TEHEREAS 101 LEEH LM EAEANSERRA

B AR REL TS Ak A M
AR % Bt AU T ARKARAES » REMMAME Ry

%gﬁ 1 001 LERLHFEELALERLEL  FHAFHS - *
LRAE - RS wEAMEN® - ¥ K

— MY TEENE LEERE  HETER—ENS - (- EE - HRE
BEER EIER ? 08 AISEEEOANER TR LI EEOR
B 7 IR R R E T IR A S TS E R A B TE
BEL - (2597

= M eEETERELERE  RIVRIEEEY  BEATE TR
SRR MTEEEEAAER ? AIENILITESE ? L@ TS
TAEBENABEER? (254)

< ATEEERIERME ? RAKRBER T A A ? SR KBTBHRAMEVIERFEE
SRR i R E AR SRR E VR - THARERER -
TEFERER - R « IR SRS S TA R HEPATEAEH - (2557)

T~ EEEEREAL T AR SRR - MR ST SR L R BRI e
EREAET S TFEREERERE ? (257) B

* GEEETANE: (HEMemEEEFg)
L&stm—gfdiksd 48 Esey - 2. FHEEM S 100 44 -
LHANE (PR BRNFEAURLLEEATS - LUBLARRTDRATERBARMMEKE ‘%‘"3) 1) 2

4MER(BE): ) %;J




The generally high quahty of hfe and the relatwe equality enjoyed
in Scandinavian countries might in the future be jeopardized by the
followmg dommant trends ‘amove towards more ma.rket-_onented

rialismt with'a focus on competlhveness and effeehveness criticism
of welfare bureaucracy; the argument that the welfare state creates
disincentives to work and: entrepreneurshlp, accusation of misuse
of benefits (Kosonen 2001);*and the ultimate argument that the
welfare state, which is dépendent on sustained economic growth, is
unsustainable (Ife, 2002).

Scholars descnbe the changes in the NOI'dJG Welfare states as

de- professmnahzatmn (Hansen et al., 1996 41) a.ll'features of late

T

eap1tahsm and ¢ of new managerialism (Ferguson and Lavalette
2006; Lavalette and Ferguson, 2007; Sewpaul and Hélscher, 2004).
Accordmg to Kildal (2001), this shift in policy has contributed to
emphases on: sanctions rather than incentives, duties rather than

" rights, a public-contract approach rather than a rights-based

approach, and selectivity rather than unjversality. Changes in the
National Insurance Scheme and the Social Service Act implemented
by local authorities, for example, placed greater emphasis on the
duty to work; on workfars, instead of income maintenance, which
until recently underscored the National Insurance Scheme.

In spite of these changes, Kautto et al. (1999: 267) claim that ‘all -
the known Nordic hallmarks were still present: universalism, high
quality, tax fundmg_and pubhc prov1s1on thef'Norchc countnes
seemed to. rs ar 0l
171) agrees; argiing th ‘thougli* “countries are
affected by globalization, ‘most of the charactenstles -of the
Nordic welfare states have been maintained’. Thus, the impact of
globalization on the Nordic states is currently. contested.” Some
scholars use. expressmns like+ ‘Tetrenchment’, <dismantling’ or
‘curtailment’ to” characterizs® ‘the-changes in the! ‘welfare state in .
Norway, as in much of the rest of the western werld ﬁOthers talk

state is under. scrutiny and social work-edvicators must 'terrogate
both natlonal and global factors that affect the welfare“'ta .

social relations :and’ transacuons = assessed in terms of ‘their”exten- ‘
s1ty, 1nten31ty, Velot:lty and Jmpa t = generatmg transcontmental or




- people. Keller,(2005: >2of theis
' Scandinavian welfare states in the Tacg of globalization: He asserts:

1999: 15). Reflecting on contemporary patterns of globalization,
Midgley (2004: 18) argues that ‘recent economic, political and
social events have fostered contradictory trends. Globalization is
not a neat, unilinear process but involves complex and volatile
fortes that produce divergent and paradoxical results’.
Globalization reflects the greater international movement of com-
meodities, money, information and people. The development of tech-
nology, organizations, legal systems and infrastructure make it
possible to operate and interact without any interference from
national governments. This is especially the case with respect to
economic -globalization -whichincludes both the globalization of
production-afid the globalizifion of finance.; According to Keller
(2005), globalization, in-addilion to reducing the influence of
national governments, also increases the profit of international com-
panics, which remain unconcerned about:thessocials :

States that finance their social expenses primarily from ‘taxes (for ‘example the
Scendinavian states) have an unfair position in globalisation, because frms and
investors are constantly pushing for tax reduction. They thréaten to leave for

- countries witha lower, burderi®of taxdtion if their taxes aren't reduced. Withno -

regard to the seriousness of these threats, the PIESSITe On governmentss

reduce the extent of certain types of taxes forces them to try to finance th

.of their social expenses primarily throngh an- obligatory employee, insurinee
K

premium (a§:well as thrsught s Jincrease in;indirect ta;

i ey CimERE .
g -quotation, has a'rather
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cusses the '_in:n_p_ﬁ_cét_tibns of neo-liberal politics for social work:

The social state can do ucith:ii-_;'}g‘:ﬁmr‘é thian Bmit itsclf to trying to reduce the more
extreme social impacts of neo-liberal politics, with its-zobust business ideolo ey
pushed universally even beyond the sector of entrepreneurship: Social' work,

whose task is the integration of marginal people and groups into saciety, thus cori; |

aAronts enalmost imposeiblesfaskeall has to epsurn.di
; those wh t'have work and this inside a.society w] 1¢
onditiched by 'the ‘approach towards adequate

onditions ta

‘These excerpts serve as an example of the work of ‘many theotisté: &’

lfare'state,' and co gently dis-

who emphasize” the ' negativé “impact of ‘globalization on welfare

services and ‘spending. (Bond, 2005; Dominelli, 1996; Saul, 2006;
Sewpaul, 2006; Sewpaul and Hélscher, 2004; Yeates, 2001), within

critiques of the neoliberal policies of international organizations.

like the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the
World Trade Organization, that favour downsizing the public
sector by reducing levels of taxation and public spending,

Some theorists, however, doubt the ommipotence of market
economy and globalization processes on national govérnments and
their public spending programs. Esping-Andersen (1996) argues that
national political decisions, institutional mechanisms of interest
representation and political consensus-building are very important
for understanding the level and structure of welfare policies.
Different national systems can and do respond to globalization in
different ways. Pierson (1991) argues that domestic factors like
demography, post-Fordist developments, technology and the
maturation of the welfare state are more important factors ‘than
globalization in explaining changes:in the ‘welfare state. Sykes et
al. (2001} have analysed development in many European states
and they conclude that ‘there is no evidence in the material presented

* here of a direct and essentially similar impact by globalization on
. Buropean welfare,states’: Changes arerdue:to national ‘government s
 policies-and :institntions, “though'the rhétoric of globalization was

often used by national governments to legitimate the introduction
of sometimes harsh social policies’ (Sykes et al., 2001: 197). Their
main conclusions seem to be. that even though significant ‘welfare
changes have. occurred injthe ‘wake. of . globalization, welfare
responses to’globalization “differ ‘due to' the impact ‘of national
policy. ‘ ‘ ‘
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