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Abstract*

The International Labour Organisation (ILO) playesh important role in developing
institutions of social protection — i.e. in pronmadi welfare state-building — outside of the
earlier industrializing societies of north-westdenrope and North America. For most of
the century the ILO promoted its preferred modeddahon social insurance, even in the
face of disagreement within the ILO over the linmfscontributory social insurance in
societies in which formal wage employment was xoepion rather than the rule. This
paper examines three episodes of model-buildinginvithe ILO from the perspective of
their relevance in the global South. First, in tH@20s and 1930s, the ILO grappled with
the difficulties of extending Northern models te tiobal South. Secondly, in the 1940s,
the ILO debated the appropriate mix of contribut@yd non-contributory provision,
whilst in practice promoting the former and downpiay the latter. Thirdly, between the
1950s and 1980s, the ILO grappled with the chaken§ combining its emphasis on
social insurance with more directly pro-poor podési in contexts where workers in
formal employment were rarely among the poorerisestof society. Pro-poor policies
meant, in general, developmental policies, thagsbuo transform the rural and urban
poor into workers. Throughout, the ILO retainedteosg emphasis on social insurance,
i.e. on a ‘workerist’ model of welfare. Only in tlearly twenty-first century did the ILO
begin to consider seriously and promote the polyilof expanded social assistance
schemes. Whilst previous studies have identifiedetigenerations’ of policy that
correspond broadly to the episodes discussed smpghper, they typically underestimate
the continuities between them.

Introduction: ThelLO and Welfare-State-Building

The literature on welfare-state-building tends emeentrate entirely on political, social
and economic conditiongiside countries. But, in building — and later rebuildirg
welfare states, policy-makers typically drew onasldrom abroad as well as at home.
Prominent among the foreign ‘ideas’ were the aatuadiels of welfare states constructed
(or proposed) elsewhere and hence available fdicatjpn (perhaps with adjustments).
Collier and Messick (1975) argued that the diffasiof policies across national
boundaries explains why, as the twentieth centungnessed, states adopted social
insurance programmes at earlier and earlier stafjéevelopment. Whilst ideas might
only be taken up if they are congruent with theriests of politically powerful elites or
parties and are actionable within existing stagtitutions (Hall, 1989), elites and parties
typically act only when appealing ideas are avélaBs Blyth remarks, ‘structures do
not come with an instruction sheet’ (Blyth, 2002).

! professor of Political Studies and Sociology, @msity of Cape Town, Rondebosch, South Africa. Emai
Jeremy.seekings@uct.ac.za. Parts of this paper wezeented at a conference organized by the
International Institute of Social History in BrutseBelgium on ‘The Past and Present of the Intéwnal
Labour Organisation’, in October 2007. | am gratéduparticipants in the conference for their comise
This version of this paper includes some importartections to the discussion of the 1944 Philddalp
Declaration and accompanying Recommendations, gaimtit by Jasmien Van Daele.
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Taking up foreign ideas entailed choice, as theneeralways been more than one set of
ideas on offer. Collier and Messier unfortunategidono attention to variations and
choices in the design of welfare systems. The grgviiterature on case-studies of the
precise reception and use of foreign models cosfittmat ideas and models matter, albeit
within the tight constraints of domestic politidsut it is hard to detect any general
framework for understanding choice (see Heclo, 1%u4hnle, 1978; Hennock, 1987;
Hills, Ditch and Glennister, 1994). This literatUazuses on Northern cases. When we
turn to the experience of the global South, antaudil set of players enter the picture:
international institutions. At the end of the Twetit Century, the World Bank's
energetic promotion of the ‘Chilean model' of peamsreform was a powerful factor in
the spread of this particular model across mucthefdeveloping and post-Communist
worlds — although, again, external influences (@spures) were mediated through the
prisms of domestic politics (see Weyland, 2004,520adrid, 2003; Orenstein, 2005).
In the early and mid-Twentieth Century, the equendiinternational organization was the
International Labour Organisation (ILO)or about half a century from the mid-1920s,
the ILO played a major role not only in promotinacsl welfare reforms but, perhaps
more importantly, in promoting a particular modél reform based on a ‘workerist’
model of social insurance funded through contrimgiby workers and employets.

ILO officials have often, in the past, emphasideel l_O’s importance in the promotion
of social welfare reform. In 1929, in the midsttleé introduction and expansion of social
insurance schemes both inside and outside Europdl © Director reported that:

It may be said without exaggeration that the [imé#ional Labour]
Organisation has had some part in all the greatmes recently accomplished
and is sharing in the preparation of most of th@artant Bills at present
being elaborated. Governments, reporters of Paglany commissions,
employers’ organizations, trade unions, insurangstitutions and their
national and international unions, and medical @asons take into
consideration the international Conventions, wiliand quote from the
Office’s publications, and seek information and stimes even advice from
the Office. (Director’'s Report, 1929: 190)

In a retrospective paper published as part of tled fiftieth anniversary celebrations in
1969, Perrin referred to the ILO’s ‘deep influerae the concept and growth of social
security at certain decisive moments in its histqRerrin, 1969: 564). The ILO’s
‘Conventions and Recommendations relating to soaigurance ... were largely
instrumental in establishing the essential charaties of this type of protection and in
determining the pattern of its subsequent developnidid: 569). The spread of social
insurance between the wars and of ‘social secuaftigr the Second World War were
‘largely the result of legislative example and thi#uence of the standards laid down by

2 This is not to say that the ILO was the only medsmm for transmitting ideas around welfare policy
during this time. In the early Twentieth Centuryher possible mechanisms included internationaletra
union organizations (the International Federatiérif@ade Unions, the Soviet-run Red International of
Trade Unions or Profintern, and, briefly, the PameXican Federation of Labour), the Second Inteonati
and Comintern (comprising political parties), amdamizations such as the Fabian Society in thasBrit
Empire. Studies of these organizations pay littterdion to their role in disseminating ideas abwatfare
reform.

3 Elsewhere (Seekings, 2008), | have distinguishediden ‘workerist’ models of welfare reform focused
on workers and other models focused instead orapegaupers, or, exceptionally until recentliizens.
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the International Labour Organisatioibifl: 570, 581-2). ILO-linked scholars writing in
ILO publications emphasise the role of the ILO atsdconventions in stimulating or
shaping legislative reform in countries in the glbBouth (e.g. Menon, 1956, on India)
as well as the global North.

Quantitative analyses of the patterns and consegseonf the ratification of ILO
conventions by countries in the late Twentieth @gntprovide findings of unclear
relevance for an assessment of the ILO’s role.n§tand Chang (1993) examine the
consequences of ratification, identifying two pbssimechanisms: Conventions ‘offer a
script or model that actors can draw upon to depaity’ (especially when conventions
define benefit categories, minimum levels and pkriof coverage, and conditions for
eligibility), and they ‘might provide reasons forctn’ through shifting policies
symbolically ‘out of the realm of zero-sum, partispolitics and into the realm of
fundamental, universally recognized rights’ (2423p4Strang and Chang’'s empirical
work does not, however, help to assess the relatnportance of these two channels.
What they did find was that ILO ratifications sedm stimulate increased welfare
spending in the advanced capitalist societiesnbtiin less developed countries (LDCSs).

ILO standard setting does not seem to contributelasily to the growth of
welfare programs in the developing world. ... LDCedeot to ratify ILO
standards on social security, and spending doesnadtedly increase when
they do ratify them. In such cases, ratificationyrha best understood as a
symbolic commitment to programs whose realizatimce$ severe fiscal and
organizational constraints. (257)

In the advanced capitalist countries, for whichréheare better data, right-wing
governments were more likely to respond to ratifazes than left-wing ones, presumably
in large part because left-wing governments hadnoéixpanded welfare spendipgor

to ratification. This emphasis on the ratificatioh conventions leads us to ask ‘what
determines ratification?’. Boockmann (2001) fouhdttthe ratification of conventions in
general ot social welfare conventions in particular) in lekeloped countries in the
late Twentieth Century correlated with GDP per tapi and with the past record of
ratification, but not (in contrast to the advanceagitalist countries) political factors.

The importance of the ILO probably seems greatesnshiewed from Geneva than when
viewed from the global South. Independent casetstudf policy-making rarely even
mention the ILO. In more than one dozen books olusirial and related issues in South
Africa during this period, | found only one indextey for the ILO. Similarly, major
studies of the ‘incorporation’ of labour in Latinn#rica (such as Collier and Collier,
1991) do not seem to mention the IE@his may be a reflection of a more general lack

* The case of Collier and Collier (1991) is ironiwen that one of the Colliers was a co-author & th
previously-cited article on policy diffusion. Thesee growing literatures on the role of ideas amdiets in
other areas of public policy, including public hba({see, for example, Martinez Franzoni (1998)nBir
(2006), Weindling (2006), Marks (2006) and, ontbicbntrol in South Africa, Klausen (2004)). There a
methodological problems in assessing the importariddeas. The ILO and individual states may have
responded at much the same moment to the samd glwhial and economic changes. The introduction or
extension of unemployment insurance in many coesitin the mid-1930s might have reflected the
influence of the ILO’s 1934 convention on this, leén again it might be the case that the ILO syjmpl
responded faster to the same external causes m&diral states. Furthermore, as Swenson (2002) has
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of attention in the existing literatures on welfatate-building in individual Southern
countries on the significance of transnational $jemodels and organizationsThe
ILO’s own studies provide little evidence to bagkthe standard assertion of influence.
Where, when, how and why the ILO had a concreteachpn the global South are
guestions that require considerable further anglymyond the scope of this paper, but it
certainly seems that there might have often bebig @ap between the ILO’s provision
of a script or justification for reform — to user&@tg and Chang's concepts — and
subsequent policy reform.

This paper focuses on one specific aspect of tigigelb story. Regardless of the actual
influence of its models, what precisely was it tthegt ILO was promoting? The ILO was
important, especially from the 1940s, in promotioige particularmodel of welfare
reform, despite its rhetorical commitment, from 43 least, to a more diverse array of
models. This paper examines the ILO’s favoured keost’ model and the
marginalization of alternatives.

1. ThelLO and Social Security: The View from 2001

At the 89" session of the International Labour Conference2001, the ILO passed a
resolution on social security, having discussedeagth a substantial report @ocial
Security: Issues, Challenges and Prospédthe conference noted that more than half of
the world’s population was not covered by eithentdbutory or tax-financed social
security. The resolution referred to a set of ‘dosions’ that the conference adopted.
The conclusions did not entail any real commitnanthe part of the ILO members, but
instead committed the ILO and its Director-Geneial promote reforms ‘with the
seriousness and urgency they deserve in orderei@awme a fundamental social injustice
affecting hundreds of millions in member State®’() 2001: 1). Social security was
praised for contributing to productivity, developmeand growth, social cohesion and
democracy. The ILO should promote social secussgpecially extending it to people
who were not yet covered.

The 2001 debate harked back to previous discussithsr and statements by the ILO.
Most notably, the documentation referred repeatéallihe Declaration of Philadelphia,
i.e. a resolution on Income Security adopted mioaa half a century earlier, at the ILO’s
1944 conference (see ILO, 2001: v, 1, 5, 8, 56, BBg first of the ‘conclusions’ adopted
in 2001 quoted the Declaration, and went on to ey ‘it is time for arenewed

campaign by the ILO to improve and extend socialisgy coverage to all those in need
of such protection’ ibid: 1, emphasis added). Later, the conclusions stete ‘ILO

illustrated for Sweden and the USA, what actor®ddo not say in public might not reflect what treay

in private, let alone their real but possibly urleggro motivations and attitudes.

® The one partial exception is the case of Urugwdgere many studies acknowledge the importance of
European influences on Batle in the early 1900stha period prior to the First World War and the
subsequent establishment of the ILO (see, for el@nManger, 1980). But | am unaware of any English-
language studies that analyse these influenceasyidetail.

® The Governing Body of the ILO had proposed th&dssion two years earlier, in 1999. The 200drld
Labour Reportaddressed many aspects of social security, uridetitie Income Security and Social
Protection in a Changing World
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activities should be anchored in the DeclaratioRlofadelphia’ (as well as in ‘the decent
work concept and relevant ILO social security stadd’ (bid: 5)).

A subsequent (and generally excellent) summaryhbyltO of its conventions on social
security divided identified them into three ‘gertevas’: the pre-1944 generation, the
1944 Declaration and its expression in Convention 102 of 1952, and subsequent
conventions (Humblet and Silva, 2002). In this actp the ILO’s engagement with
social security revolves around the 1944 Declanatsince which the ILO has merely
expanded or built on it. This picture of post-19#dgress sits uneasily with some of the
comments made in the 2001 debate. The spokesptosdhe Workers Group on the
Social Security Committee said that the ILO had enddo little progress’ since 1944
(ILO, 2001: 8). In this paper, | support (and exgpaon) Humblet and Silva’'s
identification of 1944 as marking an important shifpolicy. But | am less confident that
the innovations of 1944 led thereafter to substdngforms. In key respects, the post-war
history of the ILO’s efforts in welfare reform is1e of failing to move beyond its pre-
1944 *workerist’ emphasis on social insurance aedlect of alternative forms of social
protection. The 2001 debate marked a recognitidhisffailure.

The documents prepared for and record of the 2@Mhté were collated into an ILO
volume optimistically titledSocial Security: A New Consensigut the record of the
discussion in 2001 suggests that there had bed#e kbnsensus. The Workers
spokesperson emphasized the importance of increasgdoyment, or at least of
increased numbers of ‘decent’ jobs. The spokespensisted that the extension of social
security to the previously excluded should be giibsd, but without any diminution of
benefits in existing schemeshi@l: 9). The Employers’ spokesperson unsurprisingly
emphasized the importance of economic growth, aached about imposing excessive
costs on employersbfd: 10). Employers were especially concerned aboet figcal
implications of ageing and of HIV/AIDSKid: 23), and insisted that discussions should
be at the national rather than international legelas to be fully cognizant of national
conditions and constraintsbid: 25). Some Government speakers favoured the ILO
setting legally binding minimum standards, but athgointed out that the ILO’s social
security conventions had been ratified by few masbend were opposed to any further
social security conventiong(d: 28).

The positions staked out by the various partiesiwithe ILO were broadly ones that
they had held since the 1920s, and the terms adeébate were for the most part old and
familiar ones. This dissensus explains in partdok of progress in fulfilling the promise
of the 1944 Declaration.

The 2001 conclusions echoed the 1944 Declaratisn @ their endorsement of the
variety of approaches to social security:

There is no single right model of social securltygrows and evolves over
time. There are schemes of social assistance, rsaiveschemes, social
insurance and public or private provisions. Eachietp must determined
how best to ensure income security and accessalthheare. These choices
will reflect their social and cultural values, thaistory, their institutions and
their level of economic developmenbid: 2)



In addition, the 2001 conclusions noted, ‘certaiougs have different needs and some
have very low contributory capacityib{d: 2). Like the 1944 Declaration, the 2001

conclusions entailed little in the way of substantommitment. The only commitment

on ILO member States was that ‘each country shdatérmine a national strategy for

working towards social security for all. This’, theO conclusions continued, ‘should be

closely linked to its employment strategy and $ooither social policies’ (2).

The ILO’s endorsement of diverse approaches wasiatthed in practice, or at least not
until after the 2001 conference. The basic reaswntHis lay in the combination of
globally unequal wages and related costs of empéoynon the one hand, and the very
structure of the ILO. Workers from the more indisdized countries had a strong
incentive to set high minimum standards for sose@turity, as for other aspects of
employment, not simply out of an altruistic commnetmh to a just global distribution
between employers and employees but also out bintetest, as better-paid workers
sought to inhibit low-cost competition. Employersthe more industrialized countries
were generally opposed to cost-raising reforms, dmrnetimes had an incentive to
combine with their workers and set high minimumnd&ds so as to inhibit low-cost
competitors. Governments in the more industrialigedieties sought to maintain social
order (as well as often being responsive to workilags voters). Workers in formal
employment in the countries of the global Southrethesome of the interests of their
northern counterparts, but employers and goverrsriarthe global South had much less
incentive to encourage higher costs, especiallyergithat these were of benefit to
relatively small sectors of these societies. Witte tpossible exception of some
governments in competitive democracies, the paditis in the ILO had little incentive
to promote social assistance. Throughout its histbe ILO therefore faced two basic
dilemmas with respect to social security. Firstwttat extent should the higher standards
of interest to the more industrialized countriestioé North be imposed on the less
industrialized countries of the South? Secondly,wioat extent should welfare be
extended beyond workers in formal employment, @aflgaqgiven that the poor in the
global South were generally poor because they wetan formal employment? The
consequence was a rhetorical commitment to ‘s@eatection’ for all, but without much
substance. These dilemmas can be traced througtessive phases of the ILO’s
engagement with social welfare reforms.

2. TheILO and Social Welfare Policy, 1919-39

The ILO paid little attention to social welfare i¢s in the first five or so years after its
formation in 1919, focusing instead on wages anaitmns of employment. The ILO
was established under Part Xl of the Treaty ofsadles, in order to promote ‘social
justice’ which was a necessary foundation of ‘urseépeace’. The preamble to Part Xl
identified explicitly ‘the protection of the workexgainst sickness, disease and injury
arising out of his employment’ and ‘provision foldoage and injury’ as elements in
‘social justice’, but these were not mentionedhia hine principles identified in the final
article (no. 427) of Part XIlIl and which later bewa known as the ‘Labour Charter’
(ILO, 1931: 367).

! Comprehensive social insurance had been parteof#i6 Leeds and 1917 Berne programmes of social
democratic trade unions from both sides of thet Miferld War. At Berne, German unionists seem toehav
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There were two main strands to the ILO’s work ais tiime: the adoption of
‘conventions’ and ‘recommendations’ in the (usua#iynual sessions of the International
LabourConferencgILC), and the collation and dissemination of imf@tion (including
labour statistics) through the International Lab@ifice (henceforth, the Office) (see
Article 396 of Part XIIl). The first of these stids is the most visible measure of the
ILO’s concerns, although the adoption of a conwentdid not require the ILO’s
members to implement its contents (even when thesrgment’s own delegates had
voted for it). ILO officials later admitted thatei were surprised how difficult it was to
secure the ratification of conventions in the fafe'administrative delays, national
prejudices, constitutional contradictions, legajecbons, economic apprehensions, press
of Parliamentary work, Government negotiations,agion manoeuvres, indifference or
hostility in public opinion, mutual misunderstangsnand suspicions, and so on’ (ILO,
1931: 6-7). But, even when conventions were nafiedt they still had an indirect
influence, often setting the standard for debatiisinvcountries. ‘Through all the tangle
of legal procedure, through all the confusion ofmeaittees, commissions and
conferences, beneath all the apparent emptinessngfess resolutions and the jumble of
texts, we see with amazement the desired reforrimgy kalopted in every part of the
world — slowly, it may be but surely and sometiregen beyond our highest hopésd:

9).

It was not until 1924 that social insurance wastfdiscussed seriously, excepting the
issue of compensation for industrial accidénfe ILO Director later reported that it

had seemed as if the development of social inserbad been ‘paralysed’ in the early
1920s’ By 1924-25, however, concern with social insuramas growing across much of

the world. The German system was reestablishirdf ifter the German currency crisis.
Australia and Britain had appointed Royal CommissioNew legislation had been

passed or tabled in Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Grend elsewhere. Even Argentina
had passed (in 1923) what would prove to be slatilegislation for an ambitious

social insurance schem®and Chile introduced major reforms in 1924.

In 1923, the ILO’s Governing Body decided that abaisurance should be discussed at
the Seventh Session of the ILC two years henc&9#b. The Office published reports
surveying existing legislation on unemployment aickness insurantkas well as a
summary report for the ILC (o@eneral Problems of Social Insurandbat formed the
basis of discussions, mostly by a special commitié¢he 1925 ILC. The committee —
chaired by one of the German Government delegateseluded that ‘the scope of social

suppressed a Dutch proposal that tax-funded pesdierconsidered equivalent to a contributory, iasce
system (Tosstorff, 2005: 441).

The ILO had had a Social Insurance Section sir@E.1In 1921, it established a Correspondence
Committee on Social Insurance, comprising expevtg) met in 1921, 1923 and 1925. But it seems that
these achieved little, so that advocates of sacmlrance looked elsewhere for co-ordination, isgttn
motion the process that led to the establishmenthefInternational Social Security Association (see
Guinand, 2008, and below).

o Report of the Director to the $®ession of the ILC, 1927 (Geneva, 1927): 164.

0 see the Reports of the Director to tffeSession of the ILC, 1924 (Geneva, 1924), and theegsion of

the ILC, 1925 (Geneva, 1925).

1 Series C, no.10 (unemployment) and Series M, (gickness). Series M was a new series, dedicated to
social insurance.
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insurance should be as wide as possible, havingrelyerd to economic conditions in
each country’, and it should be financed throughtroutions from employers and
workers (and, perhaps, public funds) rather thathbystate alone. A contributory system
promoted thrift among workers and social respotigihmong employers: ‘The whole
social body rises from a moral and physical poihtview’, said the Committee’s
chairman? A Christian Democratic perspective thus enteréd what would otherwise
have seemed a more social democratic approaclti@ pootection.

The ILC approved a resolution drawn up in the Cotteai The preamble described
social insurance as the ‘best’ mechanism for ptitgavorkers and their families against
the risks that endangered their livelihoods (anthatsame time ensured a healthy labour
supply for employers). The resolution identifiedksiess insurance as the priority to be
discussed at the 1927 ILC, and for invalidity, dlde and widows’ and orphans’
insurance to be discussed then (if possible) oseyiently:* The 1925 ILC also adopted
conventions and recommendations on Workmen’s Coagtiem.

Two years later, in 1927, the ILO Director reportedthe 18' Session of the ILC that
there had been progress in extending social insarencountries as diverse as Australia,
Austria, Czechoslovakia, France, Britain (wheretdbuatory old-age pensions had been
introduced and a Royal Commission on sickness ama@r had reported), Italy and
Sweden"* This widespread progress paved the way for thettL&opt two conventions
and a recommendation on sickness insurance, obhattie of the report prepared by the
Office. Convention no.24 provided for compulsorgksiess insurance for workers in
industry and commerce as well as domestic serVamtepting specified categories of
mostly unwaged workers). Convention no.25 madestirae provision for agricultural
workers. The accompanying Recommendation (no.299segeneral principles as well
as specific suggestions with respect to benefitd ather details. Whilst the two
conventions notionally allowed for other forms ofoyision, the Recommendation
unambiguously described social insurance as ‘tlg pevident measure’. In October
1927, following the 16 Session of the ILC, an International ConferenceNafional
Unions of Mutual Benefit Societies and Sicknesaulasce Funds was established to
strengthen international networks around compulsickness insurance. This was a
forerunner of the ISSA (ISSA, 1987; Guinand, 2098).

The conventions on sickness insurance came at @ @imcontinuing innovation (or
replication) in social insurance schemes acros®feurand elsewhere. In 1928, after
reviewing developments in the ILO’s member-staties, Director concluded that ‘social

12 Proceedings of the™7Session of the ILC, 1925 (Geneva, 1925): 488. \WMeriks compensation was
different, in that employers alone should bearchst.

13 Report of the Committee on General Problems ofébdesurance, included in Proceedings of tiffe 7
Session of the ILC, Appendix VIII: 807-16.

14 Report of the Director to the $0Session of the ILC, 1927 (Geneva, 1927): 168-fi8Atgentina,
however, a bold reform had been annulled.

15 Guinand (2008) argues that the ILO’s embrace afiadnsurance in 1927 was a response to an
incipient, rival organization emerging from sickaefunds. This argument seems to overlook the
discussions of social insurance within the ILO ptim 1927. Guinand’s evidence does, however, siigges
that the rival initiative served to concentrate thieds of ILO leaders and accelerate their engagemith
social insurance. It might also explain why theu®avas so narrowly placed on social insurancehé¢o t
exclusion of tax-financed social assistance.
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insurance has never been in a more flourishingtipasi(Director’'s Report, 1928: 173).
The following year he reported that ‘the principfesocial insurance as a corollary of the
wage-earning system has been internationally aedefirector’'s Report, 1929: 168).
The Director attributed this in part to the ILO'swio role: ‘... despite national
idiosyncrasies and preferences, the systems oflddigin are following the main
principles embodied in the decisions of the [In&tional Labour] Conferenceihid).
The ILO itself boldly proclaimed in a 1931 self-assment that ‘the principle that every
wage-earner should be protected by insurance mngaground not only in European
countries but also in a great number of overseastoes. ... In less than fifty years
social insurance has conquered Europe and is weth® way to conquering the world’
(ILO, 1931: 147).

Why then was the ILO so slow to follow up its 192@kness insurance conventions with
similar conventions on insurance against othersrisiotably old age, invalidity, and the

death of a breadwinner? Insurance against suc hisét been part of the original plan of
the mid-1920s, but seem to have fallen by the wi@ysince sickness insurance was
prioritized. Writing in 1928, the Director of thé. @ noted the difficulties posed by

inflation to old-age insurance schemes that radiedhe accumulation of contributions in

funds. Pensions had ‘depreciated in purchasing ptoveuch an extent as to be almost
valueless’, but neither taxpayers nor current douators wanted (or perhaps could

afford) to subsidise existing pensioners (DirecdReport, 1928: 174). Two years later,
in 1930, the ILO went through a period of introdp@t reassessing its role in the face of
the disappointingly slow rate of ratification of itonventions (see Director's Report,
1930: 317-20). By 1931 the ILO was preoccupied \ligh challenge of the Depression,
including especially mass unemployment. The Dineeagain lamented the slow rate of
ratification, explaining that too many governmeatsl even workers did not appreciate
the importance of international labour legislation.

Only in 1932 did progress resume in the promotiérsacial insurance. The Office
delivered a Report to the ILC on invalidity, oldeagind widows’ and orphans’ insurance,
together with a draft set of questions to be sentmember-states in preparation for
drafting a convention that could be discussedatl®33 ILC. These were considered by
a dedicated committee at the™SBession, approved by the ILC, and referred batkeo
Office. The following year — i.e. 1933 — the Offipeesented a set of draft conventions,
which were then worked on first in committee, aheértin the ILC as a whole. The final
conventions committed member-states, upon ratifinatto set up or maintain’ schemes
of compulsory insurance for old-age, invalidity,dews and orphans. These social
insurance programmes should be compulsory, althoaghin groups of people could be
exempted. They should be administered by the stete,funded out of contributions
from workers and employers (and, possibly, puhblicds). The conventions allowed the
exemption for anyone who is or would become emtile non-contributory old-age
benefits. Article 15 also made provision for a mial scheme: ‘In countries which, at the
time when this Convention first comes into forcayd no laws or regulations providing
for compulsory old-age insurance, an existing nontgbutory pension scheme which
guarantees an individual right to a pension unlderconditions defined in Articles 16 to
22 hereinafter shall be deemed to satisfy the rements of this Convention.’

1% birector's Report, 1931: 2-7.
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The ILC adopted an additional convention on saaslirance in 1934, covering ‘benefits
or allowances to the involuntarily unemployed’. Jlwonvention differed from those of
1933 in several respects. Firstly, it allowed fathe& unemployment insurance,
remuneration linked to employment on relief works, social assistance. Secondly,
insurance schemes could be voluntary or compulsoffne accompanying
Recommendation (no. 44) urged countries to estabtismpulsory unemployment
insurance schemes, but recognized also that sassadtance schemes might be needed
also for workers who had either exhausted theurarsce benefits or had not yet acquired
the right to benefit (through contributions) (semne, 1935: 588-94).

The renewed enthusiasm for the expansion of sacglrance in 1932-34 probably
reflected three concerns. First, state and oth&rselvere growing concerned about the
costs to taxpayers of social expenditures, andcsmiributory schemes as a devious way
of raising revenues. In Britain, assistance to uhemployed expanded far beyond the
actuarial possibilities of its existing unemployrhémsurance system (Gilbert, 1970). A
series of enquiries (in Britain, Australia, Soutliriga and elsewhere) advocated the
introduction of contributory schemes for the elgdei®econdly, the politics of welfare
shifted. In the cases of Germany and Denmark, sogedfare reforms had been
introduced by the right in the face of ambivalenceven opposition from the left. In the
1920s, however, social democratic parties incotedravelfare into the centre of their
programmes. ‘In both countries they were pushedlloived themselves to be pushed,
towards welfare capitalism by other parties tryiagliminish welfare, and by finding that
the defense of welfare was a winning issue pollticéLevine, 1983: 84)'" As the left
became the primary defenders of the welfare statesocial democracy as an ideology
was redefined around non-revolutionary aims. Thirdhd informing the first two points
also, the economic depression sharpened demandscfone support during and as a
consequence of periods of unemployment.

What precisely was it that the ILO was promoting@spite the inclusion of clauses
accommodating tax-financed, non-contributory akékes to social insurance, this was,
as far as the ILO was concerned, ‘the social imsteara’. In the 1920s and 1930s, many
countries were inspired by the German model, whseemed eminently suitable for the
protection of employees in the industrial and edasectors’. The more advanced
countries extended ‘the model to cover all riskellf to jeopardise the working man’s
capacity or possibility of supporting himself by sko (Perrin, 1969: 565). The ILO
recognized explicitly that there were alternativiest considered the German model of
social insurance superior to all others and appatgrto both ‘industrialized and
industrializing countries’ ibid: 567). In a 1931 self-analysis, ILO officials nef
disparagingly to ‘social relief, which apparentiyncompassed (in their minds) social
assistance also. These would, in some processtafahand inexorable progression, be
replaced by social insurance (ILO, 1931: 146, 159).

But social insurance was certainly not as hegemasithe ILO tended to imply. In a
survey of existing provision in nineteen countrmgblished in 1933, the Office listed
numerous social assistance as well as social inserschemes. The crucial debate over

17 Social democrats may have been ahead of orgaf@bedr on this. In Sweden, unions had pushed for
tax-financed unemployment benefits — and were urésged by the Social Democrats’ 1934 legislation,
which employers opposed but quickly accepted (Saen2002: 246).
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the ILO’s formal position took place in 1932-33 owbe ILO’s advocacy of social
insurance against the risks of old age, invalidibd the death of a breadwinner. The
background (or ‘Gray’) Report produced by the Gifioefore the 1932 ILC apparently
assumed that provision would be based on compuissyrance. When the report and
accompanying draft questions for member-states dispeissed in committee at the ILC,
however, a Danish delegate motivated for the reitiognof non-contributory old-age
pensions (on which the Office had apparently coeapd second report), subject to their
guaranteeing an ‘individual right as secure asritjlgt under an insurance system’. He
pointed out that, in Denmark, neither workers mer general public would ‘consider the
adoption of compulsory contributory insurance asmaprovement’. The Committee in
effect voted against this proposal (with probabtyyahe British and Danish delegates
supporting it). In its report, the Committee argtieat:

Workers who, in consequence of premature invalidityl old age, are no
longer able to earn their living have ... a rightbeetter protection than that
which can be given through public assistance. ... Wawuntries have met
the problem by introducing social insurance. ... Tisred persons obtain a
genuine right to benefit$.

Introducing the report to the whole ILC, the chamof the committee (Dr Grieser, the
German government delegate who had also presidedtlog process culminating in the
1927 convention) described non-contributory scheasebeing ‘half way between poor
relief and ... insurance’ (336).

Further objections were raised in the discussionth@nfloor of the ILC. The debate
formally concerned the questionnaire to be senm&mber-states, but in effect it
concerned the terms on which the matter would biedaon the agenda of the next {17
session of the ILC. The British workers’ delegalgected to the idea that only insurance
accorded a clear right to benefits:

We in Britain, and in particular the workers, pireat faith to the social

soundness of the principle of non-contributory smn for social services.

The mere fact that a person covered by those seeigice insurances makes
payment indirectly through taxes, through the pasehof commodities which

he consumes, and through the general exchequdmamges of the country,

gives him as a citizen no less right to social isevin times of need than if
he pays his contributions direct. ... Are we now éotbld that the system of
old-age pensions at 70 years of age in Great Britaday is not as effective

and does not give the citizen as great a claimewsion rights, merely

because it is non-contributory? (342).

Dr Grieser refused to accept this suggestion, engtiounds that they had already been
rejected in committee. But the Government Delegate®enmark, Estonia, Finland,
Norway and Sweden moved an amendment that allogreaoh-contributory pensions as
an alternative to contributory ones, subject tartgearanteeing an ‘individual right as
secure as the right under an insurance system).(35@ Danish delegate, Lassen, spoke
in favour:

18 Report of the Committee on invalidity, old-age am@lows’ and orphans’ insurance, in Record of
Proceedings, 16Session of the ILC, 1932: 700.
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We do not deny that advances in social legislationing recent years have
justified us in preparing a Convention on the scbpf insurance; but we
think that non-contributory pension schemes hage ahd a certain utility.
... In- my country, every person over 65 years of wgese income does not
exceed a certain limit has a legal right to a pemseven though he has not
paid any contributions directly. That pension, viedf is higher than the
average pension granted under any contributoryesysWe therefore think
that the Conference should take note of such sygstamd give Governments
an opportunity of supplying information concernithgm. ... | have no wish
to attack the contributory system of insurance,ibistnot yet proved that the
contributory system is the ideal one, or that itthe only one. (English
translation of speech delivered in French; 359-60)

The French Government adviser opposed the amendmestribing non-contributory
pensions as mere ‘relief’, and pointing out that thaximum pension in all such schemes
was way below the maximum value of contributorygens in countries such as France
and Germany (360-1). The Swedish government dedeggtported the motion, noting
that, with respect to the unemployed, the ILO rec@nded unemployment insurance or
‘other methods of unemployment relief’ (361). Geescontinued to oppose the
amendment. But it was passed nonetheless, by at/6te32, by a show of hands and so
without a record of who voted which way. The amehd®tion was then passed (against
the opposition of only two Indian delegaté$).

The debate continued at the 1933 ILC, which waadwopt formally the conventioRS.
The extent of continuing disagreement over oldiagarance is indicated by the fact that
the committee considering the draft convention watuged with no less than 83
amendments on the first convention, and had to foeet total of sixteen sittings. This
Committee — not chaired by Grieser, who was nat giathe German delegation sent by
the new Nazi state — sought to broaden the appehéalraft conventions by combining
a ‘requirement’ that compulsory and contributorgurance schemes be established with
a wide range of possible exceptions including cager by non-contributory
arrangements (under Article 2). Article 15 of théial draft permitted countries to offer
non-contributory schemes instead of insurance sebgBubject to satisfying Articles 16
to 22). In committee, this was amended to refey dmlcountries that did not yet have
any compulsory, contributory schemes; in other wpoduntries with even a rudimentary
social insurance system could not introduce s@saistance instead of expanding social
insurance. This amendment was carried by the slesdef majorities (18 votes to 16,
with many abstentions). In the ILC itself, the adates of the conventions emphasized
that the objective was to serve as a standard dantdes that did not yet have any
arrangements. The more demanding aspects of sosiaiance would be left out of the
conventions and included in a Recommendation idstéountries could therefore
choose to ratify the conventions but not the Recendation. Article 15 and other details
were challenged unsuccessfully in the ILC, and owemi provisions in the
Recommendation were also opposed by employers yanldebBritish Government. But
the conventions were eventually adopted.

19 bebate, 27-28 April 1932; Record of Proceeding, Session of the ILC, 1932: 336-65.

201t was decided to separate out old-age insurdnealidity insurance and widows’/orphans’ insurance
for each, there were separate conventions for goiotdtural and agricultural workers, giving six
conventions in total.
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The respective merits of social insurance and bassistance were debated strongly in
some countries where real choices were being ntamgal assistance was aimed at the
poor, and did indeed grow out of poor laws. Butihmy early twentieth century, in Britain
(and its Dominions) and Scandinavia, it has becbnked to the rights of citizenship. It
was egalitarian in that benefits were fixed; indeadst were means-tested, meaning that
the rich were ineligible. It was redistributive that it was financed out of general
taxation (mostly paid by the rich). The German niamfesocial insurance, in contrast,
accorded benefits only to former contributors, avas thus limited to the formally
employed and excluded some of the poor. It wasaitagan in that its benefits
reproduced prior inequality in earnings. Workersl aamployers did not line up on
opposite sides of the battlefield over social iasge and assistance. Workers in many
countries favoured tax-financed social assistabesed on the rights of citizens, over
‘workerist’ social insurance. Employers in otheruntries favoured social insurance
because it incorporated organized labour into aapsi institutional arrangements and
blunted its militancy. The ILO, with its inhererddus on the concerns of workers rather
than those of citizens, and its institutional prefee for corporatist collaboration
between employers, workers and the state, was allikaty to favour the German social
insurance model. But it is striking that, in 1932-3he ILC prevented the model being
endorsed formally without qualificatidnl.

3. The problems of applying conventions outside of the most
industrialized countries

Officials regularly acknowledged that the ILO wasténded’, inter alia, ‘to protect and
help the more socially advanced countries agahest‘tinfair competition of backward
countries” (1931 Director's Report: 4) — which wam important reason why
conservative governments and employers supporeedLth*? This reflected the ILO’s
primary concern with the needs of industrial wosk@and their employesrs) in the most
industrialised countries. The ‘General Principlas’Part Xlll of the 1919 Treaty of
Versailles identified the well-being of specifigallindustrial wage-earners’ as being of
‘supreme international importance’ (Article 427).

Even within Europe the ILO faced difficulties indrdssing the problems of agricultural
workers. The French government even contestedegal icompetence of the ILO to
regulate agricultural labour. ILO officials insidtehat, from the outset, they were
determined not to treat ‘agricultural labour as Qiederella of the industries’ (ILO,

1931: 207), but the ILC’s conventions on agricldtuwworkers were ratified by many
fewer states than their counterparts for industsiaikers, and the ILC often resorted to
approving recommendations rather than conventiaregoicultural work.

21 Guinand (2008: 95) shows that the ISSA togethén wey ILO officials connived to discourage British
participation in the former, precisely becauseigfmitdelegates would promote their different systemd
thus weaken the organized sodére@urancemovement.

22 |n his 1931 Report, the ILO Director had to courtlearges from British employers that it had faited
do this adequately; he countered that the Britiapleyers were not playing their part within the ILO
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The problems were magnified with respect to lesstrialized countries. Article 405
(paragraph 3) of Part XIII of the Treaty of Versesl provides explicitly for qualifications
to the applicability of conventions approved by thé:

In framing any recommendation or draft conventibgeneral application the
Conference shall have due regard to those couniniewhich climatic
conditions, the imperfect development of indust@afjanization, or other
special circumstances make the industrial conditisnbstantially different
and shall suggest the modifications, if any, whithconsiders may be
required to meet the case of such countries. (Rieped in 1ILO, 1931: 374)

The ILO’s members included a number of less indristed countries from the outset.
The first ILC, held in Washington DC in late 19M&s attended by delegates from 41
countries. Thirteen of these were in the industnedrtland of north-west Europe and
North America® Another six countries were located in the southernentral European
periphery?* More than half of the countries (22 in total) tixgre present at the first ILC
were outside of Europe and North America (Lowe, 1935: xxxviiifhe numerical
preponderance of non-industrial countries continwétl subsequent accessions, except
perhaps in 1920-22.The ILO was forced by these countries to reseovettfem some
seats on the ILO’s Governing Body (Lowe, 1935:ikIMlcock, 1971: 40-1).

The membership of less industrialized countriesasgal more substantial challenges on
the reach of the ILC’s conventions. The very figginvention approved at the first ILC
(in 1919) — concerning the eight-hour working dayindustry — contained articles that
specifically excluded China, Persia and Siam (fog time being) and qualified the
application of the convention in Japan, India, Geeand Romani&. The ILCs through
the 1920s were concerned with the problem of tpecwl countries’ of the Far East. In
1924, the Director of the ILO reported to the ILiCtypical terms:

Whilst the stage of industrial organization reacledhese countries is not
such as to permit of the automatic adaptation &r taconomic and social
conditions of Conventions and Recommendations tbeigions of which are
designed more particularly to meet the needs aditgredustrial States, the
International Labour Organisation cannot negleetpbssibilities of progress
in these States and must seek means of promotngnidictment of legislation
affording increased protection to their workerswtiuld seem that the Draft
Conventions and Recommendations adopted at sueeeSsissions of the
Conference indicate the lines along which that prsg should be directed
and that by the prudent application of their pptes a suitably adapted

23 Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, Gredair Italy, Holland, Norway, Poland, Sweden,
Switzerland, together with USA and Canada. The atefk powers from the First World War — i.e.
Germany and Austria — were admitted almost immetliaThe US Congress voted to take the USA out of
the ILO; it only returned in 1934, at the same timsehe USSR joined.

24 Finland, Greece, Portugal, Rumania, Serbia-Cregitiaenia, and Spain.

2 Germany, Austria, Bulgaria and Luxemburg (19203toBia, Latvia and Lithuania (1921), Hungary
(1922), Ireland, Australia, Honduras, Panama, pikiq1923); Dominican Republic (1924), Mexico
§1931), Iraq and Turkey (1932), USA and USSR (1984jve, 1935: Ixxiii).

® Articles 9 to 13, reproduced in Lowe (1935): 415-7
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system of labour protection may be gradually ctatkich will ensure to the
workers of these countries fair and humane contiaf labour’’

The Office initiated — but seems not to have comeple- an enquiry into the ‘special
countries’. For the most part, less industrializeduntries simply did not ratify
conventions, many did not report their reason$i¢olLO (as they were supposed to do),
and some did not even send delegates to the ILCs.

It was only in 1927, with respect to the two cori@ms on sickness insurance, that the
generalised limitation in Article 405 (of the Trgadbf Versailles) was first invoked
(Lowe, 1935: Iv). Article 10 of the draft convemntidconcerning sickness insurance for
workers in industry and commerce and domestic sésvaand Article 9 of the
corresponding draft convention for agricultural kemns) specified that:

It shall be open to States which compriagge and very thinly populated
areasnot to apply the Convention in districts where,rbgson of the small
density and wide dispersion of the population anel ihadequacy of the
means of communication, the organization of sicknéssurance, in
accordance with the Convention, is impossible.

The States which intend to avail themselves ofetteeption provided by this
Article shall give notice of their intention ... [@hdhall inform the
International Labor Office as to what districts ythegply the exception and
indicate their reasons therefore.

In Europe it shall be open only to Finland to avtsklf of the exception
contained in this Article. (Reproduced in Lowe, %9882; emphasis added)

The accompanying Recommendation elaborated:

States which, by reason of the small density ofrthepulation or of the

inadequacy of the means of communication, canngiaroze sickness
insurance in certain parts of their territory slibyl) Establish in such parts
of their territory a sanitary service adequate he tocal conditions; (b)

Examine periodically whether the conditions requiifer the introduction of

compulsory sickness insurance in the parts of theiritory previously

excepted from the compulsory scheme are fulfil{édd: 488)

The ‘sparsely-populated states’ — notably ArgentBauth Africa, Australia and Spain —
were countries which identified with those of nertih Europe and their delegates did not
want to be associated with the ‘special countries’East Asia. Rather, they were
countries which sought to emulate European stasdardome respects but not others.
For South Africa, the sparsely-populated argumeatss to have been, at least in part, a
euphemism for racial discrimination.

The 1927 conventions were not ratified widely witlur, especially, outside of Europe.
Chile (1931), Colombia and Uruguay (1933), and Nigaa (1934) were the only four
countries outside of Europe to ratify the convemt{no.24) on sickness insurance for
non-agricultural workers prior to 1945. Of the ‘sgmly-populated states’, Spain and
Uruguay ratified them, but Argentina, Australia adduth Africa did not. By contrast,
the Minimum Wage-Fixing Machinery Convention of 89&as ratified by 23 countries

%" Director's Report to B Session of the ILC, 1924, in Proceedings, Vof84.
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prior to 1945, including nine outside of Europe,rtdioAmerica or Australasia: China
(1930), South Africa (1932), Uruguay, Chile and @&@wvbia (1933), Nicaragua and
Mexico (1934), Cuba (1936), Venezuela (1974l is unclear how seriously the 1927
conventions were considered in all of the non-Eeamp countries. In some cases,
however, countries reported back to the ILO thatythad explicitly decided against
ratification. The Indian government, for examplecided against ratifying any of the
1927 conventions and recommendation (Director'sdrRed929: 170) — and later also
voted against the 1933 conventions.

It was the less industrialised countries whose fi@dince in (or opposition to)
conventions was the main cause of low overall icaiiion rates. Although Europe
accounted for just less than half of the memberthefILO by 1931, it accounted for
seven out of every eight ratifications of convensioThe average ILO member-country
in Europe had ratified thirteen, whilst the averdg® member-country outside of
Europe had ratified just two — and many countriad hatified none (ILO, 1931: 269,
282-5). The ILO remarked that this may have beaabse the latter had ‘not yet attained
a sufficiently high standard of industrial develagti or had ‘entirely different’ working
conditions ibid: 285)2°

The 1933 conventions on insurance for old-age, liditya and widows and orphans
contained no geographical qualifications for ‘spargopulated’ states, but did list a set
of categories of person who could be exempted fitenotherwise compulsory scheme.
These included high-waged workers and public &f&i unwaged or family labour,
outworkers and temporary workers (reproduced in ¢040935: 543-4). As we saw
above, the conventions were formulated with mangngtions precisely in order to
encourage broader ratification. But the Old-Ageumasce (Industry etc) Convention
(no.35) was ratified by only three countries prior1945: Chile (in 1935), Britain (in
1936) and France (on the very eve of war, in Audie39). The 1934 Convention on
support for the unemployed (no.44) was ratifieddoyy four countries prior to 1945:
Britain (1936), Ireland (1937), New Zealand (1938)d Switzerland (193%f. Non-
European countries were ratifying conventions, bat the ones concerning social
welfare policy. Thus Argentina ratified sixteen wentions, Brazil ratified five, South
Africa ratified eight and India ratified fourteeprior to 1939 — but none of these ratified
any of the nine social welfare conventidhsChile was the exception, ratifying the
sickness insurance conventions in 1931 and theviollg insurance conventions in 1935.

Despite the efforts of the ILC to accommodate diitgr through provisions for sparsely-
populated countries in 1927, a battery of exemgtion1933, and the accommodation of
various alternatives to unemployment insuranceQigd] the social insurance conventions
were ratified by very few of the ILC member-stagther in Europe or, especially,
outside of it. If the ILO was influencing nationablicy-making outside of its industrial

28 hitp:/iwww.ilo.orgfilolex

29 The ILO did note that, in some of the countriest thhad not yet ratified any conventions, ratifioathad
been recommended by the government. For exampmeAtbentine government had recommended the
ratification of as many as sixteen conventions (I1G31: 285).

30 pid.
3 am excepting workmen’s compensation from thiedfsocial welfare conventions.
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heartland (and even within it, with respect to abuielfare policy), it was not doing so
through the mechanism of the ratification of itewentions.

Insofar as the ILO had influence on social welfaddicy at this stage, it was more
indirect than direct. Perhaps the most importanthasism through which the ILO
exerted influence was the collation and dissenonatif information. Further research is
required into this, but it is clear that the Intetional Labour Office played an important
role in providing information to national policy-tkers about experiences elsewhere.
This meant presenting some models more favourahly ovthers.

This can be illustrated with respect to South Adriarhich regularly sent delegates (from
government, employers and trade unions) to the @@ where ILO documentation
circulated widely. Between 1924 and 1928 the ILGvpted South African officials with
extensive information on old-age pension, unempkrymand sickness insurance
schemes across the world. Key members of a SouticafAff government commission
attended the f0Session of the ILC. In one of its reports, thisnagission acknowledged
that:

The International Labour Office at Geneva has bésstrumental in
collecting and collating much information and hablshed a large number
of books and pamphlets on various aspects of thgeal These publications
are a mine of valuable information. The issue @hslbiooks goes far to prove
that the International Labour Office is amply fllifig the first function for
which it was created, viz., the collection and émsation of information on
industrial conditions and industrial legislationt the 1927 Convention the
delegates were furnished with a work in six volumesCompulsory Sickness
Insurance which deals in great detail with the sube already in existence.
This work and the other publications referred teehbeen of great assistance
to us in our investigations. (South Africa, 1928: 9

The experiences of northern European countries,vhengever, of qualified relevance to
‘sparsely-populated’ countries such as South Affidee commission recommended non-
contributory old-age pensions (which were introdlde 1928-29), a partial health
insurance scheme (which the government decidedstyand a partial unemployment
insurance scheme (which the government introduicedart). Whilst the Office was of
considerable assistance in terms of collating midion on schemes around the world,
and participation in the ILC influenced the thingif important individuals, South
African governments did not simply replicate th®Ik favoured model.

4. The Second World War and thelLO

The Second World War transformed the global langisaat welfare reform. The allies,
led by Britain and (later) the USA, needed to attte a vision of a more just and
democratic postwar world. This vision, manifestedtfin the Atlantic Charter, clearly
entailed more systematic redress of poverty. Atsdrae time, the internal politics of the
ILO shifted, as the primary proponents of the Germaodel were absent (the German
delegation having withdrawn as early as the middlitne 1933 ILC) and the proponents
of what might be called a more mixed model wereeadant (through the growing
involvement of the USA, which first attended an Ili€ 1935, at the same time as it
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designed its federal system of social security, &er through the inspiration of the
Beveridge Report).

The Office, relocated from Geneva to Montreal beeaof the war, produced in 1941 a
new survey oApproaches to Social Securitijhe preface made clear the context for this
new document: ‘This essay concerns one of the guaghoses of the nations now
fighting for freedom and for a civilization based @spect for human personality.’ It was
intended ‘to prepare the way for the planning ebmplete social security programme, in
readiness for post-war reconstruction’ (ILO, 1931Social assistance programmes were
no longer derided as anachronistic variants of pelef, but were elevated to the same
status as social insurance. ‘Social security’ wasented as integrating social assistance
with social insurance: ‘Both approaches are needexd complete programme of social
security’ (2). The report emphasized the many sinties (as well as the differences)
between social assistance and social insuranceefgesxially 81). Neither was seen as
inherently inferior to the other. Indeed, if ‘sdcassistance is a progression from poor
relief in the direction of social insurance’, ag teo-Bismarckians in the ILO had argued
earlier, then ‘social insurance is a progressiomfiprivate insurance in the direction of
social assistance’ (82)! Recent reforms entailethehts of each, in that state subsidies to
national insurance programmes allowed the pooketefit even if they could not afford
to contribute. Whilst the report avoided holding apy country as the model to be
emulated, it clearly approved most of the New Ze@land Danish cases where ‘we can
no longer say whether social assistance or sotgairance predominates, but only that
they possess a national system of social secyB8)>? This reflected a major shift in
thinking — and power — within the ILO.

What was appealing about the New Zealand and Daaisbs was that they were seen as
national and comprehensive ‘systems’. The subsedBeveridge proposals in Britain
(and the similar Marsh proposals in Canada) warelaily seen as proposals for even
more comprehensive systems, distinguishing them &ither the German model (which,
in any case, had been tainted by the rise of thesNand the German withdrawal from
the ILO) or the American model of the 1935 Sociat&ity Act (although the name
‘social security’ did become popular).

The shift towards an embrace of social assistaloegside social insurance was to some
extent countered by the emphatic endorsement oflsotsurance from the ILO’s
member-states in Latin America. In the late 193fs HLO had established a strong
presence in Latin America, through a series of eanfces, new offices and, especially,
technical support to policy-makers. The politicantext in the region was, however,
different to those in countries like New Zealand &enmark. The objective of welfare
reform was to incorporate the industrial workingsd into a corporatist institutional
framework. The goal was not so much the relief @fguty or addressing the rights of
people as citizens, but the maintenance of stgbiibcial insurance suited better this
objective, as it had in Germany in the late NineteeCentury. The endorsement of social
insurance in, for example, the Santiago Declaratiot942 (see further below) served to
offset in part the shift within the ILO towards smassistance, and may explain why the
ILO had retreated a little from its 1941 position1944.

32 tis striking how few references there are irs tldport to the USA.
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This overall shift in thinking, albeit perhaps sammat diluted, gave rise to the well-
known 1944 Philadelphia Declaration and accompanyecommendation on Income
Security, adopted at the ®Gession of the ILC. The Philadelphia Declaratiommitted
the ILO to ‘the extension of social security measuto provide a basic income to all in
need of such protection and comprehensive medasaf,cas part of a broad strategy to
raise the standard of living. More detail was pded in the Recommendation, which
emphasized the combination of social insuranceassistance:

1. Income security schemes should relieve want andeptedestitution by
restoring, up to a reasonable level, income whsclost by reason of inability
to work (including old age) or to obtain remunerativork or by reason of the
death of a breadwinner.

2. Income security should be organized as far as Ipessin the basis of
compulsory social insurance, whereby insured peardaifilling prescribed
qualifying conditions are entitled, in consideratiof the contributions they
have paid to an insurance institution, to bengbéyable at rates, and in
contingencies, defined by law.

3. Provision for needs not covered by compulsory $aasurance should be
made by social assistance; certain categoriesrebps, particularly dependent
children and needy invalids, aged persons and wsdaould be entitled to
allowances at reasonable rates according to arfivedcscale.

4. Social assistance appropriate to the needs ofake should be provided for
other persons in want. (Reproduced in ISSA, 198806

The Recommendation specified the range of riskenagahich working people should
be insured: sickness, maternity, invalidity, oldea@r death of a breadwinner), and
unemployment. Social assistance should ensure ¢liebeing of dependent children, the
aged and invalids, widows, and ‘all persons whoimangant’. This was later represented
in terms of a ‘doctrine of social security’, thatught to reconcile social insurance and
social assistance ‘within a totally new framewaiRerrin, 1969: 571). The authors of the
1944 Declaration ‘did not share the widespreadsidins concerning the decline of
assistance’ipid: 573).

The 1944 ILC also adopted a Recommendation on fmim standards of social policy
in dependent territories’ as part of its focus ba problems of postwar reconstruction.
The Office recognized the limits of earlier convens. For example, only one colonial
power (Britain) had ratified the three conventiams ‘indigenous workers’. The ILO
needed to move beyond its existing conventionsdbwto in ways that were sensitive to
local conditions.

A proposed ‘recommendation’ and a detailed backglaeport were distributed prior to
the conference. The report — which was impressieenphasized the need for a ‘general
programme of well-being and development’ becaus&as insufficient to regulate
employment relationships. The ILO should ‘contriygositively, not merely to better
labour laws and administration, but also to pofidieat should provide for more wealth
and for a better distribution of wealth’ (ILO, 13426). The Report advocated an
approach that was much broader even than the dedfisocial security.
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Education, health and labour policies are linksairsingle chain, and the
strength of the whole will be the strength of theakest link. In under-

developed countries, where there is so much todne @énd so little time to

do it, where policies have in many cases not yebtme firmly established,

the dangers of acting as if welfare were divisidnle great. In many of these
countries, too, the structure of production is yet and may never become
one in which the regulation of employment can pdevior more than a

minority of the people and may become futile byuerof the slower advance
of the majority. Nor can the general economic situnebe left out of account.

Its results determine what social advance is plessits aim should be to

further such advance. Social policies, which aré lbmsed on economic
possibilities, would at the best perpetuate theordal system through

philanthropy. Economic policies, not designed toaoen well-being, would

lead back to exploitation.

... The standards of protection and well-being whietve been treated in
detail through the machinery of the Internationabbaur Organisation need to
be set out in a framework of economic possibiliaes with due regard to all
factors in the development of healthy social relai This means that the
standards of social progress for the protectiorwofkers in employment

should be explicitly attached to a general programoh well-being and

development.’ipid: 25)

The regulation of employment needed to be supplézdenith a ‘general programme of
well-being and development’; the ILO should ‘cobtrie positively, not merely to better
labour laws and administration, but also to pofidieat should provide for more wealth
and for a better distribution of wealth’ (ILO, 1%426). This approach was much
broader even than the doctrine of social secumtpraced in the Recommendation on
Income Security adopted at the same ILC.

A key factor in propelling the ILO towards a moracempassing approach was its
recognition that the regulation of formal employmenncluding any social insurance for
workers in formal employment — affected only a dnpabportion of even the working
population in most colonies. In colonies where me&ople were ‘engaged in
independent production, possessing in their lamdsps and herds some safeguards
against personal disaster, measures of social iggedoy which the individual usually
without such resources is granted a measure oégiroh against the hazards of his life,
must have a lower priority than policies designed raise the productivity and
remuneration of the population as a whole’. Soiciglirance was of reduced importance
in societies where illiteracy, malnutrition and pdeealth were widespread, and few
people were involved in the money economy (ILO,4k9413-5).

The ILC adopted a Recommendation comprising a fsehioimum standards’, a set of
‘general principles’, and mechanisms for implemeataand reporting. The general
principles entailed a general commitment to ecowcodeivelopment and social progress
in the interests of the people of the territoryeThinimum standards were more specific.
Most covered aspects of employment: forced labaecruitment, contracts, the
employment of women and children, and remuneratiimere were also, however,
specified standards for land, health, housing andtion, although these included many
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qualifications (and the final wording of the Recoemdation was much more restricted
even than the wording proposed prior to the ILQ)e Tinal Recommendation stipulated
that ‘such arrangements as are practicable, haluegegard to local conditions, shall be
made for the maintenance and treatment of theasickfor the care of the aged, of the
incapacitated and of the dependent survivors oéased persons’. A proposed article
that stipulated that ‘compulsory insurance’ shobdd introduced ‘for the protection of
employed persons and their dependents in caséskokess and maternity, old age, death
of the breadwinner and unemployment’ (albeit subjecthe caveat ‘as soon as the
necessary conditions for the operation of suchrarste are present’) was diluted to a
mere commitment to workmen’s compensation (see 1934c: 53-61; and ILO, 1944d:
489).

However qualified, this Recommendation (and a supphtary Recommendation passed
the following year) marked, in Cooper’s words, aciive break’ in the ILO’s view of
colonial labour, from the prevention of forced labto its regulation as a ‘normal part of
life’; ‘such issues as job security, trade unights, and social security came onto the
agenda’ (Cooper, 1996: 216-7). Whilst the Recomratad certainly marks a shift in the
ILO’s approach, and a more decisive and direcinetation in colonial matters, it seems
to me that Cooper misinterprets the precise nablrenis shift. The primary route by
which the ILO had engaged with colonial labour @éitb had been within the core ILO
conventions, by way of Article 421 of Part Xlll tie 1919 Treaty. As we have seen
above, it was long concerned with the problemshefAsian ‘special countries’ (which
included colonies). The 1944 Recommendation ewtadleshift in the way that the
colonies would be approached. Lower (‘minimum’)nstards would be recommended
than in northern Europe, but it would be hardemtmke the ‘unsuitability’ clauses in
Article 421. This was, however, only a Recommermhgthot a Convention.

Cooper’'s primary thesis in his book is that Britishd French colonial governments
shifted to accepting a permanent urban workingsciastheir African colonies, and
accordingly reformed a battery of policies so asstabilise’ African labour; moreover,
this had powerful repercussions in terms of theaeptance of political change. The ILO
clearly played some part in this important shibtimthstanding the nature of the shift in
the ILO itself). Cooper writes that the ‘French &itish governments ... took the ILO
agenda quite seriously in internal discussions’9j2%and sought to use it to their
advantage. ‘They sought to use international famsukaneously to claim moral high
ground through their efforts in economic and sod&telopment and to depoliticize the
guestions involved’ (220). British and French goweent colonial experts met regularly
to discuss (in technical terms) policy reforms. Tingt Inter-African Labour Conference
was held in Nigeria in 1948. The policy agendaudeld social welfare reforms: Officials
agreed that African workers should be insured agaafi risks, and old-age pensions
should be introduced ‘where tribal organization beased to be effective’ (quotedid:
222)3 Cooper provides little evidence, however, that th® was responsible for
changes in colonial policies. Rather, it providemther incentive to a process that was
already underway and had other, more powerful cause

33 This view was reiterated after the war by a Cornteribf Experts on Social Policy in Non-Metropolitan
Territories, established by the ILO. The Committeet in London (1947), Geneva (1951), Lisbon (1953)
and Dakar (1955). See ILO (1956): 627-31.
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The ILO’s embrace of ‘development’ alongside woisiewelfare policies followed the
turn to development of the British state. Britaimrd the ILO — adopted ‘development’
in part as a strategy for deflecting demands foropean-style social assistance. Faced
with precedents such as the Barbados old-age pengsee Seekings, 2007b) and an
Empire-wide flurry of excitement in response to 842 Beveridge Report, the British
Colonial Office had finally formulated a statemesrt welfare policy that explicitly
discouraged British-style reforms and steered ¢alongovernments towards
‘development’ instead’ The underlying view had been expressed earligh&yColonial
Office’s labour advisor:

There seems to be some reason for doubt whethemgtbods of the
Beveridge Report are quite suited to colonial cbods. It is designed for an
advanced democratic community with a high standdr@ducation and a
long experience of social services; such a desonips clearly inapplicable
to the populations of the African colonies, or etiem West Indies®®

British advisors — including the social scientisidkey Richards, Lord Hailey and the
Colonial Office’s labour advisor — played key roles drafting the ILO’s revisionist
documentation in the war years of the early 1940y ensured that European-style
reforms might be required for the small but paditig significant population of urban
workers, many of whom had weak links to rural stycidut ‘development’ was the
answer for the vast majority of the populationdiyiin the countryside. Even without the
ILO, the British and other imperial powers were mmgvtowards a dualistic policy that
emphasised development in rural areas and stahliza including the kinds of reforms
introduced in Europe over the previous half-centdrfor the small minority of urban
workers. The appeal of social insurance was thadutd be limited to the latter, whereas
social assistance was both difficult to contain enthiled dreaded ‘philanthropy’. Africa
was thus steered down a path of social insuranca farivileged minority, without the
ILO having to play much of a role.

In Latin America, the ILO promoted social insurarfoe formally-employed workers
without any attention to social assistance scheii@s.pioneers in welfare state-building
in Latin America — Uruguay, Argentina, Chile — heldeady established embryonic social
insurance systems without much or any ILO involvetm@n Chile, see Morris, 1966).
From the late 1930s, however, the ILO played a grguwole through the appointment of
technical experts and its support for regional ecgrices. The American members of the
ILO first met separately in Santiago in January6l9Bhe conference passed resolutions
including ones embracing social insurance, notuatinging the acknowledged problems
caused by scattered, heterogeneous and non-iralugtopulations. Following the
conference, the ILO began to appoint American teahnexperts and officials, and
opened offices in Havana, Caracas, Montevideo,i&gmt Bogota and Lima (Alcock,
1971: 137). A second Labour Conference of Ameri&ate members was held in
Havana at the end of 1939. The growing concern wattial welfare issues led to the
formation of a specialist body. First, in 1940, ‘Brter-American Committee to Promote
Social Security’ was established at a meeting ma.iThen, in September 1942, the first

3 The key document here was a MemorandurSacial Security in the Colonial Territoriesompleted in
mid-1943 but only published in 1944. This paragrapmmarises an argument that | am in the process of
exploring in much greater detail elsewhere.

3 Orde-Browne, ‘Social Insurance in the Colonieq.£43) (CO 859/78/1, document 1), p.4.
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Inter-American Conference on Social Security wdd ire Santiago. The ‘Declaration of
Santiago de Chile’ — which formed the first resmnt of the conference — grandly
proclaimed that ‘every man and woman must be affdrghysical and economic
protection against social and economic risks’, afl as calling for a ‘just social order’
(ILO, 1944e). But the primary mechanism to achithie would be social insurance. The
accommodation of social assistance that was engdthsn the ILO’sApproaches to
Social Securityin late 1941 is not reflected in the DeclaratidnSantiago. Given the
membership structure, it is hardly surprising tbatial insurance predominated here. A
Permanent Inter-American Committee on Social Sgcwras constituted (in 1943) and a
secretariat established. The ILO paid for most leé £xpenses of the Permanent
Committee, including the salary of the secretamyegal.

Subsequent to the Declaration of Santiago, offisi@tements accommodated social
assistance along with social insurance, and thademconcept or doctrine of ‘social
security’. At a parallel Inter-American Conferenoe Problems of War and Peace, in
Mexico City in February/March 1945, countries signgp to a ‘Declaration of Social
Principles of America’ that included the injunctidimat ‘the American nations should
ratify conventions and incorporate in their ledisla and enforce measures to protect the
worker against the various risks, in accordanceh vite bases of social insurance,
assistance and security, approved by the sessidhe énternational Labour Conference
and by the Inter-American Committee on Social Secuiquoted in ILO, 1950: 47). At
the 1947 session (in Rio de Janeiro) of the IntereAcan Conference on Social Security,
a resolution referred to the need for ‘a wide amdnonious development of social
insurance, assistance and essential welfare systerogler to meet the requirements of
the population’ (quoted iibid: 48).

In practice, however, the ILO was promoting sogalrance only. The prewar trickle of
technical assistance became a flood after the Hi8@&na Conference. In 1940-41, the
Chief of the ILO’s Social Insurance Section tradeéxtensively in Latin America, and

other senior officials were central in the reformsoduced in Mexico. The ILO played

an especially important role in providing specitadistuarial advice (see ILO, 1946: 147-
9; see also ISSA, 1950). In 1946, the Directorhef LO summarized these contacts in
the grandiose terms that seem typical of the ILO:

Social insurance has unquestionably been the medilef field of
collaboration between the countries of Latin Amarand the International
Labour Office. It may in fact be claimed that theéseno system of social
insurance in these countries which has not beepirets by international
labour Conventions and Recommendations and which ri@t received
technical assistance from the ILO’s competent serILO, 1946: 147)

In Mexico, ILO technical assistance became avaslad just the moment that the
Mexican state sought to incorporate organized |labdo corporatist relationships. State
officials produced plans for a social security syst then met with ILO advisers who
revised them, and then the state brought in seleletieour leaders. Some groups of
workers objected: workers with existing privilegesrried about seeing these eroded,
critics of the compliant labour leaders saw an ofypaty for political gain, and ordinary
workers worried about the cost of contributionse Htate responded by recognizing the
privileges of the labour aristocrats in key sectosffering concessions, and then
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repressing opposition (Spalding, 1980: 424-6). Riry, advice from the ILO was
important in the concurrent reforms ‘from aboveUnsta Rica (Rosenberg, 1979).

The technical emphasis of the ILO in Latin Amenieflected the expertise of the ILO’s
Social Insurance Section, the needs of existingakagsurance institutions in Latin
America, and the interests of states (like Mexieb)ch sought to build corporatist social
insurance as a solution to what was previously knaw/the ‘social question’ (rather than
as an anti-poverty strategi) The provision of technical assistance did notiettte kind

of rethinking of social welfare policy that waslested in the ILO’s more strategic and
visionary documents of 1941-44. Under the ILO’duahce, therefore, social insurance
schemes were reformed in ways such as unificafltre list of technical assistance
provided by the ILO (1946: 147-9) includes notragg mention of social assistance.

The emphasis on social insurance in Latin Amerieamh that most of the poor were
excluded from social welfare policies. The 1947 Rmnference made a qualified
commitment to rural workers, but only ‘to the exteamd at the pace permitted by the
national and regional characteristics of each aguriquoted in ILO, 1950: 66).
Uruguay, which drew on a tradition of combining isb@assistance and social insurance,
had already introduced reforms that moved in thiection. From 1944, rural workers
were covered by an insurance scheme, providingagéd- invalidity and survivors’
benefits, that was financed not out of direct dbmtions but from a tax on landed
property, i.e. an earmarked part of general tarafiioO, 1946: 99). In general, however,
social insurance schemes in Latin America werer twve following decades, to expand
into a mechanism for redistribution not from richgoor, but if anything from poor to
rich, with the poor paying through higher pricesvasl as taxes used to subsidise the
social insurance benefits of workers in formal esgpient. Put another way, the formally
employed were to be maintained at European-stykddeat the expense of the poor. This
is what the German model meant in the context eflditer and partially industrializing
countries of the global South.

In the thirty-odd years prior to this period ofris#tion, the ILO had played a loud role in
promoting welfare state-building as part of itoet$ to regulate wage labour on a global
scale. But what had the ILO actually achieved, idetsf its industrial heartland of north-

west Europe? Had it succeeded in promoting theiglioh of policies from the advanced

industrial countries to the later industrializingddess industrialized parts of the world?

Spalding, in her case-study of Mexico in the 194@s\cludes that foreign models have
been more important in developing countries thantlie pioneer European countries,
largely because in organized interest groups (mptabour) have much less power in the
former than in the latter. By the mid-twentieth e,

a consensus began to emerge that a social sesystgm was a defining
characteristic of modern, progressive government. Late-developing,

dependent, nations, in which ambitious state lead®me attempting to
establish international credibility, seem espegiafiusceptible to these
pressures. Certainly in the Mexican case the coetinabsence of a policy

% The corporatist ambitions are suggested in th& I¥klaration of Santiago, which refers to the fiene
of social insurance to society as a whole. Workersd social insurance so as to maintain their mtog
contribution to national welfare. There is no mentof individual rights, or of citizenship.
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deemed abroad as the hallmark of progressive gmesrhcaused political

leaders considerable chagrin and provided an inspietupolicy adoption. A

special need to secure the symbols of modernitgretbre, may well

accentuate the imitative policy actions of develgpstates. (Spalding, 1980:

433)
This aspiration to modernity may indeed have driggny political elites in the global
South, but precisely which modernizing ideas or emost models were especially
influential? The timing of the pioneering reforms the South suggests that the initial
sources of inspiration and guidance preceded tfe Wruguay, Chile and Argentina all
introduced large-scale social insurance (and, agtlen Argentina’s case, planned even
grander reforms) prior to the first substantivecdssions of this in the ILC or Office;
South Africa (see Seekings, 2007a), as well as sofmBritain’s colonies (notably
Barbados — see Seekings, 2007b) turned to sodestasce in the first instance, despite
the ILO’s determined evangelism (at that time)amdur of social insurance. The ILO’s
preoccupation with global standard-setting may @dleave limited its influence in much
of the South, because governments like South Africeere all too aware of the
inappropriateness of much of what the ILO deemtahtiard’, from the point of view of
industrial Europe.

The ILO certainly did shape national agenda on sioca although shaping the agenda
did not guarantee that reforms would follow. In Boéfrica, reformers in the 1920s
were undoubtedly influenced by the ILO, although Hthemes that were implemented
by successive governments were less workerist thanILO-influenced proposals.
Similarly in the British West Indies, reformist gawiors were aware of the ILO’s
conventions and recommendations — communicatedghrthe British Colonial Office —
but could nonetheless advocate and implement visreht kinds of reform. In Latin
America, countries that lagged behind the pioneerse especially susceptible in the
early 1940s to advice from the ILO. But they todlatt advice when it suited them,
especially when the corporatist thrust to sociaumance suited their own political
strategies of incorporation.

5. The postwar world

The postwar world was one of rapid change, to whiehILO itself responded with a
mix of continuity and change. The colonial powerdo@ted strategies of rural
development and urban ‘stabilisation’, and thendsmddecolonization, resulting in the
rapid expansion of ILO membership and the growirgitipal power of member
countries from the global South. The ILO itselfdena new Director-General (Morse)
was to embrace the developmental agenda envisadeuiladelphia, alongside a strong
commitment to the German model of social insuranrcespecially in Latin America,
where tripartite corporatism became politicallyrenthed.

The first major initiative was the attempted cachfion of one part of the 1944
Declaration as well as Recommendation on Sociatyol Dependent Territories as the
Social Security (Minimum Standards) Convention. TB&1 ILC had discussed a report
prepared within the Office o@bjectives and Minimum Standards of Social SecurFitg

item came up for a second discussion in 1952, hadltC passed its Social Security
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(Minimum Standards) Convention (no 102). This sat globally-applicable minimum
standards for provision against poor health, diggt#nd death, unemployment and old
age, as well as family benefits (although counttiest ratified the convention were
obliged to provide social security in at least éhof the nine listed branches). Standards
were set in terms of both coverage and benefisr&egrammes had to cover a specified
proportion of the relevant population, and benédifds to be above a specified minimum
in terms of a percentage of the individual earningsstandard wages’. The minimum
was set at different rates for different benefitgh higher rates for employment-related
injury than for sickness or unemployment, whichum were higher than for old age.

The convention stipulated that provision could Bmthrough either social insurance or
social assistance (including either targeted ovensal schemes), in the same way as the
Declaration of Philadelphia, and even accommodalted possibility of systems of
‘voluntary’ insurance as existed in Scandinaviad-@fe benefits, for example, must
cover either a specified proportion of workers. (ilrough social insurance) or of people
with incomes below a specified minimum (i.e. thrbugeans-tested social assistance). In
debate, a workers’ adviser from Austria (who alsoved as deputy-chairperson of the
Committee on Social Security) referred to the comed as drawing on these diverse
traditions:

From Germany ... we learned the principles of thesstal type of social

insurance, the principles that governed social rstgcbefore the war. From

the British Commonwealth we learned the notion adia security and we

learned how social security was going to develdp & wider system. We
looked upon the constitutional stipulations of ttegin American countries

and we found that very big changes, as far as Iseearity goes, have been
made in the last few years in order to incorpotate principles of social

security into the State Constitution. From the $@aavian countries we

learned just how far one can go to compromise batweluntary insurance
and compulsory systems of insurance in so far &sntary insurance is a
national substitute for compulsory insurancel.think that what we have
achieved in incorporating those principles into aleeument is the creation
of an international document which, in the histofysocial security, can be
regarded as a certain — and a very important —mankl in the development
of international social security.

(The reference to Latin American countries waseitognition of the strong claims made
by delegates from, especially, Argentina, then toaoEng a Peronist brand of
corporatism.)

But the convention clearly favoured contributoryciab insurance. This is clear in the
articles that allow for partial exemptions for aoyuntry ‘whose economy and medical
facilities are insufficiently developed’. Most dig exemptions were partial in that they
required 50 percent coverage of thedustrial workforce rather than of the total
workforce or population. Industrial workers werevpeged. This presumably reflected
both their power within the tripartite structuretb&é ILO and the general assumption that
‘development’ should and would steadily transforeagants into workers.

37 ILC, 35" Session, Geneva, 1952¢cord of Proceeding&Seneva: International Labour Office, 1953),
p.310.
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Employers resisted strongly the convention, spepkigainst it in committee at almost
every stage. If the ILC was to adopt anything, theayd, it should be another
‘recommendation’, not a convention. Conventionst there not ratified were a
‘masquerade’. The standards stipulated, they segdle not minimal. Some employers
complained that coverage should not extend beyomoyees, whilst others complained
that it would not reach the poorest members ofedpciWhether amendments to drafts
had the effect of extending or cutting back on @miown, the votes split almost evenly,
and several votes did in fact split exactly dowa thiddle®® Workers’ delegates felt that
the convention did not go far enough. They had eddbr discussion of a second item,
on ‘Objectives anddvancedStandards of Social Security’. A report had beded, but
the ILC had run out of time — primarily, it seenfgcause it had taken so long to get
through the Minimum Standards convention. At the e the proceedings, delegates
voted on whether to place the item on the agendthefnext year's ILC or to defer
further discussion, pending either further invediign (by the ILO’s Committee of Social
Security Experts) or consideration ‘in the lighttbé experience gained of the workings’
of the Minimum Standards convention. The ILC votbg, 156 votes to 155, to defer
discussion’’

The British Government delegate supported the aaitwg, with reservations.

| believe that the Organisation is now faced witls tchoice: either we have
to entertain the possibility of an instrument mordess along the lines of the
one now before us, or we have to reconcile oursdieghe thought that the
Organisation just cannot keep up with modern deuaknts in social

security. | believe that the latter is an idea tdaimbers of the Organisation
cannot really entertain, and that they will feedtthew developments outside
should be paralleled by new concepts of the typgasifument to be adopted.

The draft convention represented a compromise legtwetting ‘a standard which is not

so low that it represents no advance at all andsadtigh that it is really impossible of

attainment by a majority of countrie¥ The final compromise on the convention entailed
reducing, from four to three out of nine, the numbtbranches of social security that

countries had to implement in order to comply vl convention. This reduction was

proposed by the Indian Government’s delegate, wihasvation set out the dilemmas

facing countries such as India. He appreciatedact the efforts of delegates ‘in respect
of the difficulties facing countries like mine’, béelt that one further amendment was
required:

This amendment ... is of the utmost importance tocowyntry and perhaps to
other underdeveloped countries as well. ... The QGenfee has decided that
the present Convention should relate only to mimmatandards. It would be
more appropriate, therefore, to keep the minimameably easy so as to
make implementations possible for a large numbewoahtries. Much higher
standards can be laid down for advanced countrieenwdealing with

advanced standards of social security. Unlesgiktsiction is made, the real

38 The Record of Proceedings records the tally imeate but not who voted which walaid, especially
Appendix VIII.

%9 |bid, pp.539-40.
40 |bid, p.318.
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advantage of adopting these standards may losalie. ... [I]t will take a
very long time to cover a substantial percentageth&f population in
underdeveloped countries even under three partkeoConvention. It may
even prove impossible to do so if four parts aredancluded.

He pointed out that India already had legislatioovfing for factory workers. This, he
said, was relatively easy. But their ambition wasxtend coverage more broadly, and
that required more flexibility in the conventi6h.

The final vote on the convention was carried by t@&s to 32, with 22 abstentions. The
convention was opposed by almost all of the empkiydelegates, but not a single
workers’ or government delegate joined them inrtbpposition*?

This Convention was ratified by very few countriespecially across the global South.
On average, only one country ratified the convengach year, with a total of nine by
1960 and nineteen by 1970 (including only six frdne global South). As earlier,

whatever influence and role played by the ILO ie fleld of social protection did not

revolve around the ratification of relevant convens$. Rather, this was a period of rapid
expansion of ILO technical assistance, with resgecboth social security — social

insurance, in practice — and development. As péssaere transformed into workers,
and productivity rose, so poor countries would bk do afford more ambitious social

policies including social security programmes.

The ILO’s increasing commitment to developmentales did not entail any diminution
of its concern with social security. In the 1960& Governing Body of the ILO decided
that all of the prewar conventions on social séguneeded to be reconsidered and a
series of new conventions adopted to expand owrdahenitments in Convention 102 of
1952. Old-age pensions, for example, were discusséige 1965 and 1966 ILCs, with
Convention no.128 being adopted at the latter. furpose of the new convention was to
bring the prewar conventions on old-age pensions lime with Convention no.102
whilst allowing sufficient flexibility to encouragecountries to ratify it. As the
Government advisor from the USA put it:

The proposed Convention ... takes cognizance of thaifold variety of

approaches in the more than 80 countries that pilgsbave [pension]

systems, each of which is designed to meet thetgeshparticular social,

economic and political needs. But what is reallyque is that it takes
account of at least four possible levels of a cotsmteconomic and social
development, and encourages progress from one tevahother. It takes
account of the countries whose economies haveetaufficiently developed
to enable them to meet the full standards. It talce®unt of countries which
have a long history of social security but whicltvédnapecial problems that
still prevent them from fully meeting the standarflemporary exceptions to
specific standards have been provided to enable ehdhese groups of
countries to ratify the Convention, but with dugael to encouraging them

41 Ibid, p.407. Whilst the Indian amendment was rejecaedther amendment was adopted that allowed
for three parts as long as these included at lmastbranch of social security that didt entail provision
for ill health.

42 Ibid, p.409. The record does not list abstentions.
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to improve their systems as soon as possible. ... Pheposed
Recommendation is and must be recognized as aefgoal, a fifth step
towards which all countries must strive, but whitdne can be expected to
achieve in the short rf.

The Convention stipulated minimum coverage and fitersdes along the lines of the
1952 Convention, but more onerous. Thus old-ageefiienshould cover ‘(a) all
employees, including apprentices, or (b) prescribledses of the economically active
population, constituting not less than 75 per ceihthe whole economically active
population, or (c) all residents or residents whosans during the contingency do not
exceed [prescribed] limits’ — except that countmégse economies were ‘insufficiently
developed’ might apply for a partial exemptionpaling more limited coverage.

Almost as the ILC passed this series of new conwesit Paukert published a paper
showing that social insurance programmes typicahtailed inequality-worsening
redistribution in developing countries (Paukerts8P Whilst it is unclear what impact
this — and other, similar research — had withinItt, it certainly served to highlight the
paradox of an organization that proclaimed its poor credentials whilst championing in
practice programmes that, on their own, benefitethigrivileged minorities in the
global South. In his retrospective paper on the’sLiaalf-century, in 1969, Perrin listed
some of thelisadvantages of the German model:

The restricted notion of risk, the dependence d¢itlement on contribution,

the various requirements for eligibility relateddetermination of the persons
to be protected, and the often very strict finah@mits imposed on the

provision of benefits. These disadvantages no daabtesponded to the
limited means available to the insurance instingi@and society at large for
social protection purposes. But they helped toaktree serious shortcomings
of the schemes, which were organized in such aasgap exclude members
of the worker’s family, or groups of workers urffir regular employment, or
those in the greatest distress. These personsnaedtito depend on
traditional assistance.’ (Perrin, 1969: 567-8).

At the same time, however, Perrin refers to ‘thbetence and completeness’ of the
German model (570).

It was perhaps not entirely coincidental thathea 1970s, the ILO deepened its efforts to
promote poverty-reducing development or growth pafin inquiry in Colombia in 1970
(followed by an inquiry in Kenya in 1972) fed inttew emphasis on employment
creation, the satisfaction of ‘basic needs’, artérlghe informal sector also. The ILO
adopted the concept of ‘basic needs’ at its Worlthl®yment Conference in 1976. One
of the first opportunities to apply the new concepine in Tanzania, one of the poorest
countries in the world. In the 1970s, the ILO’s cerm in Tanzania was with increasing
employment. In 1980, it shifted its emphasis to llheader issues entailed in addressing
‘basic needs’. Tanzania was unusual in that thé-qaenial state had emphasized basic
needs since at least 1967. But this meant tha¢ thves less scope for gains to be made
through pro-poor shifts in public policy. The ILOEI82 report onBasic Needs in
Danger: A Basic Needs Oriented Development Strategyranzania(lLO, 1982) was

43 ILC, 51* Session, Geneva, 196Record of Proceeding&eneva: International Labour Office, 1968),
p.435.
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less significant in terms of the policy recommeratet for Tanzania — essentially, more
of the same — than they were for the ILO itselfeTReport placed the emphasis on
measures to ensure improved health, educationteshatcess to water and sanitation,
and to promote small-scale agricultural productiorand not simply on the need to
expand formal employment. Even in Tanzania, howedhersmall number of urban wage
workers had been privileged in the past — on tkememendation of the ILO and similar
agencies. The ILO team’s work was made easier byre¢hated facts that, firstly, food
crop prices had risen relative to minimum wages (fdban workers) since the mid-
1970s, and secondly that Tanzania had a relategdyitarian distribution of income.

In Tanzania, the ILO team concluded, poverty inhbotban and rural areas was not
because of open unemployment but rather becauadauk of opportunities to earn an
income high enough to support working people aed ttependents out of poverty.

The objective, then, cannot be to “find jobs” féretpoor in Tanzania —
almost all of them have work already, even if thies not fit the notion of a
“‘job” in the sense of the labour contract betweemoaking individual and a

hiring firm. What the poor need in order to incrediseir level of basic needs
satisfaction is better incomes — not more work, lbetter work. Thus, the
guestion of poverty alleviation and of basic needgisfaction becomes
almost indistinct from that of development itsedfsizally aimed at increasing
the productivity of labour and more evenly disttibg the fruits of technical

change. (ILO, 1982: 76)

The ILO therefore recommended investments in etutahealth care, rural water

supply, and so on. The 1982 Report included naudson of social security. The closest
it came to increasing the income of the poor diyagts its advocacy of labour-intensive
public works programmes to build infrastructure.

As the discussion of public works made clear, th® lwas still trapped within a
framework of promoting high-wage employment. Th@®Iteam agonized over whether
rural public works programmes could pay below thHgan minimum wage. Commited to
a very northern conception of decent work, the kddld only address the challenges of
income poverty in places like Tanzania through eamspting, paternalistically,
development. Low-benefit income transfers wereamothe agenda. The ILO faced much
tougher challenges in middle-income countries, @gfig in Latin America, where
public policy was more blatantly hostile to the poo

In the 1990s, the ILO once again turned to the tipre®f social assistance and safety
nets in the global South. A work programme was mesd in terms not unfamiliar to
reformers over most of the century:

The programme has two objectives: First to exantime reasons why
statutory social security schemes do not reacletgsgpportions of the labour
force; and second, to develop a more informed bas¢he consideration,
design and implementation of tax-financed socialségnce and contributory
social insurance schemes. (Gillion, 1999: v)

The director of the ILO’s Social Security Departmelescribed ‘the basic reasons for
low social security coverage’ as being ‘complexakhough, again, the stated reasons
would have been familiar to previous generationetdrmers:
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Usually a large proportion of the labour force lmsgside the formal sector
and does not have a regular job whose earningseamonitored and on
which mandatory contributions can be collected flwoth the worker and the
employer. This weakens the participatory basis dickvmost formal sector
social security schemes are predicated. Oftendimed sector schemes open
up participation to informal sector workers on duwbary basis. But many
workers outside the formal sector are not able dling to take up this
possibility. They are generally poor, and it woultkan contributing a
relatively high proportion of their income (the @cplent of the worker’s plus
the employer’s contribution) to finance social s@gubenefits that do not
meet their priority needsibid).

These stated reasons are quite simple really. Tdrerenore complex reasons that are left
unstated. Most importantly, for much of the Twetiti€Century in many Southern
countries, a high proportion of the formal sectarkers covered by statutory social
security schemes are in sectors that are heawhegied through tariffs and are thus able
to pass onto consumers the costs of contributahsther by employers (including the
state, in the case of the public sector) or workénss was especially true in countries in
Latin America, where the result was considerabldistabution from consumers —
including the poor — to formal sector workers. lagsoas social insurance systems
redistributedbetweenclasses — as opposed to within classes, espeeaialbss the life-
course — they often if not generally redistributiesin both the very ricland the poor to
formal sector workers.

ILO officials began to recognize the assumptiorad tinderlay the ILO’s developmental
agenda: ‘In its standard-setting and most of ithrecal cooperation activities on social
security,” wrote van Ginneken (1999: 3), ‘the IL@cdhtraditionally expected that all
workers would sooner or later end up in secure #&brmector employment’.
‘Traditionally’ is an interesting expression heasd presumably refers to a widespread
and institutionalized assumption. Van Ginneken kifnrsmphasized, as had many of his
predecessors, the need for social security to asmfmoth social insurance and social
assistance. Unlike some of his predecessors, howéee explicitly recognised that
different forms of welfare reached different seaticof the population. In his ‘policy
recommendations’, van Ginneken proposed a mulaspdpproach: the extension and
reform of existing contributory institutions to exd their reach from 10-25 percent of
the working population and their dependents bydtt@nal 5-10 percent of the working
population; tax-financed social assistance and rotthemes to reach the poorest,
approximately 30 percent of households; and newribortory schemes for the 40-60
percent of the working population in between thstf@and second groups, who have some
capacity to contribute (1999: 179). The latter mightail, first, insurance against illness,
disability and death, which many working peopleogguze as priorities. It seems likely
that this belated recognition of the distributiomainsequences of different forms of
welfare was in part due to the impact of struct@djustment and the rise of insecure
employment for formerly secure formal sector wosker

Similar views were later expressed by the formeretary-general of ISSA, Vladimir
Rys. Social insurance became hegemonic, ‘for bedterworse’, in part because
‘continuing economic growth was being taken fomged’. It was not intended to prevent
poverty in general, but only to insure workers lve formal economy against specific
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risks that would otherwise push them into poveiffiile broader problem of poverty
would be dealt with through high and sustained eowa growth, which would draw
more and more workers into the formal economy &ed¢alm of social insurance. In the
different circumstances of the end of the Twenti@éntury, Rys (2007) acknowledged,
there might sometimes be a need for tax-financetlassistance.

Conclusion

The actual impact of the ILO on legislative refoand implementation in the global
South is a subject demanding further research. &s own assertions of its
importance need to be interrogated. It is likelgtthn general, the ILO’s influence was
most pronounced on technocrats across the gloh#ghSand the impact on legislation
thus reflected in large part the authority of temtmats in politics and the policy-making
process. And, when technocrats’ visions accordet thie ‘modernising’ ambitions of
political elites or the self-interest of key ingtibnal actors or social groups, then they
would be more likely to feed into reforms.

What is clear is that, with respect to social wafpolicies, the model being promoted by
the ILO through almost the entire Twentieth Centwgs the social insurance model,
derived originally from the German experience, dodused narrowly on workers in
formal employment. The German model dominated @ in the 1920s and early
1930s. Efforts to emphasise social assistance gmages, aimed directly at the currently
poor rather than protecting workers against thkesrtbat might impoverish them, were
largely frustrated in the early 1930s. Only in gtwntext of the Second World War, the
relocation of the ILO to Canada, and the widespeeatitement prompted by reforms in
New Zealand and the Beveridge Report in Britaird(aimilar proposals elsewhere), did
the ILO rhetorically embrace a mix of social weHfampproaches, as articulated in the
1944 Philadelphia Declaration and related documéfisn after the war, however, the
ILO continued to emphasise social insurance prograsnand to downplay social
assistance. Insofar as poverty was to be addregseduld be through ‘development’
programmes that would help the formal economy towgrleaving fewer and fewer
people outside of formal employment and hence tmriry coverage. This
developmentalism meant that the more expansivervisi 1944 could be side-stepped.
ILO policy thus shows marked continuities across Tiwentieth Century, despite the
radicalism and promise of change of 1944.

More than fifty years later, in 2001, the ILO coded that ‘there is no single right model
of social security’, and that the social insuranoael was insufficient in many contexts.
The following year, the ILO embarked onGlobal Campaign on Social Security and
Coverage For All It was not long before one of the most deep-iaissumptions
underlying the ILO’s long emphasis on social insgmalone was challenged. Michael
Cichon (director of the ILO’s Social Security Defpaent) questioned the unaffordability
of social assistance:

We have done simulations on how many countriesdcastually afford a
basic system in the developing world, and in 10 olitthe poorest 12
countries that we actually analyzed, and where sydtems don’t exist,
could have afforded some form of basic social sgcwrithout external
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assistance provided. In a country like Tanzani&genegal, if you were to
spend between 3 to 4 per cent of GDP on socialrisgcyou could reduce
the number of people living in poverty by 40 pentcevhich is — of course —
a rule of thumb?

Cichon couched this in developmental terms: the hasis on development before
redistribution had now switched into an emphasigetistribution as an investment in
(and prerequisite for) development. But, for thetftime in almost a century, the ILO’s
rhetorical nods to social assistance were beinghmedt by more substantive support.
What difference in the countries of the global $otite ILO’s reorientation makesa
practiceis another topic for further research.
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