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Introduction

This paper represents an intermediary stage in the elaboration of a typology of social protection regimes, that we wish to ground on the concept of “social rights regimes”. It constitutes a methodological exploration, continuing from a former work (Destremau and Lautier, 2006
). Our starting point is that, in most countries, specific configurations of social protection regimes, historically constructed, have been submitted since the 1990’s to stress, pressures, and limits (economic, institutional, demographic...), that are presently producing other configurations. The global motor for change is relatively homogenous at world level, be it global doctrines promoted by international organisations, pressures generated by commercial liberalisation, transition processes to market economy, structural adjustment and fiscal crises, etc. It is largely determined by factors that are external to the societies considered. Two main types of pressures can be identified:

- Pressures towards an increased commodification of social protection related goods and services (health, pensions, care…) and, correlatively, the transformation of needs into a demand, which is supposed to be satisfied by commodities. This trend tends to reinforce people’s vulnerability. Rights tend to be turned into means, and right-bearers to be more and more considered as consumers (of water, of health services, of insurance…). 

- Correlatively, pressures towards increased commodification of labour, which breeds labour flexibility and informalisation and reinforces the economic and political power of global capitalism, at the expense of national states. Commodified workers possess less and less rights attached to their working condition The consequences of labour commodification do not only weigh on employed workers (because of the weakening of work related rights), but also on those whose wage employment has disappeared, as a consequence of capital volatility and free circulation. 

This changing situation contributed to generate a discourse in favour of social protection reforms. Since the 2000’s, main policy orientations have promoted the strengthening and extension of social protection, but a careful analysis shows that, behind an apparent consensus, the definition of social protection, the population it aims to protect, the services it includes, the global function it should fulfil and the policies that ought to be implemented are very heterogeneous.

The necessity for reform is generally based on a set of arguments:

- Demographic arguments (population ageing, fertility decrease)

- Fiscal crisis type arguments, which leads to the « necessity » to curtail public social expenses

- Arguments defending a better efficiency of market mechanisms, particularly in contexts of lack of government services transparency, and poor governance

- Arguments defending the necessity to cut down labour costs in order to increase national economies’ international competitivity

- Arguments advocating increased labour market flexibility increased labour participation and productivity level.

These arguments may have a different relevance from country to country, but on the whole they are voice as common wisdom by most international organisations and NGO’s, as well as by bilateral cooperation institutions. They lead to a set of policies, such as:

- A trend to state retrenchment from various sectors that used to be considered a public responsibility (water, electricity, health…)

- The delegitimation of redistribution of funds from the public budget for social purposes

- Diversification (multitierism) of social protection and social service providers, supposed to leave more room to CBO’s and private (market and non market) actors, parallel to the organisation of ritualised and formal instances of participative and representative democracy

- The state, however, is supposed to retain some social functions, mainly the organisation of welfare assistance, and the interface with international organisations

- Targeting and selectivity leads to a discourse of fragmented universalisation of social protection (various types of services, and access modes, for different social, professional, gender and economic groups). 

- Social expenses are more and more considered as investments, that should be profitable in terms of social development, labour productivity, activation, economic growth… They are thus linked to an incentive technology. 

- Finally, a large range of policies, programmes, projects… lead to an intensification of women’s responsibility as actors of social change (children’s education, fertility control); of care (of children, the aged, the handicapped, the sick, orphans…); of economic growth (through their increased participation in the labour force); of public order, local democracy, participation and social cohesion (they are expected to create CBO’s, to participate in the various local committees…); and finally of individual empowerment and commodification (they are the main beneficiaries of micro-credit, are in charge of paying loans back and managing household budgets…). Often, however, these multiple requirements and incentives are not matched by concerns, and steps, towards the satisfaction of women’s needs such as free time, leisure, children care, satisfaction, recognition…

This « global motor for change » interacts with vary different contexts, social, economic, institutional and political realities. The pressures, arguments, and policies promoted are shaped by international relations and security fears, by the capacity of governments to resist external pressures or capture international aid, by the history of social mobilisation and the foundation of rights, by the history of labour institutionalisation, by the stability and legitimacy of the state, etc. specific to each country. Their effect also depends on the extent to which social protection systems were built, institutionalised, their modes of funding, their coverage, their social support and legitimacy; on the extent of labour commodification and market extension; on the extent to which wage labour has been shaped as a status granted with rights; the strength of families, communities and other social groups as spheres providing services, support, income and security. 

Interaction between global forces and local contexts, as far as social protection is concerned, has thus produced various trajectories. These trajectories are the main object of this article. This study faces three main methodological challenges, that will not necessarily be taken up here:

- The first challenge is to define the object « social protection regimes », away from institutional approaches, that we believe are inappropriate in contexts where the social role of the state is weak, deficient or incomplete, where protected employment concerns only a minority or workers, where social rights have no or little meaning for most, and where most people tend to resort to other forms of protection. It is thus necessary to consider as well protection services provided by the family and the community, in order to understand which kind of resources may be mobilised to satisfy social needs. We would like to explore the methodological value of social rights to appreciate the robustness and the efficiency of social protection regimes.

- The second challenge, thus, is to build the object « social rights regime », in the diversity of their nature, their modes of access, their sphere of relevance. We would like to develop and use thus category to build not an ideal structure, but to try to account for realities, as indicated by the word “regime”. 

- The third challenge is to build a dynamic approach, that is liable to account for trajectories, directions of change, reproduction trends, beyond apparent contradictions. 

Defining the contours of social protection regimes

Scientific literature adopts mainly two types of perspective: one on « social protection systems », where the emphasis is put on institutions, their functions, their modes of financing, their rules of expenses, relationships between themselves and with other bodies and rules and their administrative organisation; and one on « social protection regimes », largely inspired by Esping Andersen’s founding work. Both present shortcomings when used in studying developing countries
.

In these contexts, the institutional perspective faces the problem raised by the existence of informal institutions, which often provide some degree of protection to a majority of the population, and cannot be reduced to a category of sheer « care », as is often the case in analysis focussed on OECD countries. Often, thus, what exists besides formal institutions is left aside as a no-man’s land, overflowed by tradition. There is a need to define what can be considered « social protection institutions": which ones are really social? Which kinds of goods and services can be labelled « social protection”? Health services but not medicines? Insurance provided by social security as well as that provided by private firms? Should the family be considered as a social protection institution, since it supplies services such as care, that are considered as social protection when provided by other spheres, and that the family should often supply when others do not?

Often, scholars transcend these shortcomings by starting off from a list of risks, and examining how they are « covered », or should e covered, and by which type of institution. These methodological standpoints face the questions of the definition of a « social risk”: should all risks run by the fact of living in society be considered as social risks, such as those generated by wars, pollution, labour, migration, sexual behaviours, transportation, etc? Or would it rather be the risk a society runs, for instance, because of the effects and dislocations caused by the extension of “self-regulating” market mechanisms and commodification, as in Polanyi’s approach? And then, what does it mean to say a risk is “covered”? That no one has to face the consequence of a risk when it occurs? What are the means of access people do have to protection against various risks, to a satisfactory level? Can indicators of coverage be sufficient benchmarks of protection, when they say nothing of the quality of health care, of the amount of pensions, of the duration of unemployment insurance? 

On the other hand, the notion of « regime », as used by Esping Andersen, is closely linked to a specific articulation between the state, wage labour and society, which can seldom be found in the South. Going back to a more essential definition, a « regime »  points to a set of elements that secure the dynamic reproduction of a society. According to the scope chosen, one will focus on « political regimes », « monetary regimes », « welfare regimes », etc. thus indicating what are the dominant elements to be taken into consideration. When scholars study welfare regimes, they tend to centre on a static mapping of the various elements, which ends up showing that, for instance, only a core of wage workers is protected, whereas a majority of informal workers rely only on family and community solidarity; rather than focus on dynamics, which involves a reading of present trends with a concern for their potential weight in upcoming change. For example, the fact that private insurance firms, or charitable foundations, may play a dominant role in future social protection development; or that the “great return” of families will bear consequences in social and political developments. 

In the process of reflecting upon these different theoretical and methodological problems, we came to think that founding a typology on a dynamic analysis of social rights regimes might prove heuristic to appreciate the robustness and the efficiency of social protection regimes, to apprehend their dynamics of evolution and to circumvent most shortcomings of institutional and risk-based approaches. Social rights as a methodological entry point to analyse social protection configurations allow, it seems to us, to define and limit the field covered by social protection, to prevent it from covering the whole mechanisms of social reproduction; and to differentiate it from favours, commodities, charity…

« Real » social rights can be considered as the « content » of social protection, whose « form » would be the set “institutions + formal juridical rules”. Social rights are thus not only virtual entitlements, but claims that individuals can make in the name of their status, gender, age, position, etc., and that allow them to demand and obtain forms of protection against social and economic disturbances caused by the capitalist market, be they included in it or not. These various rights, more or less institutionalised, present dissimilar social forms: positive rights, negotiable favours, dependency, instalment open to future reciprocity, rights that imply a deprivation of freedom
. For it to be relevant outside contexts where these rights have been codified for decades, if not centuries, a social rights perspective needs to be wide, which means include not only rights that have been codified and formalised by the state, but also those acquired, negotiated, anticipated, claimed, tolerated… in other spheres. Then, we think, it is legitimate to speak about social rights regimes. 

Social rights, a heterogeneous object

Constructing a relatively precise definition of social rights faces four types of methodological problems:

- The first one is to distinguish « social rights » from other types of rights, generally labelled civic or political. Contrary to a rather evolutionary vision, social rights are not necessarily a completion of civic and political rights to achieve “full citizenship ». Often in history, the granting of social rights has taken place in order to make political rights conceded to wage workers effective. Then, social rights can emerge in the absence of formally established political rights, and in some cases even represent some kind of a substitute to them. Social rights can also be seen as « rights to something » (health services, education, pensions, welfare assistance, scholarships, training, etc.), or “freedoms from (sickness, poverty…);  whereas political and civic rights would be « rights to do something », or “freedoms to” (vote, express oneself, form a political party, not be discriminated…

- A second methodological problem is that some rights overlap between the two types mentioned above, such as those included in labour laws. Generally, we will consider that « freedoms to », even when directly related to a labour activity (rights to form a union, to negotiate collectively, to express oneself on work premises…), do not belong to the category of social rights.

- A third methodological problem is that of the distinction between social and human (or humanitarian) rights, and the fact that several types of rights cut through the line between them. Human rights, even when not generating or resting upon positive, claimable rights, may inspire governments intervention in social policies. They also weigh on the transformation of the nature of social rights insofar as they tend to operate a separation between social rights and wage labour, between social rights and labour in general, and then even between social rights and citizenship, to root these rights in « conditions » (to be poor, old, a mother…) or in sheer humanity. 

-- The fourth methodological problem is that of the relation between social rights on the one hand, and contract or property rights on the other hand. The difference between the two is widely determined by the degree of mutualisation of funds (organic solidarity, disconnection between individual contributions and benefits) and the existence of collective rules of functioning. What make the difference, thus, are not so much the objects of these rights (health services, pensions benefits…) than the way these rights are defined, with their modes of claim and implementation.  

Social rights always are collective rights (rights of members of a given population on pooled resources). Mutualisation is thus consubstantial to social rights. They are defined in the political sphere, which imposes upon the juridical sphere the proceeds of demands, compromises, conventions, etc.  Thus, the transition from a device, or mechanism, based on social rights, to another one founded on property and contract rights (e.g. from a public health insurance system to a private and commodified health service sector) is not only a technical change that could be legitimated by its efficiency only. It is a change in the nature of rights itself that needs to be founded in the political sphere. It also implies that the methodological choice to focus on social rights implies that issues of political and power organisation need to be taken into account. In our perspective, rights belong to the political sphere, and cannot be considered as « natural » (as tends to be done when the scope of human rights, basic security, or basic needs is adopted as a dominant point of view) or a technical matter only (rights would boil down to issues of methods, tools, mechanisms). 

However, if rights are located above all in the state sphere, where they are codified, they also constitute social resources, in various fashions, in the spheres of the family, the community and, to an extent, the market. In many contexts, but also in several fields, rights vis-à-vis the state do not constitute the first, the main, the most secure or efficient mode of access to goods or services that provide protection or support. 

As members of a family, individuals benefit from protections and supports (food, housing, monies, dowries, inheritance, employment…) that may be inscribed in the customary or moral rules only, but also have been turned into a legal obligation (care for dependents, food alimonies…). One may note trends to defamilialisation, due to the various dimensions of social modernisation (migrations, conflicts, urbanisation, separation of nuclear households…); but also trends to refamilialisation, when families are called upon to compensate for public services and market insufficiencies, for the effects of labour commodification, of women increased activity, of housing shortages, of lasting unemployment, of divorces, of ageing, AIDS… 

The community sphere is heterogeneous and only poorly defined. It covers proximity and acquaintance circles (villages, work colleagues…); kinship; elective membership and voluntary groups; religious communities, and even humanity as a whole, when one talks about international solidarity. The capacity of these various groupings and circles to raise solidarity differs according to their nature, to the types of relationships built between their members, dominant culture, established rules, existing needs etc. The benefits of solidarity are often subject to implicit or explicit conditions, beyond mere belonging: reciprocity, obedience, subordination, exploitation, loyalty, dependency, returns of various kinds, clientelism, that may stretch to forms of servitude (e.g. child domestic workers). In groups explicitly built as mutual societies, right of access is most often individual and contractual (contributions, rules of entry), and may be protected and regulated by a national legislation (insurance or mutual society law). In this sphere, as is the case for the family sphere, not all modes of access may be considered as rights, and transfers of rights from one type to another is an important stake. Some « natural » functions of the community tend to be codified as legal obligations, while « community solidarity” is often required or accounted for to palliate shortcomings of protection provided to the most vulnerable by other spheres, even though community solidarity threatens to reinforce mechanisms of domination, clientelism or fundamentalisms. Decommunautarisation, i.e. the dismantling of “traditional” types of social relationships and identities, is thus often matched, or even compensated, by trends to recommunautarisation under new and old social forms. 

Social rights are hardly compatible with the market sphere: access to goods and services is mainly depending on the possession of a purchasing power and to the right to contract, whereas social rights appear as a domain subtracted from, or protected from, the market (what has been referred to as decommodification). Social rights do exist, however, when wageworkers contributed to corporate health insurance or pension schemes that may be protected by legislation. 

International agents play a secondary role in the access to social rights: family or community solidarity may be carried out by migrant or expatriated members, and international organisations (multilateral or non governmental) do provide resources, but these seldom result from social rights, but rather from either solidarity or welfare assistance and charity. In specialised expert literature, family remittances are often mentioned as a social protection mechanism, even though they represent a transfer of income from a member who is often not protected himself either as a worker or as a resident in a foreign country. International aid may be related to social rights through advocacy, support of social movements, etc. Often submitted to various types of conditions and targeting (the poor, women, children…), international assistance programmes may generate clientelism, dependency, opposition or conflict, when they come contrary to local vested interests.    

A categorisation of social rights

On the basis of the above considerations and restrictions, one can, at this stage, propose a categorisation of social rights in six types:

1- Rights to an access to collective services, either totally free for a defined population, or under conditions of subscription and contribution, or for a token payment (cost sharing). These services a linked to health care, but also to childhood, old age….

2- Rights to a replacement income in case of disease, maternity, retirement, handicap, parenthood… proportioned not to the effective contribution, but to the plate of this contribution

3- Rights to goods or services delivered in kind but on the basis of means tests (i.e. delivered for free, or at a subsidised price, to people whose income is below a ceiling). Means tests may be coupled with other conditions (school attendance, health examinations…).

4- Rights to monetary benefits, also on the basis of means tests (e.g. scholarships, children benefits…), and also possibly under conditions such as school attendance, vaccination… 

5- Rights to resources (monetary, in kind or services) delivered on the basis of belonging, or membership, to a group (a family, a community, a religious group…) by other members of the group, in specific circumstances or not, and according to rules established by the group or by the state

6- Rights to be put in a decent situation (right to work, right to housing, right to health…), but without specific means being granted to allow actual access to the needed resources. These rights are generally proclaimed in constitutions, charters… but they are not, from a juridical point of view, positive. They may nevertheless play an important role in political debates. 

Some basic considerations may be made on the basis of this simple categorisation:

- The first is that charity does not rest on social rights, but on the arbitrary will of the donor. This does not dismiss the fact that some charitable actions may advocate human or humanitarian rights, and promote the establishment of social rights

- The second consideration is that, although the notion of « right » clashes with that of « favour », this opposition is not absolute, in particular in the case of the fifth type of rights, where resources provided by the group or its head may be associated with obligations of reciprocity, of obedience to rules, norms or behaviours, or granted in return for political loyalty and support. The couple « favour – clientelism” may then be identified at the core of what may be commonly considered as social rights

- The third consideration that one may do on the basis of the above categorisation is that pay offs, or levies, or return obligations (forms of counterpart), necessary to have access to social rights are very diversified but always exist, at least in types 1 to 5. Access to rights 1 and 2 is submitted to the payment of contributions or taxes; to rights 3 and 4, conditionality (such as « being very poor ») does not constitute a pay off an obligation or a levy, but this dimension often appears in secondary conditions imposed (attending school…). In the case of rights 5, the requirement to observe legal and customary rules (e.g. concerning marriage, filiation, legal care, reciprocity, loyalty…) does constitute a kind of return obligation. Submission and allegiance to a set of social rules are the foundation to a right to benefit from the group’s solidarity. 

In the case of rights 6, pay offs or access obligations are much less easy to identify, which makes these rights hardly positive. Citizenship, or humanitarian concern, constitutes the basis of political legitimacy of recognition of these rights, rather than a return obligation.

In the history of social protection, it often occurred that rights 6 were transferred to one of the five other categories (such as in the case of CCT’s, which belong to rights 4). To require that even informal poor workers pay a contribution to social protection funds does not only respond to a financial concern: it also represents a means to transfer rights 6 to the category of rights 1 or 2. It also legitimates these workers’ social rights, which thus acquire a counterpart. However, the reverse trend also exists, in developing as well as OECD countries: in dominant discourses, rights 1 to 4 are more and more presented as being satisfied in the name of humanitarian concerns, without counterpart, or parallel to the denial of the existence of a counterpart. Social rights then threaten to fall into category 6. Similarly, rights 1 or 2 may become rights 3 or 4, i.e. become submitted to conditions, such as means test. Unemployment benefits constitute a hybrid category, overlapping types 2 and 3-4. Conditions of access, overall, are increasingly restricted, to the point where this social right tends to be turned into a benefit pending to an individual poverty condition, and not anymore a right whose only conditionality is a previous situation of employment and contribution. 

- The fourth consideration is that social rights almost always possess a redistributive dimension, even though their main objective is not income redistribution. Rights 1 operate a redistribution because the consumption of related goods and services, even though unequally distributed among social and economic classes, grows slower than income, and because there exists a redistribution between childless families and households with many children, or between pensioners with a longer or a shorter life expectancy, etc. For type 2, redistribution operates through the fact that contributions are proportionally lower for lower income categories. For rights 3 and 4, because their function of redistribution is engrained in their conception: higher income categories are generally excluded from their benefits. For rights 5, because they organise a solidarity-based redistribution among the member of a group, even though it may be compensated by other types of flows in the opposite direction, past, present or future (loyalty, services, obligations, tributes…). 

- Finally, the fifth consideration is that the opposition between insurance and welfare assistance appears too schematic to account for the complex articulations between favours and rights. Rights 1 and 2 pertain to insurance mechanisms only in pure bismarckian systems, which do not exist in reality since all of them have undergone hybridation, whereas beveridgian systems can be classified neither as assistance nor as insurance. Furthermore, the evolution of social protection systems in the past two decades, both in the North and in the South, has been characterised by the emergence of rights 3 and 4, and often of rights 5 as well, which cannot be classified either as favours, even though clientelism if often rampant. In some countries, these three categories represent the bulk of social protection. This trend tends to bring assistance closer to beveridgian mechanisms, save the fact that the condition of citizenship is not sufficient for an individual to benefit from these rights. 

Towards a typology of social rights regimes in developing countries

The following table is but a first attempt, presented for discussion, to build a schematic typology of social protection regimes in a social rights perspective. It attempts to take into consideration the various dynamics, spheres, benefits and rights that were dealt with above. It remains at a very general scale: more types and sub-types could be introduced. 

	Initial configuration (see note below)
	Social rights regime in the present configuration
	Trends of ongoing policies, projects, and reforms
	Mode of reproduction of social rights regimes, evolutions. 

	Type 1: 
Strong and relatively ancient integration in world capitalism. Agriculture and the informal economy are determined by the evolution of capitalist sectors (rejected labour force, sub-contracting, labour force reproduction…). Resistance to market forces disruption is organised in political parties, labour and professional unions, indigenous people movements…

Social protection regimes are of a bismarckian type. They are close to the social or welfare state; their coverage is relatively large, either as social insurance or as public and private assistance schemes. 


	- Social policy is consistent and politicised, but strongly pervaded with clientelism, lack of transparency, and gatekeeper’s roles. 
- Some of these regimes are clearly dualist and produce massive exclusion (of indigenous people, non resident immigrants…) on statutory (residency, nationality), racial, ethnic, political (definition of tight conditions of access to citizenship) or economic grounds (corporatism, agricultural, industrial or mining oligarchy). 
	- Strong labour commodification, integration of new labour forces in global capitalism (e.g. women), heavy manpower turnover, flexibility and informalisation, very mobile foreign investments

- Extension of professional-based social insurance schemes to new worker categories, and of voluntary insurance to informal workers

- Slight strengthening of social service supply commodification (public / private partnerships in health care, insurance, education…).

- Public welfare assistance schemes developed as quasi-rights with conditionality aiming at human development and activation towards employment

- Increase of demands of various types addressed to women (care, employment, social development, community development, local democracy…), refamilialisation

- Complementary private insurance 
	- Extension and adaptation of social rights regimes, but tensions between the economic and the political dynamics, around labour force international cost, its modes of submission to international capitalism and its conditions of mobilisation

- Development of a right to welfare assistance, hybrid and subject to conditions, contractual and individual, but linked to citizenship and political programmes

- Weakening of labour rights, linked to the strengthening of integration in global capitalism



	Type 2

Weak integration in global capitalism, except in primary and extractive activities (oil, mines, wood…). Strong labour force mobility, generating massive migration flows towards cities and international labour markets. 

A large share of labour force is not directly integrated to global capitalism, except though international aid and development projects. « Old-type » social regulations (family, dependency, clientelism…) are supported by resources extracted from migration and international assistance. 

The regimes are characterised by strong social insecurity (Gough and al. 2004), as well as physical and survival disasters. 

A reduced core of social insurance, of weak coverage, leaves a major part of the population unprotected by institutional schemes. Social policies and programmes and foreign aid are producing a fragmented social protection map.  

Institutionalised social protection is not a right. 


	- Social policy is depoliticised, scattered, porous, run through by international programmes and various initiatives. Debates are mainly humanitarian and technical.
- Formal civic and political rights are not guaranteed by the state, and reflect inequalities of tribal, social, religious… belonging and identity.  

- Social rights granted to citizens consist mainly of access to public health and education services, not always of a good quality

-Advocacy for human and humanitarian rights by international and non governmental organisations

- families, communities, networks and clientelism play a strong role in access to support, protection and welfare assistance services

- Contributive rights (social insurance, mutual societies) only available to certain professional groups, weak coverage, seen as a privilege.
	- Weak extension of social insurance on a professional basis

- Weak commodification of social services because of weak purchasing power of a large part of the population

- Strong refamilialisation, considerable contribution of women to micro-credit, care of dependents, labour force participation, education, social development… 

- Significant contribution of community solidarity (mutual societies, micro-insurance, micro-credit and finance, investment societies, care of dependents, of the sick, mutualisation of disaster expenses…). 


	- Strengthening of contributive rights for the access to social insurance services, but to a limited extent (15-20% of the whole population) as well as in the framework of mutual societies and micro-insurance projects

- Extension of social and economic human rights consciousness, leading to alliances with international organisations, but little concrete outcomes in terms of protection and security

- Social rights as related to the political spheres make little headway, political resources being accessed mainly through favours and clientelist ways. 



	Type 3

Beveridgian type systems, affected by ideological and budgetary choices

The state and the private sector have a role in buffering and dampening the disruption and requirement of markets on the social organisation, but to a limited extent


	- Social policies depend on budget allocations, managed by the political sphere, and the role of public authorities in social policy is supposed to remain residual

- Some of these regimes are clearly dualist and produce massive exclusion (of indigenous people, non resident immigrants…) on statutory (residency, nationality), racial, ethnic, political (definition of tight conditions of access to citizenship) or economic grounds (corporatism, agricultural, industrial or mining oligarchy). 
	- Strong extension of labour commodification, integration of new labour forces in global capitalism (e.g. women), foreign investments, high turnover, flexibilisation, informalisation of labour. 

- Strong commodification of social services (public services commissioning to the private sector, corporate insurance and pension schemes, private health care supply, domestic workers, private vocational training and education services…). 

- Corporate insurance and pension schemes are the main mode of access to social protection for formal workers; mutual societies, cooperatives, associations, play a limited role for informal workers (in spite of repeated references in political rhetoric).

- Public services are residual and decentralised (with local contracts for welfare assistance, active labour market policies and public services commissioning). 

- Strong refamilialisation and involvement of women in employment, care, social development, etc. 


	- The state is carrying out forms of conciliation between social rights based on citizenship and active labour market policies, i.e. targeting, incentives to activity, struggle against dependency on welfare assistance… 

- Weakening of labour rights linked to the strengthening of integration in global capitalism

- policies aiming at the extension of access to social services (demand solvabilisation, public subsidies) in order to compensate the effects of labour adaptation to global capitalism (flexibility, deregulation…) and to prevent social or epidemic consequences. 

- Reluctance to formulate access to welfare assistance in terms of rights, and confirmation of its function of social control.



	Type 4 (ex-communist)

Ancient integration in world capitalism, but mediated by state centralisation and construction of workers status by means of access to socialised goods and services

Transition towards new forms of social protection, intense process of commodification, which generates the destruction of the socialist mediation system, considerable social violence during the transition process (poverty, inequalities, unemployment, lack of social protection…)

  
	· Social protection and social services are con-substantial and an integrated part of the state’s social and economic policy

· Social policy is based on three pillars (until the beginning of the 1990’s): the state, the firm, and the municipality

· The firm is the main sphere where social rights are formulated, and social rights are workers’ rights rather than citizens’ rights


	- Dismantling of the interweaving of state and firms in the provision of social and social protection benefits and services

- Freeing of « market forces », soaring of unemployment, of inequalities, of monetary and human poverty, of public health problems

- Commodification of social services and benefits for the solvable share of the demand

- Contribution of local (municipalities) and community solidarity to satisfy non solvable demand for social services and benefits

- Decentralisation of public services

- Refamilialisation, exit of many women from the formal labour force, and intensification of their contribution to care, migration, domestic employment, prostitution, etc.

 
	- The issue of rights (social as well as the right to express oneself, to raise public demands…) is second, in the process of transition, to the issue of freedoms

- The predominance of private rights (property, contract…) is justified by the requirement of emerging capitalism

- Advocacy for human rights to food, health, and environmental security is the main component in the process of building social rights. It leans upon a civil society that has little autonomy vis-à-vis international organisations




Note: in our former study [Destremau and Lautier 2006], among the seven monographs that were formally written, Tunisia, Columbia and Mexico belonged to type 1, Mali and the Philippines to type 2, and South Africa and Cambodia to type 3. 
Commentaries:

Type 1: the first waves of establishment of social protection schemes, contemporary to industrialisation, targeted the core of industrial systems and/or the social foundation of the state (administration, public services and firms, the military). The second wave is specific in the sense that « the margins » are targeted. The issue is less to dampen off the effects of labour force integration in stable employment, than to alleviate the effects of non-integration in formal employment, and of unstable integration in international capital ventures, and to prepare for labour force recycling after it is being discarded. The trend is thus towards a complexification of forms and types of rights, which takes into account the limit of the bismarckian schemes tailored for stable wage labour, in order to develop more beveridgian forms, which generate new contours to social citizenship, based on rights more and more formulated in human and social, and even political terms, and less related to economics. The functions of social protection in this new globalisation context are still linked to the risk of social dislocation, but more as an effect of defamilialisation on social groups that had not been protected by other institutionalised schemes (the first wave) and were relying on family and community spheres, and thus find themselves more and more deprived (women heading households, old people, street children…). These trajectories end up building strata of social rights. Stable wageworkers tend to set up limited membership mutual organisations (corporate health and pension plans) and to demand social rights restricted to their category. They resist to the universalisation of equal social rights and to its fiscal implications.

Type 2: having remained marginalised in relation to capitalist spheres, except for extractive and rentier activities, these countries have not constructed social rights systems aiming at the protection of workers and citizens against market disruption, except for a small circle of workers, mainly public employees. « Traditional » spheres, in which rights liable to be claimed are embedded in reciprocity, dependency and return obligations, have often been reinforced by rentier type mechanisms (extractive activities, exports, international aid…) that have been associated to the couple « corruption – clientelist redistribution ». Their efficiency is however receding, under the effects of social changes altering family and community cohesion (demographic evolution, urbanisation, impoverishment…). Basic social rights, grounded in humanitarian principles, are being advocated in order to secure basic security and the satisfaction of basic needs, which are supposed to compensate for the marginalisation of these areas vis-à-vis global capitalism. This discourse is, to a large extent, carried out by international organisations, moved by ethics and the fear for regional instability and massive migration towards the North. The growing share of private commercial and non-profit supply of health and education services, as well as other social and support services, goes along a slackening and a privatisation of rules, norms and regulations, which affects the functioning of the labour market. 

Type 3: workers’ rights secure their access to social protection services and benefits mainly in the corporate arena, even though the related rules and regulations are codified at national level either by the state, or by sector or union agreements and conventions. An important share of workers, informal as well as agriculturalists, migrants…, do not benefit from these services and benefits. Another branch of social rights is that providing access to services and benefits financed by the public budget (education, health, welfare assistance); depending on the type of liberal discourse and the means granted, their extension and their qualitative and quantitative contents is more or less liable to promote equality of opportunities. Private foundations play a role in providing benefits to the most vulnerable. As a trend, the content of rights linked to citizenship becomes weaker (budgetary constraints) and conditional (active labour market and welfare policies). Resort to private education and health services is reduced in absolute value, but may constitute and considerable share of households’ expenses (especially for health). Disaster expenses (sale of land, of cattle) may lead households into durable poverty. 

Type 4: the old system did not legitimate itself in terms of rights, but in terms of belonging to a workers’ nation, through the belonging to a « firm » (manufacturing, cooperative, public service…). Its dismantling leads to a retreat onto whatever is left of family and community solidarity, civil society and religious organisations initiatives, on international aid and a renewed responsibility of municipalities and local authorities, as well as onto the market for whoever is able to express a solvable demand. Social violence generated by the transition process brings about management policies, but not a discourse in terms of rights. Most unsatisfied social protection and support needs (health care, education, welfare assistance) fall back on the local administrative level (the municipalities), these being formulated not in terms of social rights but in terms of political responsibility. However, for lack of means (damaged social infrastructures, no specific financial resources for pensions…), local political and administrative authorities face difficulties to build their legitimacy on their social policy. However, the issue of social rights may seem to make headway, when transition towards democracy is under way. But it stumbles over the absence of definition of citizenship, and its inability to become the basis of a social right system.  

Conclusion

We have insisted, all along this methodological exploration, on the extreme diversity of social protection regimes in developing countries, not only in their outcomes and efficiency, but also in their historical developments, their specific combination of services and benefits provided by the state, the family, the community, the market and the firm, at local, national or international scales. This diversity, however, is not void of organising principles and permanent feature, from one country, or even one region, to another. This is what has allowed us to attempt to construct a typology, based not on institutional features or indicators of efficiency (such as risk coverage) but the combination of rights that underlie social protection systems, making the hypothesis that social rights regimes allow a mapping and an analysis not only of resources and coverage, but of the political nature of social protection, as well as the main orientation of its transformation and reform. 

Depending on their dominant configuration, within their singular trajectories, national social protection and social rights regimes have been more or less exposed to, reacting to, and shaped by, global, national and local pressures towards reforms, or transformation, at a time where social protection is more and more considered as a tool against poverty. Two main trends, or dynamics, may be roughly distinguished:

- Where the « social question » was not built as a national issue, linked to labour and citizenship (but only as particular rights or privileges), permeability to the global struggle against poverty is relatively strong, and social protection (and/or its extension) firstly addressed as a second generation tool of anti-poverty struggle, enunciated at global level by international organisations, in terms of human rights, of basic needs satisfaction, and as an instrument for economic growth, social development, human capital reinforcement, etc. Often, global influences and programmes result in social and geographical fragmentation of social protection systems that do not succeed in overall social inclusion. The « social question » tends to be worded in humanitarian terms, and social rights to be dissolved in human or humanitarian rights.

- Where social protection has been constructed at national – and thus political – level, in a framework of social rights, linked to labour and/or citizenship, there exists a stronger resistance to the reduction of social protection to a mere anti-poverty instrument. Anti-poverty struggle is incorporated in social protection systems, but as juxtaposed mechanisms, where innovations are experienced. Social rights are still expressed as such, and anti-poverty struggle, as well as new assistance devices, tend to be formulated in terms of social rights as well. The « social question » keeps on being expressed in national and political terms. 

The concept of rights, trajectories from one type of rights to another, the capacity to claim and access rights, are mainly generated and determined in the political sphere. The issue of social protection constitutes a political issue, over a policy issue. 
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� Our first « methodological exploration » was grounded in seven country case studies (Tunisia, Columbia, Mexico, Kuwait, Philippines, Cambodia, Mali, South Africa). 


� The contours of « developing countries » or « the South » will not be discussed here, even though we are conscious that much could be said about the implicit dualism that underlies this formulation. 


� Geof Wood (2004) opposes « autonomous security » to « dependent security » and to excessively imposed security ». 


� These are but a very small part of the body of literature that exsits on the issue. We have selected works that we diretly used at this stage of our work. 
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