industrial capitalist societies. Daniel Rossides’s (1990) analysis of the class structure of contemporary American society is probably as good as any. Rossides identifies five major social classes in the contemporary United States: the upper class, the upper-middle class, the lower-middle class, the working class, and the lower class.

The upper class, no more than 1 or 2 percent of the population, consists of those families possessing great wealth and power, much of which is derived from inheritance. The members of this class occupy the key positions in corporations, banks, insurance companies, and so on. They enjoy very high prestige and are often strongly oriented toward the consumption of elite symbolic culture (e.g., fine art and music). In short, this class is an extraordinarily privileged, powerful, and prestigious segment of the American social structure. In Marxian language, this is the capitalist class. 

The upper-middle class is composed primarily of successful business managers, members of the learned professions (e.g., law, medicine, architecture), and well-placed civil and military officials. Totalling approximately 10 percent of the population, its members generally earn high incomes and accumulate substantial wealth through savings and investment, and they typically enjoy high social prestige. The lower-middle class, consisting of approximately 30 percent of the population, mainly includes small businessmen, lower-level professionals (e.g., public school teachers, social workers, nurses), and sales and clerical workers. Most persons in this class receive moderate incomes and have but small amounts of savings and other personal wealth. Only fairly modest levels of prestige are accorded the members of this class.

The working class in American society comprises roughly 40 percent of the population. The members of this class are employed as skilled, semiskilled, or unskilled manual and service workers. The class as a whole is subject to fairly high rates of unemployment, and its members frequently suffer under the burdens of no savings or investments and low social prestige. The incomes received by persons in this class are relatively low, on average, when compared to the incomes received by members of higher classes. The lower class, roughly 15 percent of the American population, consists of those persons who may be regarded as living under conditions of poverty. Included in this class are “the chronically unemployed, underemployed, and underpaid, abandoned mothers, and the poor who are sick, disabled, or old” (Rossides, 1976:28). The members of this class suffer from greater or lesser degrees of acute economic distress, and have extremely low social prestige. 

In Rossides’s conceptualization, it is occupation that is the centerpoint for the identification of a person’s class position, and most other class schemes developed by sociologists have also used occupation as the basis for the identification of classes (cf. Giddens, 1973; Goldthorpe, 1980; Gilbert and Kahl, 1993; Kingston, 2000).  However, the sociologist Erik Olin Wright (1985) has tried to map the class structure from a Marxian perspective.  He uses three criteria for identifying a social class: ownership or nonownership of the means of production, possession of credential assets, and possession of organizational assets.  This yields the following classes:

Owning Classes
· Capitalists (owners of the means of production who employ ten or more workers and who earn their incomes through the exploitation of workers).

· Small employers (owners who earn their incomes through the exploitation of workers but who employ fewer than ten workers).

· Petty bourgeoisie (owners of small businesses who employ no workers).

Nonowning Classes
· Expert managers (nonowners who have high educational credentials and high organizational authority).

· Expert supervisors (nonowners who have high educational credentials and moderate organizational authority).

· Expert nonmanagers (nonowners who have high educational credentials and no organizational authority).

· Semicredentialed managers (nonowners who have moderate educational credentials and high organizational authority).

· Semicredentialed supervisors (nonowners who have moderate educational credentials and moderate organizational authority).

· Semicredentialed workers (nonowners who have moderate educational credentials and no organizational authority).

· Uncredentialed managers (nonowners who have low educational credentials  and high organizational authority).

· Uncredentialed supervisors (nonowners who have low educational credentials and moderate organizational authority).

· Proletarians (nonowning workers who possess no credential or authority assets).


Wright’s scheme is a commendable effort to conceptualize class in terms of the possession of certain kinds of valuable resources, but it suffers from two serious flaws. One is that, in identifying twelve classes, it is somewhat unwieldly.  Some of the classes are very small, comprising only about two or three percent of the population.  The other problem, potentially more serious, is that Wright insists on seeing class as resting on some type of exploitative relationship.  Classes are viewed as either exploiting other classes, as being exploited by other classes, or as being both exploited and an exploiter.  There is a certain logic to this, at least in a technical Marxian sense, when we are dealing with capitalists, small employers, and proletarians, but it makes little sense to think of credentialed managers and supervisors as exploiting those classes that have fewer credential or organizational assets.  Such groups are merely capitalizing on valuable resources to advance their own situation and are not intent on disadvantaging (and do not need to disadvantage) other groups in order to do so.  

Social Mobility within Modern Capitalism

A belief widespread among the members of modern capitalist societies is that one’s class position need not be fixed at birth. It is thought that all individuals have good opportunities for moving up to a higher class – that is, for upward social mobility. This idea has taken a particularly strong hold in the United States, where it tends to dominate thinking about the nature of stratification. Most Americans believe that the American class system is highly “open,” permitting a high degree of upward movement for persons who have the necessary motivation to get ahead. To what extent is this belief in the opportunity structure of modern capitalism justified?


When sociologists study mobility they distinguish between intergenerational and intragenerational mobility.  Intergenerational mobility is movement up or down relative to the class position one was born into, that is, the class position of one’s parents.  If a woman is a lawyer and her father was a salesperson or ran his own business, then she has been intergenerationally upwardly mobile.  But if a man’s father was a salesperson and he himself is a semiskilled worker, then he has been downwardly intergenerationally mobile.  Intragenerational mobility means movement from one’s first job to the job one holds, say, in mid-career.  Thus, if a man’s first job was as a clerk in a company’s mailroom but twenty years later he has become a leading manager in the same company, then he has been upwardly mobile in an intragenerational sense.  Most studies of mobility are of intergenerational mobility.

Paul Kingston (2000) has summarized the results of a number of major studies of mobility in the United States, especially those of Blau and Duncan (1967), Featherman and Hauser (1978), and Erikson and Goldthorpe (1993).  He shows that mobility is a pervasive feature of American society.  For example, in looking at the composition of the upper-middle class in 1973, Kingston shows that only 29 percent of its members were themselves upper-middle class in origin.  The remaining 71 percent of the members of this class came from  the lower-middle class (17 percent), the working class (42 percent), or the farming population (12 percent).  Similarly, only 16 percent of the lower-middle class had themselves been born into that class.  Fifteen percent came from the upper-middle class, 52 percent from the working class, and 18 percent from the farming population.  

These findings concern what are called mobility inflows – the extent to which a social class is composed of people whose origins were in other social classes.  We also need to look at mobility outflows – the extent to which people born into one social class end up in another.  In the United States in 1973 we find, for example, that 59 percent of individuals whose origins were upper-middle class remained in that class, whereas the remainder were downwardly mobile into other classes.  Of the lower-middle class, only 17 percent remained there.  Forty-five percent moved up into the upper-middle class, and 38 percent moved down into the working class or the farming population.  Similar patterns are found for the working class: most people who start out in it end up elsewhere, with fully 27 percent moving all the way into the upper-middle class.  Kingston shows that, overall, more than two-thirds of individuals end up in a social class that they did not start out in, with 51 percent being upwardly mobile and 17 percent moving down.  This indicates a very high level of mobility indeed, a good deal of it being over moderate to long distances.  Moreover, similarly high rates of mobility are found if we use other class schemes, such as Wright’s Marxian scheme.

It is sometimes argued that the United States is unusual in its high mobility rates, but an examination of other industrial capitalist societies shows that this is not true.  Mobility rates are very similar across all of these societies. Total mobility outflow rates range from a low of 62 percent in West Germany, to a high of 73 percent in Sweden, Japan, and the United States (Erikson and Goldthorpe, 1993; Kingston, 2000), with the average being 69 percent. Even less-industrialized Ireland and Northern Ireland, as well as state socialist Hungary and Poland, have comparable rates.  

Why is there so much mobility in industrial capitalist societies?  The answer has little to do with an ideology of opportunity, as is so emphasized by Americans, and mostly to do with changes in the occupational structure that are induced by constant technological advancement. Throughout the twentieth century all industrial capitalist societies have, for example, greatly expanded the number of white-collar jobs available. Many of these jobs could be filled only by recruiting persons from lower social classes – manual workers and farmers. As Paul Kingston (2000:63) argues,

Technological change, not some democratically opening up of the system, was the prime instigator of social mobility.

. . . Americans can’t congratulate themselves on creating much opportunity beyond what was systematically demanded by economic transformation.  Were it not for the unintended consequences of technological change, social mobility – the sine qua non of opportunity – would be much lower than the actual rates that we experienced.


Most studies of mobility, especially the best-known ones, have considered only men for the simple reason that most fulltime workers were men when these studies were conducted.  Now that women are much more prominently represented in the fulltime occupational structure, studies of mobility among women are beginning to be conducted.  These show that mobility among women is just as common as mobility among men.  However, more complexity is now introduced into the study of mobility patterns because husbands and wives often perform different kinds of work and thus, in essence, belong to different social classes.  This makes it more difficult to identify the class origins of the sons and daughters of such couples, and thus more difficult to identify the extent of their mobility or even whether or not they are mobile.  It is hoped that in time this new problem will be ironed out. 

THE ORIGINS OF PARLIAMENTARY DEMOCRACY
Where we find highly developed capitalist societies, we find parliamentary democracy as the dominant form of political life.  In fact, there is no real exception to this generalization. But what is meant by the term “democratic”? In its literal sense, democracy means “government by and for the people.” This meaning implies the absence of a ruling elite that makes governmental decisions independently of the wishes of the populace as a whole. But it would be a distortion to restrict the concept to this literal meaning, since it is doubtful that any such form of government exists anywhere in the world above the tribal level of society. Rather, borrowing from Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens (1992), democracy shall be conceived as a system of government having the following four characteristics:

· The existence of a parliamentary or congressional body having a power base separate from that of presidents or prime ministers.

· The regular, free, and fair election of government officials to office by means of universal suffrage (i.e., the entire adult population maintains the right to vote).

· Responsibility of the remaining segments of government to the parliament or congress.

· The granting of individual rights and freedoms to the mass of the population and the general honoring of these liberties.

A distinction should be drawn between formal and substantive democracy, as well as between restricted and unrestricted democracy (Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens, 1992). A formal democracy is a government that has officially declared itself to be a democracy, but whose actions are in fact inconsistent with its declarations. Formal democracies are governments that lack genuine democratic behavior and that are democratic in name only. Elections are held, but they are neither fair nor free, and political rights may be acknowledged in principle but are largely ignored in practice. Throughout the Third World today we find many countries that fall into this category. Substantive democracies, on the other hand, are genuine democracies, those that are democratic in both name and deed. 

A restricted democracy is one in which the four principles mentioned above prevail, but in which there is some restriction or limitation placed on them. For example, individual rights and freedoms may be limited in various ways, or the right to vote may be restricted to certain segments of the population by such criteria as property ownership, sex, or race. All of today’s societies with full substantive democracy –unrestricted democracies – began as restricted democracies, and most of these have had unrestricted democracy for only a surprisingly short length of time (not until 1920 or even later). For example, in the United States voting rights were originally extended only to free, white, adult men who owned property, and it was many years before blacks and women gained voting privileges. And in the early days of suffrage in Britain, property owners and other men of privilege were allowed two votes instead of one.  

In the formation of modern parliamentary democracies the parliamentary aspect 

emerged first and suffrage followed considerably later. It was not until the middle of the nineteenth century that universal (male) suffrage began to be established in governments that were already parliamentary in nature, and true universal suffrage – suffrage for both men and women – did not emerge until after about 1920.  The first four governments to grant full voting rights to at least the male segment of the population were Switzerland (1848), France (1877), Norway (1898), and Denmark (1915). These four were followed fairly rapidly by four more: Sweden, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Great Britain. The earliest democracies to develop outside western Europe emerged in the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. All of these societies were settler colonies that originally hived off from Great Britain. There were several other European countries that made the transition to democracy but that were able to maintain democratic institutions only for a brief period: Austria-Hungary, Spain, Italy, and Germany. All four have since regained democratic institutions, but it is clear that their paths to democracy were strewn with severe obstacles (Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens, 1992).

How do we explain the evolution of parliamentary democratic modes of government? It will not escape attention that democracy has evolved in the West, and 

especially in connection with the development of modern capitalism. Indeed, every core capitalist society in the world today is, without exception, characterized by a genuinely democratic political system. Such a striking correlation cannot possibly have occurred by accident, and a causal connection is undoubtedly present. But what kind of connection? There is a Marxian explanation, which goes something like this: the form of government is a result of the form of economy and the social class that dominates the economy. Capitalist societies are dominated by a bourgeoisie, and parliamentary democracy is the form of government best suited to advancing the economic interests of the bourgeoisie. This is because parliamentary democracy gives capitalists the maximum economic freedom to maneuver, both locally and globally, in their search for profits. It interferes minimally with what capitalists want to do. Monarchy suited feudalism and early capitalism, but with the advance of capitalism the restrictions of monarchy were too great, and so it had to be destroyed and replaced by the form of government that we see in capitalist societies today.

This line of argument has been advanced by such scholars as Barrington Moore (1966) and Albert Szymanski (1978). Moore has argued that the English Civil War of the 1640s marked parliament’s gaining the upper hand in government (over the king) because of the rise to dominance of capitalist farmers in England. Parliamentary democracy became dominant because parliament represented the economic interests of capitalists. Szymanski has made essentially the same argument, contending that as capitalists became the dominant economic class they established parliamentary forms of government because “these forms are best suited to articulate the diverse interests within this class and work out a common class will” (1978:147).  A crucial consideration for capitalists is that they have freedom of economic maneuver, and a parliamentary form of government is the one best designed to protect this freedom.  As Szymanski (1978:150) puts it, “businesses must have assurances from the state that it will not 

arbitrarily interfere with the system of contracts and expectations. The best 

guarantee of moderation and lack of arbitrariness on the part of the state is 

the parliamentary form.” 

The Marxian argument does seem to be correct for the parliamentary dimension of democracy, but it does not hold up for that dimension of democracy that many regard as the most important – universal suffrage. This has been shown in an excellent study by Dietrich Rueschemeyer, Evelyne Huber Stephens, and John D. Stephens, Capitalist Development and Democracy (1992). In a detailed comparative and historical analysis, these authors have shown that in most cases capitalists have been hostile to the political inclusion of the masses, largely because they fear the power that workers might acquire through the vote. There are almost no instances, they claim, in which the bourgeoisie has favored the development of genuine democracy in Western capitalist societies. Then why is there such a striking association between capitalism and democracy? Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens’s answer is that capitalism has created large working classes that have organized themselves and pressed hard for citizenship rights, especially the right to vote. The authors show that democracy developed earliest and most fully in those capitalist societies that were in the forefront of industrial capitalist development and thus had the largest and best-organized working classes.

Democracy was most greatly resisted, on the other hand, in those societies where 

industrial capitalist development was retarded. In these societies, industrialization was slower and as a result the working classes remained small and politically anemic. Moreover, such societies were ones in which the landlord class still held considerable economic and political power, and this class is virtually always extremely hostile to democracy. Landlords are engaged in the exploitation of peasants through their direct submission and political subordination – what Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens call labor-repressive agriculture – and as long as landlords remain important in the economy democracy can advance but little. The authors point to Austria-Hungary, Spain, Italy, and Germany as the four Western European societies in which democracy emerged late and with great difficulty, and indeed all four societies are those in which landlords maintained considerable economic power well into the twentieth century. Of these four, Spain was the last to develop democratic institutions and it was a society whose landed upper class was slow to disappear.

Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens argue that the route to democracy in the 

British settler colonies was somewhat different. These were societies that inherited the political achievements of Great Britain, which gave them a favorable and early start. In addition, the enormous availability of cheap land allowed for the development of a large class of independent farmers. Except for the slavery in the U.S. South, there was no system of labor-repressive agriculture, and (again with the exception of the U.S. South) the landed upper class did not control the state. And eventually the working classes in these societies did become strong and press for political inclusion. All of these conditions were highly favorable to the development of full substantive democracy. The authors also look at the failure of much substantive democracy to develop in Latin America, arguing that the great economic power of the landed upper classes in this region has been a severe barrier to democracy.

The theory of Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens is a non-Marxian materialist interpretation that seeks the explanation for the emergence and growth of 

democracy in the development of capitalism, but it is not because of the economic interests of capitalists that democracy advances. It advances in spite of these economic interests, and because of one of the fundamental contradictions of capitalism: the creation of large working classes that are able to use their strength in numbers and organization to advance their own interests against the interests of capitalists. Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens’s work is an enormous intellectual advance, a tremendous achievement in our understanding of the evolution of modern democracy.


However, these authors may have missed an important part of the story.  In the most extensive research on democracy ever undertaken using quantitative data, Tatu Vanhanen (1997, 2003) has looked at democratization in a large number of nation-states between 1850 and the present.  Vanhanen’s most basic argument is that governments in complex societies will be authoritarian or autocratic when the large mass of the population lacks resources that they can use to force states to become more democratic and sensitive to their needs and aims.  Vanhanen proposes six types of resources that are useful to populations in struggling for more democratic governments: large nonagricultural populations, large urban populations, ownership of farms by independent families, high rates of literacy, high rates of university enrollments, and the deconcentration of nonagricultural economic resources.  The first five of these are fairly obvious, the last less so.  When nonagricultural economic resources are deconcentrated, their ownership and control are spread throughout many segments of a population, not being monopolized by a powerful state or by a small handful of extremely wealthy individuals.  In the state socialist societies of Eastern Europe the state controlled economic resources, and in capitalist societies of the nineteenth century economic resources were much more concentrated than they are today.  


Vanhanen combined all of these factors into a large superfactor that he calls the Index of Power Resources (IPR). He then correlated the IPR with levels of democratization in 172 countries in the early 1990s and found an extremely close relationship.  Further analyses of Vanhanen’s (Sanderson, 2002) data reveal that the IPR is closely related to levels of democratization throughout the entire period between 1850 and 2000. Vanhanen’s conclusion is that states will become democratic when the population gains power resources and remain authoritarian when people lack these resources.  He thinks of democracy as not simply an either/or situation.  Societies can have a wide range of levels of democracy, ranging from zero (no political rights, no suffrage) to very high levels (extensive political rights, universal adult suffrage).  The greater the extent of people’s power resources, the higher the level of democratization is likely to be in their society.


Unfortunately, Vanhanen makes an unwarranted assumption, which is that each of the six power resources are of equal significance in promoting democracy.  Skeptical of this assumption, one of us (Sanderson, 2002) used Vanhanen’s data to examine the separate effects of each of these resources.  It was found that the single most important power resource was the level of literacy.  This was true throughout the period between 1850 to the present.  The deconcentration of nonagricultural economic resources turned out to be the second most important factor for the period between 1980 and 2000.  (It may well have been important in early periods too, but there were no data on it available for these earlier periods to test for this possibility.)  The question is, Why should literacy be so important for democracy?  The answer seems to be that literacy is vital in providing people with both political knowledge and the possibility of communication and organization for political ends.  Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens stress the growth of the working class as the key to democracy, but it would appear that it takes more than just a large working class to bring about democratization.  The more literate that working class is, and the more its members are able to communicate with each other on political issues of vital concern to themselves, the greater the chances that they can put pressure on their governments to expand political rights and suffrage. A final question would then be, what is the main cause of literacy?  The answer is undoubtedly the development and expansion of mass primary education, the causes of which we discuss later in this chapter.  

CAPITALISM AND THE WELFARE STATE
In the twentieth century all modern industrial capitalist societies have created large-scale welfare states that, to one extent or another, have been designed to improve the situation of various groups in society, in particular the working class. But there is no single type of welfare state, there being considerable variation in its nature. Gøsta Esping-Andersen (1990) has identified three different welfare state clusters. First there is what he calls the liberal welfare state. This type of welfare state is a “minimalist” system in that the government provides citizens with meager to modest income support and a limited amount of assistance in other ways. The clientele consists largely of the lowest-income segments of the working class. Strong work-ethic norms prevail, and entitlement rules are very strict. The United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, and Australia are the best examples of this type of welfare system.

Conservative welfare states are found in such European countries as Austria, France, Germany, and Italy. Here social benefits are provided to the large mass of the population, but these are highly status differentiated. There are numerous social insurance schemes, each with its own particular rules, finances, and benefit structure. For example, in Germany “Bismarck’s pension for workers was not to be blended with that for miners and certainly not with the social policy for civil servants or for white-collar employees” (Esping-Andersen, 1990:60). Social insurance normally excludes nonworking wives, and family benefits are designed so as to encourage motherhood. Day care services are poorly developed.

The final type of welfare state, the social democratic state, provides the greatest number and degree of benefits. This “maximalist” welfare state stands at the opposite extreme from the liberal welfare state. The social democratic welfare state aims to provide a high level of social and economic equality for all citizens, with the working class enjoying the same benefits as the members of higher social classes. As Esping-Andersen notes, everyone benefits and everyone feels obligated to pay for the benefits that all receive. This type of welfare state is most characteristic of Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and to some extent the Netherlands.

Esping-Andersen argues that the most critical feature of a welfare state is the degree to which it has decommodified work. Capitalism is the essence of commodified work. Work is commodified when its function is to provide the labor that will produce profits for capitalists, and when little or no provision has been made for the well-being of the worker. Work is decommodified to the extent that the debilitating effects of its profit-inducing capacities are counterbalanced by concerns for the quality of life of the worker. This means that workers enjoy extensive benefits in regard to such things as medical insurance and sick days, maternity or parental leave, educational leave, unemployment insurance, and retirement (early or otherwise). As Esping-Andersen (1990:23) puts it, work is decommodified when “citizens can freely, and without potential loss of job, income, or general welfare, opt out of work when they themselves consider it necessary.” These are benefits that are normally enjoyed by civil servants and other white-collar workers, but in the most advanced welfare states they are extended as well to the working class. Thus the social democratic welfare states are the most decommodified, and the liberal welfare states are the least decommodified. As Esping-Andersen (1990:141) explains, the most decommodified type of welfare state 

has deliberately abandoned the minimalist philosophy, and espouses entirely new principles with regard to its proper role in the life-cycle, now often committing itself to optimize people’s capacities to work, to find work, and even to count on a good job with good pay and working environment. The goal is to allow individuals to harmonize working life with familyhood, to square the dilemmas of having children and working, and to combine productive activity with meaningful and rewarding leisure. In some countries, at least, this philosophy has buttressed recent decades of social-policy development; indeed, it often underpins the legitimacy and common understanding of many contemporary welfare states.


Why have different types of welfare states developed in different countries in the Western world?  Esping-Andersen has carried out statistical analyses to answer this question.  His analyses show that conservative welfare states have been most common in societies with a long history of authoritarian or highly autocratic states and with a very large Catholic population.  Liberal welfare states have been the outcome in societies in which the power of left-wing political parties, especially parties representing the working class, has been relatively weak.  Social democratic regimes have emerged under opposite circumstances from liberal welfare regimes: where left-wing or workers’ parties have been well organized and politically powerful (cf. Moller et al., 2003).  


If Esping-Andersen’s findings are correct, they nonetheless leave open the question as to why the working class has been well organized and powerful in some societies but not in others.  In a more recent work, John Kautsky (2002) has provided an answer to this question by way of an analysis of the rise and development of so-called socialist labor parties (not Communist parties).  Paralleling Esping-Andersen’s analysis, Kautsky shows that socialist labor parties have been strong in a number of Western European countries, especially Germany, Austria, Switzerland, Belgium, the Netherlands, Sweden, Norway, and Denmark.  Since the 1920s, such parties have often received between 40 and 50 percent of the vote (and occasionally more than 50 percent) in Austria, Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and the United Kingdom.  By contrast, in the United States and Canada, socialist labor parties have been weak (extremely weak in the case of the United States), seldom garnering more than a tiny fraction of the votes in major elections.  Kautsky argues that socialist labor parties became strong in those societies in which the political influence and social values of the nobility or aristocracy remained strong well into the twentieth century.  The aristocracy was a social class that looked down on the rest of society, even the capitalist class for a long time, and that favored a rigidly class divided and status conscious society in which it was ensconced at the top.  Aristocrats took a particularly dim view of the growing working class and wanted to keep it at the bottom of society, with no rights, material rewards, or respect.  In societies in which aristocratic power and values remained strong, workers reacted extremely negatively and were led to form socialist labor parties to advance their social and economic position.  As Kautsky notes, they were, of course, fighting against their capitalist employers, but in societies that remained rigidly hierarchical their fight also had to be against aristocratic groups.  This was especially true where the aristocracy allied itself with capitalists, as was often the case.


Kautsky presents considerable evidence that socialist labor or working-class parties were indeed strong in societies with substantial aristocratic remnants.  On the other hand, the two Western societies with the weakest socialist labor parties, the United States and Canada, were ones in which there had never been an aristocracy and where a social atmosphere of egalitarianism was present almost from the beginning.  As in Europe, workers were not well off economically, but they were treated with much greater respect and thus reacted with much less hostility under these more socially egalitarian conditions.  Kautsky also shows that a substantial socialist labor movement developed in Japan, a society with a much different cultural tradition from the West.  Socialist labor parties in Japan received approximately a third of the vote in many of the elections between 1955 and 1990.  Japanese society was, like many European societies, rigidly hierarchical, with strong aristocratic elements persisting into the second half of the twentieth century.  

What have been the main achievements of welfare states, especially those of the social democratic variety?  Have they met their major goals?  Upon their emergence in the late nineteenth century, one of the aims of the social democratic welfare states in Scandinavia was to create a more equal income distribution throughout the population. Various studies have suggested that the Scandinavian countries have been relatively unsuccessful in this endeavor, for their income distributions, even after taxation, do not differ all that much from the distributions found in other industrial capitalist societies (Parkin, 1971; Stevenson, 1974, 1982). However, as Esping-Andersen points out, looking at income distributions alone provides too narrow a framework for evaluating the achievements of this most advanced type of welfare state. For one thing, it has done a great deal to eliminate poverty. The percentage of the aged living in poverty in the United Kingdom and the United States is, for example, 29 percent and 24 percent, respectively, whereas in Sweden it is a mere 1 percent.

In addition, criteria for measuring the quality of life involve more than just the level of paid income. One has to look at such additional resources as health, housing, education, and social and political effectiveness, not to mention the extent of workplace decommodification. Esping-Andersen notes that periodic national surveys have been conducted in Sweden and Denmark since 1968 concerning the welfare state’s equalizing effects. These studies show that, despite worsening economic conditions throughout the Western world during this time, living conditions have improved and there is a trend toward greater equality in the possession of economic resources. Thus, “for Scandinavia at least, the welfare state is a mighty opponent to the economy’s inegalitarian thrust” (Esping-Andersen, 1990:57). The accomplishments of the social democratic welfare state are therefore much greater than a simple inspection of income distributions would suggest.

In their early days socialist labor parties were fairly radical.  They not only wanted a relatively egalitarian income distribution, but actually wanted to replace capitalism with socialism. Throughout the twentieth century these radical aims were greatly tempered and toned down, such that labor parties began increasingly compromising with governments and capitalists and conceding more and more.  They have come to live with capitalism and only wish to restrain its potentially negative impact.  Moreover, these parties have broadened their constituency.  They were originally only parties of the working class, but, as Kautsky points out, they have gradually evolved from “worker’s parties” into “people’s parties.” This is because the size of the working class stopped increasing during the twentieth century (and actually shrunk in a few instances).  Socialist labor parties originally expected the working class to continue to grow until it became a sizable majority of society.  But, as this failed to occur, they had to adjust their political approach by looking to attract other segments of the population, such as the lower-middle class, which was a growing class.  

THE RISE AND EXPANSION OF MASS EDUCATION
Another major feature of industrial societies is their large systems of mass education. 

Modern systems of formal education arose mainly during the nineteenth century and became consolidated in the twentieth; formal education of long duration is now the normal experience of youth in all industrial societies. Table 7.1 gives some idea of the 

[Table 7.1 here]

size of enrollments at different educational levels.  It is clear that both primary and secondary education are universal throughout the industrialized world. Tertiary education, which includes not only colleges and universities, but also business schools and other postsecondary technical schools, has also become a major part of the educational systems of industrial societies. Tertiary enrollments are now extensive in industrial societies. 

How did mass education get started and how has it expanded over time? The first Western society to introduce compulsory primary education was Germany (Prussia), which did so in 1763. Germany was followed by Denmark (1814), Sweden (1842), Norway (1848), Italy (1859), Switzerland (1874), England and Wales (1880), France (1882), the Netherlands (1900), and Belgium (1914) (Flora, 1983; Johansen, Collins, and Johnson, 1986). In the United States, the first state to establish compulsory education was Massachusetts, which did so in 1852, and by 1900 32 states had established compulsory education (Flora, 1983). Japan first began compulsory education in 1872 (Hane, 1992). By the end of the nineteenth century compulsory primary education had become well established throughout the Western world and enrollments were high (Benavot and Riddle, 1988).

Secondary education existed in the ninteenth century but did not experience significant expansion in most Western societies until the middle third of the twentieth century (Flora, 1983). Even as late as 1950 secondary education in most Western societies was still very limited, with less than 20 percent of the age group 10-19 attending a secondary school (Flora, 1983). Tertiary education, as would be expected, developed even later than secondary education. Enrollment levels in tertiary institutions were low even as late as 1965, including more than 18 percent of the relevant age group only in Canada and the United States. It was not until the 1960s that tertiary education began to expand on a major scale on its way to becoming the major social force that it is today.


What accounts for the building of mass educational systems?  One line of argument sees mass education as an essential ingredient of nation building (Meyer, Ramirez, Rubinson, and Boli-Bennett, 1977; Meyer, Tyack, Nagel, and Gordon, 1979; Boli, Ramirez, and Meyer, 1985). The proponents of this theory argue that a good theory of mass education must be able to explain the following features of modern mass educational systems:

· Mass educational systems are intended to be universal, standardized, and highly rationalized. They apply to everyone in the same fashion, cutting across the class, ethnic, racial, religious, and gender cleavages of a society.

· Mass educational systems are highly institutionalized at a world level. They are extraordinarily similar in very different societies throughout the world, and have become increasingly similar over time.

· Mass educational systems are specifically directed toward the socialization of the individual as the primary social unit. This is seen, for example, in the extent to which educational rituals celebrate individual choice and responsibility rather than the imbeddedness of individuals in such corporate groups as social classes, castes, or extended families.

The nation-building theory proposes that mass education arose in the modern world specifically as a device for the intensive socialization of the individual into the values and aspirations of the modern, rational nation-state. To build such a state, citizens have to be loyal and committed to it, and they must be sufficiently knowledgeable of political life so as to participate in it and help maintain the political system.

This theory has much to recommend it and seems to make very good sense of those specific features of modern educational systems that the nation-building theorists see as most crucial. It can certainly help us understand not only the origins of mass education, but the reasons why primary education, and to some extent secondary education, have become so prominent in so many societies around the world. However, the theory seems inadequate as a means of understanding many of the developments in higher education, especially why it has expanded so rapidly and so substantially in some societies. Most of what citizens “need to know” about the political life of their society is taught in primary and secondary schools. Moreover, the nation-building theory may not be fully adequate even in explaining a good deal of the expansion of secondary education. To explain these things I think we have to draw on another theory, the credential inflation argument of Randall Collins and Ronald Dore.

In his book The Credential Society (1979), Collins focuses on the American educational system and why it has become one of the world’s largest and most comprehensive systems, but an important part of Collins’s overall theory can be extended to other modern educational systems. Collins views the character of American education and its dramatic expansion throughout the past century as rooted in the great ethnic diversity of American society. Such diversity has resulted in major struggles among ethnic groups for privilege and prestige. These struggles began mainly in the late nineteenth century and continued well into the twentieth. Education, Collins holds, became the major weapon used in such struggles. Dominant groups used the educational system as a means of maintaining their cultural and economic dominance. For them it was a mechanism for transmitting their dominant cultural values to new immigrant groups of workers, as well as a resource to be used to reinforce their economic dominance. But subordinate groups also saw it as a resource they could use in their attempts to improve their economic status. The possession of a certain amount of education came to be viewed as establishing a set of credentials that would provide access to certain desired occupational positions. Education thus became an arena in which different groups competed for economic success. As this competition progressed, education began to increase in size and importance.

As more and more persons began to obtain educational credentials, however, an unexpected and unwanted thing happened: their credentials declined in value. Drawing an analogy to monetary inflation, Collins calls this process credential inflation. Just as money inflates when there is more of it in circulation, educational credentials inflate when more people possess more of them. Credential inflation in the educational sphere means that the same amount of education no longer “purchases” what it once did. One must acquire more of it just to keep even in the struggle for economic success. Collins argues that this is exactly what has been happening in the American educational system over the past century. The struggle over education has caused continual educational inflation, resulting in the massive expansion of the educational system (and educational requirements for jobs) over time. Since it now takes a college degree to obtain a job that could have been obtained with a high school diploma 40 years ago, a greater number of young people are going to college. Most of them go not because of a desire for learning, Collins insists, but because they seek credentials that they hope will pay off in economic success.

Collins also makes special note of the fact that, as American education expanded, educational institutions were forced to make major changes in their curricula and in their overall character in order to appeal to an increasingly mass clientele. The most prominent changes involved the watering down of the classical liberal arts curriculum and the introduction of a host of extracurricular activities. The transformation of the high school into a mass institution, for instance, was accompanied by the so-called progressive movement in education. Two of progressivism’s major innovations were the introduction of athletics and other extracurricular activities and the attempt “to substitute a rather vague ‘life-adjustment’ training for the classical curriculum” (Collins, 1979:115-116). Similar changes occurred when colleges and universities started to be attended by a larger clientele, most of whom were seeking educational credentials rather than intellectual stimulation. 

Collins (1977) notes that there are significant differences among the educational systems of industrial societies. For example, England, Germany, and France have historically had educational systems that have been called sponsored-mobility educational systems.  Here students are placed into one or the other of two educational channels or tracks early in their educational careers. At approximately age 11 students take qualifying exams, and those who pass (usually only a small minority) are placed in the channel that leads to a university education and the occupational opportunities it affords.  Those failing the exam (usually a large majority) end up in the track that terminates with a vocational education. By contrast, contest-mobility educational systems do no official channeling and there is a more open competition for the pursuit of advanced education. In this system students do not take qualifying exams whose results determine their educational and occupational chances once and for all. Essentially they can go as far as their abilities and inclinations will take them. The United States has the quintessential contest-mobility system, a system also found to some extent in Japan.

Collins argues that sponsored-mobility systems develop in societies where the level of class segregation is high. The class-segregated character of the educational system reflects the class-segregated character of the larger society. Competition for advanced education is strictly regulated, and as a result the system of tertiary education tends to remain relatively small, which means that these systems have been less inflationary, at least at the highest level. Contest-mobility systems, on the other hand, tend to emerge in societies in which the level of class segregation is low. Low class segregation is associated with a strong egalitarian ideology, and the educational system becomes the focus for the implementation of this ideology. As a result, a more open competition for advanced education occurs, which in turn leads to a larger and more rapidly inflating educational system at the tertiary level.  

Collins’s theory is a major contribution to our understanding of educational expansion, but there is one difficulty with it.  This concerns his argument that ethnic diversity is at the root of educational expansion.  The world’s most ethnically heterogeneous society, for example, the old Soviet Union, has undergone less educational expansion than the world’s most ethnically homogeneous society, Japan. Systematic empirical research seems to contradict the theory (Boli, Ramirez, and Meyer, 1985). Recent research by Sanderson using a large sample of contemporary nation-states found that ethnic heterogeneity is actually negatively rather than positively correlated with the expansion of educational enrollments. In other words, ethnic heterogeneity inhibits rather than promotes the growth of enrollments (cf. D. Brown, 1995:39-43). Fortunately, there is a simple way of explaining credential inflation and educational expansion that does not rely on the factor of ethnic heterogeneity, so the most important part of Collins’s theory can be saved.

Ronald Dore (1976) has developed a similar argument that he has applied to several Western industrial societies, as well as to less-developed countries. What Collins calls credentialism – the process whereby educational systems come to be built around the pursuit of educational certificates for their occupational value rather than around learning as valuable for its own sake – Dore refers to by the term qualificationism. He suggests that it is a significant phenomenon in all or most major industrial societies. All (or at least most) contemporary nations have thus become infected with what Dore calls “the diploma disease.” The diploma disease is a type of vicious circle in which individuals become obsessed with the acquisition of diplomas or degrees because employers increasingly emphasize such educational certificates in their statements of job qualifications. The two sides feed off each other, and educational certificates inflate as a result.

Although qualificationism seems to be a more prominent characteristic of the United States, Canada, and Australia than of other advanced industrial societies, it has certainly become a significant feature of the educational systems of virtually all other industrial societies in the twentieth century. England, for example, has experienced very significant growth of qualificationism throughout this century; in fact, it has moved substantially away from a sponsored-mobility system and increasingly toward a contest-mobility system during the second half of the twentieth century.  More recently, Germany and France, which have historically had very small systems of tertiary education with extremely rigorous standards for admission and graduation, have begun to expand their tertiary enrollments quite substantially. Japan has created what is perhaps the most credentialized educational system in the industrialized world (Dore, 1976). As Dore remarks, almost from the very beginning of its industrialization Japan was building credentialism into its career preparation, and it has undergone enormous educational expansion throughout the twentieth century. In 1918 private colleges were given the right to call themselves universities, and two decades later 26 such universities had been established. At the same time there were also 19 state universities and 2 municipal universities (Dore, 1976). By 1950 the total number of institutions of higher education had exploded to 350. The number swelled to 525 institutions (245 universities and 280 junior colleges) by 1960, to 861 (382 universities and 479 junior colleges) by 1971, and to 963 (446 universities and 517 junior colleges) by 1980. By 1987 there were over 2.3 million students enrolled in 474 universities and 561 junior colleges (Kitamura, 1991). This obviously represents an extremely high rate of educational expansion, with apparently no end in sight.

In conclusion, we suggest that the emergence of modern systems of mass education and their expansion in the twentieth century can be explained by combining the nation-building and credential inflation theories. However, since we have shorn Collins’s theory of its ethnic heterogeneity argument, we need to provide a mechanism that will keep the process of credential inflation going. The process is, in essence, a quite simple one: the logic of the “market” for educational credentials causes continuous qualification expansion. As more people gain credentials, the worth of these credentials declines in terms of the kinds of jobs for which their holders can qualify. Therefore, unless people are willing to lower their occupational aspirations, they must stay in school longer in order to achieve a higher credential. Moreover, educational certificates that were once desirable as a basis for acquiring a certain job eventually end up becoming minimal requirements. If an educational certificate that was once held by few people later comes to be held by most or even all people, then prospective employers will see it as meaning little and will have to start relying on the possession of a higher educational certificate as a way of sorting out applicants for jobs.  

THE DEMOGRAPHIC TRANSITION

As is well known, in modern industrial societies relatively small families have become the norm, with most couples having two or three children, and population growth is relatively slow.  This is in contrast to the very same societies prior to large-scale industrialization and urbanization, when couples tended to have more children (although population growth was still relatively slow); and it is especially in contrast to contemporary societies of the less-developed world, where large family size has long been the norm and population growth relatively rapid.  The process whereby there has been a shift from large to small families is known as the demographic transition (Harris and Ross, 1987; cf. Handwerker, 1986).  This major social transformation has occurred in three stages.  In the first stage, characterized by societies prior to, or in the very early stages of, industrialization, both birth rates and death rates are high; population grows slowly because these two rates approximately cancel each other out.  In stage two, which began in the nineteenth century, death rates begin to decline because of improvements in health care, sanitation, and the like; but since birth rates remain high, population begins to grow rapidly.  With the transition to the third stage, birth rates begin to drop and once again remain only slightly higher than death rates, and thus population growth rates decline.


The big question is, Why have birth rates become so much lower in modern industrial societies?  Why do couples have only two or three children rather than six, eight, or even more?  One of the most common answers invokes the economic value of children’s labor as the principal causal variable.   Marvin Harris (1989; Harris and Ross, 1987) has been one of the foremost proponents of this view.  Harris argues that in societies where agriculture remains the primary basis for subsistence, children perform many useful economic activities. They carry water, gather firewood, sweep floors, grind and pound grains, take food to adults in the fields, cook, work full time in the fields, fish and herd, and make pots, mats, and nets.  Older children also perform the important task of looking after the younger ones much of the time, thus freeing their parents for other work.  Where children perform these and other useful activities, it makes sense for childbearing rates to be high.  Although children are costly to rear, the benefits they produce outweigh these costs.  


When a society shifts from an agricultural to an industrial economy, the economic value of children declines, and in direct proportion to the level of industrialization.  In urban settings, children can no longer perform the valuable economic tasks that they undertake in rural settings, and the costs of rearing them far outweigh the value of any labor they might continue to perform.  Under these circumstances, childbearing rates decline, families get smaller, and population grows more slowly.


A number of demographers – students of population – have made essentially the same type of argument (e.g., Caldwell, 1976; Boserup, 1986), and this argument is consistent with evidence from a variety of empirical studies.  Benjamin White (1973, 1976, 1982), for example, found that Javanese peasant children performed almost half of all household work, and Nag, White, and Peet (1978) found a high correlation between the number of hours of children’s household labor and that household’s balance of income.   Moreover, Ester Boserup (1986) examined the childbearing rates for people in various occupations in 28 less-developed countries.  She found that, of people working in four different types of occupations, those working in agriculture had the highest rate of childbearing and those working in professional, managerial, technical, and clerical jobs had the lowest rate. 


This view of the determinants of childbearing rates has not gone unchallenged. Bobbi Low (1991, 1993) and Paul Turke (1989) have claimed that the labor of children can never offset the costs of rearing them and that economic benefits in all settings flow from parents to children rather than the other way around. Hilliard Kaplan (1994) has examined data from three tribal societies in South America that combined hunting and gathering and horticulture. All three had very high childbearing rates, but children in each of these societies were consuming many more calories than they were producing.  Kaplan concluded that these children were very costly to rear and hardly earned their keep in economic terms.


If children are economic costly to rear in all societies, then why do people have so many of them in most societies, and why has childbearing declined so markedly in modern industrial societies?  Sanderson and Dubrow (2000) carried out a series of complex statistical analyses in which they attempted to answer this question.  First they looked at 63 contemporary societies at various levels of economic development during the period between 1960 and 1990 and examined the effects of six factors on the rate of childbearing: per capita GNP, the adult literacy rate, percentage of the population working in agriculture, percentage of the population living in urban areas, the level of female empowerment, and the infant mortality rate.  Their results provided very weak support for the argument that childbearing is being adjusted primarily to the economic value of children’s labor.  The percentage of the labor force working in agriculture was not consistently related to the rate of childbearing, nor was the percentage of the population living in urban areas.  And a simple increase in material wealth or the standard of living was not an important determinant of childbearing since the per capita GNP did not consistently relate to the childbearing rate.  It was the infant mortality rate that emerged as the most important determinant of childbearing: as infant mortality declined, the number of children produced per woman declined as well.  Childbearing rates were high in those societies with high infant mortality rates, and low in societies with low infant mortality rates.  The second most important determinant was the level of female empowerment.  Other things being equal, women had fewer children in those societies where they held more power relative to men. 


In a second analysis, Sanderson and Dubrow looked at 27 now developed societies during the period between 1880 and 1940, which is the main period of the original demographic transition.  This analysis also showed strong support for the causal role of infant mortality, which was easily the main determinant of the childbearing rate.  However, the economic value of children’s labor, as measured by the percentage of the population working in agriculture or manufacturing, did seem to have at least some effect, and so this factor may have been somewhat more important for the original demographic transition than for the 1960-1990 period. 


Although childbearing rates do not appear to decline simply because societies develop economically and become wealthier, the shift of a society from a rural and agricultural base to an urban and industrial one may still be a significant part of the story.  Hilliard Kaplan (1996) argues that modernization has caused people to reduce their number of offspring but to invest much more in each child, in essence trading quantity for quality (cf. van den Berghe and Whitmeyer, 1990).  Kaplan suggests that it is the development of skills-based competitive labor markets that is crucial to this process because such markets lead to an increase in the importance of parental investment in the well-being of each child.  Kaplan’s argument is supported by evidence showing that in modern societies better-educated and wealthier parents tend to have fewer offspring than do couples who are less educated and earn lower incomes.  However, what is missing in Kaplan’s argument is any reference to reduced infant mortality.  In order for parents to have only two or three children and invest heavily in each child the rate of infant and child survivorship must be very high, and strong parent-child attachment is likely to be high only in those societies that have low rates of childbearing and infant mortality – that is, in post-demographic transition societies (Wiley and Carlin, 1999). 

The discovery that female empowerment is an important determinant of lower rates of childbearing makes sense in terms of what has just been said.  Female empowerment likely helps to reduce childbearing because women often regard having a large number of children as a serious burden; after all, they are the ones who assume most of the child care duties in all societies.  As women gain greater power they become increasingly able to act on their desire to have fewer children (Penn, 1999).  Moreover, Murthi, Guio, and Dreze (1995) have shown that female empowerment, especially when it results from greater education, leads women to have higher aspirations for each child, which in turn leads them to want to trade child quantity for child quality. Greater education also leads to a decline in infant mortality because it increases a mother’s knowledge of nutrition and hygiene, and thus fewer births are needed to achieve a desired family size (Murthi, Guio, and Dreze, 1995).

In conclusion, Sanderson and Dubrow provide evidence to suggest that declining infant mortality and increasing female empowerment, rather than the declining economic value of children’s labor, are the most important determinants of declining childbearing rates.  However, their analysis also shows that these factors are not the whole story; much of the variation in childbearing rates is still unaccounted for. Sociologists and demographers still have more to learn about the causes of reproductive behavior and desired family size.  

THE RISE OF A POSTINDUSTRIAL SOCIETY?
One of the most influential sociological works of the past thirty years is Daniel Bell’s The Coming of Post-Industrial Society (1973). Since Bell’s work was published, the phrase postindustrial society has appeared frequently and approvingly in numerous sociological textbooks and other works. Bell argues that a new type of society, the postindustrial society, has in recent decades begun to emerge in the most economically advanced nations of the West, the United States in particular. The most fundamental feature of this type of society is its emphasis on the production of services rather than goods, and especially certain types of services. Whereas the industrial society delivers services in such areas as transportation, utilities, and telecommunications, the postindustrial society emphasizes services involving health, science, and education.

The emergence of a postindustrial society thus involves a major transformation in the very basis of society. An industrial society, Bell argues, is based on property; a postindustrial society, on the other hand, rests on knowledge, particularly theoretical knowledge. This change in the very basis of social life is also marked by a change in the class structure. The new dominant social class is no longer a capitalist class, but a “social intelligentsia”: a class of highly educated individuals whose social dominance rests upon their possession of advanced forms of theoretical knowledge. The most important members of this class are teachers, physicians, lawyers, scientists, and engineers, people for whom work has become a “game between people” rather than a game between people and things.

For Bell, then, the postindustrial society is one whose overall character is vastly different from industrial or capitalist society. The desire for profit is no longer the driving force of economic and social life. Life becomes oriented around the accumulation of knowledge and its use for human betterment. Corporations come to be subordinated to what Bell calls the “sociologizing mode.” This means that their emphasis shifts toward providing extensive benefits for their employees as well as toward their “social responsibility.” In addition to and in conjunction with these changes, the postindustrial society gives a new emphasis to leisure. People acquire advanced forms of education not only for their important social uses, but for enjoyment and intellectual uplift. In general, a postindustrial society is far better educated than an industrial one.

Although Bell’s ideas have gained widespread acceptance among many contemporary sociologists, there is cause to be highly skeptical of most of them. The basic difficulties with Bell’s analysis have been insightfully delineated by a number of social scientists (Berger, 1974; Arriaga, 1985; Walker, 1985; Kumar, 1995). Stephen Berger (1974) suggests that many of the developments discussed by Bell do not represent the emergence of a new type of society that is opposed to capitalism, but rather of a new phase in the very development of capitalism. The expansion of government services, for example, may be understood as a necessary step in the political management of an advanced capitalist society. Moreover, Berger argues, the original motivation behind technological forecasting was military in nature, and most of the recent expansion of science has been due to government involvement in defense and space exploration. Berger’s central argument against Bell is expressed as follows (1974:102):

I would argue that these changes, if they are real, represent only the continued operation of the logic of industry. That logic, as analyzed by . . . Karl Marx, included the continuous enlargement of the areas of human work which were dominated by commodity production and the continuous use of scientists and engineers to create machines, techniques, and modes of organization to replace and control workers. . . .

 . . . The shifts from goods to services and from manual to professional and technical workers make sense within an analysis of the dynamics of capitalism.

Similarly, Krishan Kumar (1995:32) argues that the new information technology “is being applied within a political and economic framework that confirms and accentuates existing patterns, rather than giving rise to new ones.”  “The instruments and techniques may change,” Kumar notes, “but the overriding goals and purposes of capitalist industrial societies remain the same as before.”

To Berger’s and Kumar’s remarks several critical comments may be added. One concerns Bell’s notion that a propertyless intelligentsia has emerged as the dominant class within postindustrial society. A better interpretation, we believe, would hold that such a group, to the extent that it exists, lacks any real social power and is by and large in a service capacity to the capitalist system. After all, most teachers, scientists, and engineers are employed in large public bureaucracies. As Berger has noted, these public bureaucracies may be viewed from the perspective of the capitalist-induced expansion of government. A second comment involves Bell’s treatment of the expansion of education. In this regard, Bell seems to confuse education with “schooling” (Berger, 1974). While it is certainly true that schooling has been expanding on a vast scale in the contemporary United States, this should not be construed, as Bell seems to do, as resulting from the greater need and desire for knowledge. A more realistic interpretation, in our view, is that schooling has been expanding as a result of the inflation of educational credentials, as argued earlier. It is not the thirst for knowledge that leads people to stay in school for ever longer periods, but the desire for educational certificates that translate into better-paying and higher-prestige jobs.

In sum, then, modern industrial economies have increasingly become “service and information economies” (Harris, 1981), but this is not a process of the overturning of capitalism. Capitalism is alive and well, and the increased focus on service and information is simply another aspect of the commodification of economic and social life. Industrialism and capitalism have been extended rather than negated.

FOR FURTHER READING

Anthony Giddens’s The Class Structure of the Advanced Societies (1980) is a valuable theoretically informed analysis of many of the issues involved in the study of classes in modern industrial societies.  See also Giddens and Held (1982).  Erik Olin Wright’s Classes (1985) is a heroic, if only partially successful, attempt to map the class structure of modern capitalist societies from a Marxian perspective. Frank Parkin’s Marxism and Class Theory (1979) presents a provocative critique of the Marxian approach to class in industrial capitalist societies and provides an important theoretical alternative. Raymond Murphy’s Social Closure: The Theory of Monopolization and Exclusion (1988) extends Parkin’s line of thinking.  Charles Tilly’s Durable Inequality (1998) presents a broadly similar argument.  Paul Kingston’s The Classless Society (2000) takes up the question as to whether classes in the United States and other industrial capitalist societies exist in the sense of being coherent and cohesive groups rather than mere categories.  His highly controversial conclusion is that they do not.  Lisa Keister’s Wealth in America (2000a) is probably the best study of wealth inequality in the United States in the last 40 years.  Erikson and Goldthorpe’s The Constant Flux (1993) is an extremely comprehensive analysis of social mobility in a dozen industrial societies and is the best recent study of the subject.  


Gøsta Esping-Andersen’s The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (1990), one of the best studies of the modern welfare state available, provides many useful insights into different types of welfare states, their origins, and their accomplishments.  See also Moller et al. (2003). Perhaps the best recent work on welfare states, and socialist labor movements more generally, is Kautsky’s Social Democracy and the Aristocracy (2002).


Martin Carnoy (1984) presents an excellent overview of theories of the modern state, with a stress on classical and contemporary Marxian theories. Barrington Moore (1966) and Albert Szymanski (1978) present Marxian accounts of the emergence of democracy in the modern world.  Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens’s Capitalist Development and Democracy (1992) criticizes the Marxian explanation of democracy and offers a non-Marxian, but materialist, alternative that focuses on the balance of class forces and the role of working class power.  It is one of the best books ever written on the origins of democracy.  Tatu Vanhanen’s Prospects of Democracy (1997) is a quantitative statistical analysis of the development of democracy in 172 countries between 1850 and 1990.  It is an extremely valuable complement to the Rueschemeyer et al. book.  He has updated this work in a more recent book (Vanhanen, 2003).  These books are essential reading for serious students of democracy.  Sanderson (2002) has reanalyzed Vanhanen’s data and revised and extended his argument.  Several books by William Domhoff (1970, 1978, 1983, 1990) take up the question of who has power in the United States.  


The classic statement of the credential inflation theory of educational expansion is Collins’s The Credential Society (1979).  Ronald Dore (1976) develops much the same argument for other industrial countries as well as for the less-developed world.  David Brown (1995) has written an insightful book on the beginnings of credentialism and the early expansion of higher education in the United States that is critical of some aspects of Collins’s argument; Brown develops a similar theory of the role of credentialism in the expansion of higher education. The argument that the origin and expansion of mass education are rooted in the building of modern nation-states is developed in Boli, Ramirez, and Meyer (1985) and related publications by the same authors.  Beauchamp (1991) is a collection of valuable essays on the Japanese educational system, including its expansion. Bowles and Gintis’s Schooling in Capitalist America (1976) develops the Marxian thesis that the origin and expansion of American education since the 1840s resulted from the desire of capitalists to socialize and discipline the working class and legitimate the capitalist system. This argument now seems to be largely discredited, even in the eyes of many fellow Marxists, and the authors themselves no longer defend it.  A still popular, although rather dubious, explanation of the development of modern educational systems holds that education has expanded (especially at the secondary and tertiary levels) to provide people with the greater knowledge they need to do the increasingly specialized and demanding work characteristic of modern societies (Clark, 1962; Trow, 1966).  This argument, which dates back to at least the 1950s and 1960s, is criticized in Collins (1979) and in Brown (1995). 


A very useful work on the demographic transition and on birth and death rates in human societies more generally is Harris and Ross’s Sex, Death, and Fertility (1987).  Sanderson and Dubrow (2000) overview various theories of reproductive behavior and the demographic transition and provide other useful references.  


Daniel Bell’s The Coming of Post-Industrial Society (1973) is the classic statement of the postindustrial society thesis.  Krishan Kumar’s From Post-Industrial to Post-Modern Society (1995) critically evaluates this and related theses.  See also Kumar (1988). Harry Braverman’s Labor and Monopoly Capital (1974) is a well-known work that analyzes the transformation of the workplace in capitalist society since the late nineteenth century.  Braverman advances the hotly contested thesis that there has been an overall deskilling of manual work during this period.

Table 7.1   Educational Enrollments for Selected Industrial Societies
________________________________________________________________________


                              Primary        Secondary
      Tertiary                    No. of Tertiary Students

Society                  
Education    Education
      Education                per 100,000 Population

________________________________________________________________________

United Kingdom
         100        92
      52
           3,135

Netherlands
         100
     100  
      47                 3,176

Belgium                100        100            56                 3,494

Italy                  100         95            47                 3,103

France
                100
      99            51   
           3,600

Germany
                100        95
      47
           2,628

Denmark
                100
      95
      48a
           3,189

Sweden
                100
     100
      45a                 2,972

Canada
                100
      95
      88
           5,997

United States
         100
      96
      81                 5,339

Australia
         100
      96
      80                 5,401

Japan
                100
     100
      41                 3,139

Russia
                100
      88
      43                 2,998

Czech Republic
         100
     100
      24                 1,867

Hungary
                 98
      97
      24                 1,926

Poland
                 99
      87
      25                 1,884

____________________________________________________________

Sources: World Bank (2001); UNESCO (1996, 1998); National Center for Education Statistics (2001). 

The first three sets of figures are enrollment ratios and are for 1997. The enrollment ratio is the number of students, of whatever age, enrolled at a given educational level divided by the total population in the age bracket normally representing that level. The figures for the number of tertiary students per 100,000 population are for 1994 or 1995. 

Tertiary education is defined as all postsecondary education; it includes all students in colleges, universities, and various types of technical schools. 


aProjections based on 1993 tertiary enrollment ratios.  
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