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When considering how policy is developed in the UK/Wales critically reflect upon the interplay of the ‘policy making machine’ and the ‘practitioner in the field’; explore in-depth the ethical tensions in this relationship.

Acronym
Social Policy – SP.

In his discussions on the persistent social inequalities cultivating injustices in the 21st century, Dorling highlight’s the social harm that poor and inadequate Social Policy can cause (Dorling, 2007 cited in McMahon and Roberts, 2007, pp. 122-135). In addition to inequalities caused by the manifestation of deficient SP and the potential marginalizing force, Dorling (2007 cited in McMahon and Roberts, 2007, pp. 122-135) focuses on how the political and economic environment impacts on the development and implementation of SP which, despite being intended to create meaningful benefits, can in fact result in exclusion and injustice through unwelcome currents of ‘inhuman market idolisation ‘preventing a fair and just society to be enjoyed by all.
In order to gain an understanding of the development, implementation and impacts of SP it is crucial that we probe into the nature and pre-occupations of this subject. Referred to by Coffey (2004, p.1) as an academic discipline, SP aims to address human needs in relation to social security, education, housing and health in addition to improving human welfare.
Through his five stage model of human needs Maslow (1943, 1954 cited in McLeod,2017) illustrated how it is essential for basic Physiological needs to be met in order for individuals to grow, develop, flourish and to journey to the desired destination of self-actualization often hindered by a lack of motivation from restricted facilitation gained from the SP assistance in place intended to fulfil the needs of individuals in society. Blakemore (2003, pp. 1,2) discussed that needs, aims and objectives are not universally met leading to a scenario where the evolving nature of Social Policies has attracted ever increasing attention from theorists and academics in order to (Alcock et al, 2012, p.1) make sense of the work and world of this domain (Coffey, 2004, p. 1).
[bookmark: _Hlk510005211]Drawing on the work of Dorling (2015, pp. 3,4) who is of the belief that the injustices experienced in contemporary society are upheld by the existence and re-production of the beliefs detailed in appendices 1 – and it can appear SP implementation is intended to meet the needs of individuals and groups in society by addressing and hopefully eradicating these social ills by putting into practice policies aimed at providing the required support and assistance in relation to social security, housing, health, social work and education (Spicker, 2014. P. 1).
However, issues can arise when we analyse the normative values of a society which can be seen to favour certain groups and individuals thus creating discriminatory forces against others deemed deviant leading to obstacles when striving for the utopia of a fair, inclusive and equitable society for all (Kirby et al, 2000).
It is imperative to consider the social context of welfare when analysing which drivers can impact on the development and implementation of SP, in addition to the particular party in government and the overriding political climate of nation which can be seen to direct the SP landscape with varying models outlined under appendices 2 (Alcock et al, 2012).
Danish analyst Esping-Anderson (1990 cited in Alcock et al, 2012) added to current theorization by suggesting that public provision was influenced by political and class formations, which he later added to by stating that the distribution, level(allocative issues) and policy direction can be explained by three interwoven dimensions detailed in appendices 3, which form the basis of the three types of welfare regimes(appendices 4) thus displaying the social constructivist origins of SP development which require thought and consideration in order to measure the effectiveness of policy implementation in addressing inequalities in a society(Alcock et al, 2012).
Titmuss (1955 cited in  Spicker, 2014, p. 181) supported the notion of recognizing the influence of the values, attitudes and perceptions of those in power in relation to the influential force of these components in directing the development of public services and social responses to issues and problems in a society, thus symbolizing the desire for a society enriched with inclusive practice. 1942 witnessed the publication of the Beveridge report(1942 cited in Spicker, 2014, p. 159) which represented the distinct aims of those in power at the time to eradicate the five giant evils of Want, Idleness, Ignorance, Squalor and Disease – known as the ‘ Welfare State ‘ the concept encapsulated support for SP Implementation to produce Social Change that resulted in an ideology of equitable service provision in a universalistic format far removed from the Conservative view that inequalities are necessary to maintain a structured society (Spicker , 2014, p. 196).
Beveridge(1942 cited in Baldock et al, 2012) was of course concerned with those in need and advocated a ‘cradle to the grave ‘ mentality which catered for ‘everyday human experiences across the whole of the human life course’  and throughout the last century it is possible to see how changes in who is in power has altered the level and nature of SP in place to assist those in financial or social need through an ongoing process of restructuring (Baldock et al, 2012).
Political and economic climates alter frequently and it is clear that throughout history the dominant drivers of SP have been the government in place and the prevailing theories of Social and Public policy at a particular time. Berridge (2008 cited in Baldock et al, 2012) discussed the importance of not solely focusing on what impacts and directs SP in the present and future but to adopt a historical perspective in order to understand the course of current SP in addition to informing public policy and public discourse on imperative contemporary issues.
From the Universalistic nature of Labour governments criticised for a consensus of following Keynesian economic policies to the Neo-liberal, Selectivism of the Conservative party in supporting an Individualistic, marketization of public policy and support (Baldock et al, 2012) makes it possible to see how the identity of those for who SP assistance is intended can vary greatly. Worryingly, within Coffey’s(Coffey, 2004, pp.1-4) discussions on the foundations of SP being conventionally associated with a universal promotion of social welfare and well-being, ‘shifts in the contours and orientation of SP’(Lewis, 200:1 quoted in Coffey, 2004, p. 3) have resulted in a reconceptualization of the subject, some would say due to the processes of globalization and neo-liberal challenges to the welfare state (Coffey, 2004, p. 3).
[bookmark: _Hlk510005903]Recent deliberations by International bodies have highlighted three major issues (appendices 5) that are increasingly confronting SP in the 21st century (Jordan, 2006, p. 1) with such drivers suggesting various threats to the potential of SP to produce inclusive societies with globalization and a continuation of Capitalist dominance seemingly causing injustices to continue.
Jordan (2006, pp. 1,2) discusses how affluent first world countries have yet to establish inclusive models to address such SP dilemma’s pointing to the extreme inequalities that persist in the Anglophone countries as a result of advocating targeted, restrictive SP models and regimes. Diagram 9.1 in appendices number 6 (Spicker,2014, p.198) illustrates how equality and inclusive practice can be a reality or an unobtainable utopia dependant on which ideology a society follows thus directing SP development and implementation.
[bookmark: _Hlk509915063]Baldock et al (2012) discuss contexts that can be seen to impact on SP in practice and how variable theories relating to the origins of welfare and SP can directly influence how inclusive and fair a society is (detailed under appendices 7). However, to illustrate potential downfalls between the interplay of the ‘policy making machine ‘and the ‘practitioner in the field, it is crucial to analyse how SP is viewed (often covertly) in a particular country in order to assess and understand it’s effectiveness to create noticeable benefits to the lived experience of those in need through increased levels of choice, autonomy and agency.
T.H.Marshall(1967 cited in Baldock et al, 2012) argued the merits of a ‘three-stage development process ‘of citizenship which began with civil, then political and socio-economic rights. Supported by the concept of the logic of democracy, Marshall’s thoughts can be seen to be opposed when SP implementation is viewed as a form of Social Control (Baldock et al, 2012). Ginsburg (1979 cited in Baldock et al, 2012) discussed how in practice the application of SP could be restricted due to a hidden agenda of reinforcing norms established by policy makers to maintain the status quo of a nation. Baldock et al (2012) discussed how oppression and control in a society can result in conflict and tensions being seen to arise between practitioners and policy makers when market mechanisms dictate policy formation thus protecting the interests of ruling elites at the expense of those in need who lack the agency to change their undesired predicament.
Spicker (2014, p. 4) discussed how Social Policy can generally be considered to be concerned with Social Welfare and Services (Main areas detailed under appendices 8) with the field of well-being becoming more prominent in the equation (Alcock et al, 2012, pp. 1,2).  With Alcock et al (2012, p. 196) adding to discussions by suggesting that policies are developed following decisions made by governments and other formal authorizations and are affected by cultural, political, social and economic factors.
Spicker (2014, pp. 85-88) adds to the understanding of the development of SP by commenting that they can be seen to be driven by the norms, values, beliefs and emotions of decision makers in relation to what is considered a social problem that requires policy to address it and to deliver the remit of fulfilling the needs of a nations citizens. Conflict and tension can be seen to arise due to people’s ability to participate in society(Doyal and Gough, 1991 cited in Spicker, 2014, p. 88) being determined by how the needs of individuals and groups are socially defined and constructed therefore it must be considered whether a country follows a social or medical model of SP development to enable a true picture of policy implementation and effectiveness to emerge thus aiding the analysis of the practitioners in the field’s ability to increase the levels of choice, rights and empowerment of those in need (Spicker, 2014, p. 329).
Referred to as a Stagist Approach (Alcock et al, 2012) this framework has received criticism for it’s traditional view of seeing policies made by those in authority and implemented by practitioners as opposed to the dynamic and continuous contemporary approach represented by significant levels of input in the decision-making process by those ‘in the field ‘implementing the policies first hand.
Issues can arise in the multi-disciplinary arena of policy implementation. Traditionally within the multi-faceted arena of SP development and implementation the limited recognition of the views and opinions of practitioners has created a situation referred to as ‘policy silence ‘enabling power to be exercised by decision makers and those in authority by adopting a ‘top-down ‘approach (Alcock et al, 2012, p. 197).
However, it has been argued in pluralistic societies that there should be an input from many parties towards what the writings of Herbert Simon during the 1940’s and 1950’s(cited in Alcock et al, 2012, p. 197) refers to as a ‘ rational model ‘ taking into account resources and the opinions of experts in the field to avoid a situation of ‘ implementation deficit ‘ which excludes those at ‘ street level ‘  in favour of those at the top of the hierarchal structure.
[bookmark: _Hlk509869386]In order for the ethical and emotional concerns of practitioners not to be compromised it is crucial that Social Policies are not just developed and implemented with good intent (Dorling, 2007 cited in McMahon and Roberts, 2007, pp. 122-135). Spicker (2014, p. 441) discusses how SP is an ethical activity in addition to it’s political and technical components and it is this distinct element of public policy implementation that requires close attention in order for the remit of making a society more equal, inclusive and sustainable to be achieved. It has been suggested that ethical conduct in public services is an area that has lacked investigation and it is via four key ethical rules (Spicker (2014, p. 441) - detailed in the appendices under number 9, in addition to a multi-dimensional and multi-agency mode of policy development and implementation that those facing exclusion can be empowered through increased levels of choice, control, autonomy, rights and fairness (Spicker (2014, p. 329).
O’Doherty (2017, p. 65) discusses the idea that UK societies promotion of individualism creates a climate of self-centredness as opposed to a collective, universalistic environment with elements of ‘survival of the fittest ‘. Dorling (2015, pp. 1-13) agrees with this notion of those equipped with the social agency, capital and power continuing to reproduce inequalities that promote despair, prejudice, greed, exclusion and elitism thus leaving those in need at the mercy of SP provision.
It is clear that individual’s in society begin life at different Social Strata (Dugal, 2014) and that despite Social Policies being in place to reduce the inequities and discrimination blighting so many people’s lives – injustices are continuing to increase in the UK and across the globe (Dorling, 2015, pp. 1-13). Class Structures and Social Stratifications remain prevalent with vertical equity maintaining the status of those privileged by social position and circumstances as opposed to the more universally optimal horizontal equity which would see all individuals armed with equal choice, opportunity and agency to facilitate an inclusive, equitable and sustainable life (Dugal, 2014).
Western societies apparent obsession with the capitalist model of exploiting others requires energy, effort and commitment from ethically driven policy makers in collaboration with practitioners to reverse undesired trends in Social Inequality possible to be achieved by a synergy between socialism and capitalism domains (O’Doherty, 2017, pp.8-18,37,114).
Dorling (2015, p. 5) suggests that those in possession of power and control believe that good can be found in the inequalities that are sustained by injustices in today’s society with a continuation of the media and governments negative labelling (Ramesh, 2012) and what can appear as control of those in need of Social Welfare Support. Such unfairness can be seen to condem marginalized individuals to lifetime of exclusion and despair some would say due to the reproduction of inequalities in society aided by what Pareto referred to as the “circulation of elites” where, in practice, inclusive methods of redistribution fail to produce a more equal and just society in relation to control, agency and equity of opportunity and outcomes (Drochon, 2017).
In order to create a more equal society it would appear that a heightened understanding of the social phenomena that cause disharmony and exclusion in society that propagates SP implementation is required to resolve the presented and perceived problems within a society (O’Doherty, 2017. p. 170). It is apparent that it is essential to gain an enriched understanding of the multidimensional factors individuals facing exclusion have to endure in order to facilitate and empower those in the past oppressed to journey successfully up Arnstein’s ladder of participation (Pierson, 2010, p. 65) to enable a more just and fair social environment.
In addition, in order for disadvantage not to restrict opportunity (Pierson, 2010, pp.11,12) top-down approaches to SP Implementation need to be widely dismissed in favour of a more realistic and successful approach that recognizes who the policy will affect and the ‘street level bureaucrats’ implementing policies thus resulting in a two-way process of development, application and analysis (Alcock et al, 2012, pp. 197,198).
Hudson and Lowe (2009) discuss the importance of the policy process being considered at Macro, Meso and Micro level which together with viewing the complex nature of SP as a dynamic, continuous process – will hopefully result in the Liberal theorist John Rawl’s Principles of Justice being a reality enabling all citizens equality of opportunity in a fair and just society (McLaughlin and Baker, 2007) through redistributionist channels that advocate equal liberty for all (Jordan, 2006, p. 145). However, although such pledges have been made in recent times with Theresa May declaring in 2017 “The Conservative party is going to deliver for everyone…a country that works for everyone, not just the privileged few” (Mason, 2017) continued austerity measures and the sustained Conservative support for the notion of meritocracy has resulted in criticism with an apparent conflict between objectivity of SP development and implementation and the personal and political values of decision makers (Blakemore, 2003, pp. 1-16). Baldock et al (2012) suggested that such dilemma’s have caused vagueness and ambiguity in relation to policy intentions compelling us to question if the ideological morals and principles of the ruling elite are eroding the ethical aims and objectives of policies to deliver social justice and inclusion for all. 
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Appendices
1)
· Elitism is efficient.
· Exclusion is necessary.
· Prejudice is natural.
· Greed is good.
· Despair is inevitable.
Dorling (2015, pp.3,4).

2) Models of Welfare;
· The Residual Welfare Model (typified by the United States) marked by extensive non-state, market-based provision and selective, means-tested ‘safety net’ public benefits and services, widely perceived as stigmatizing.
· The Institutional Redistributive Model (typified by Sweden) marked by universal, rights-based, non-stigmatizing, redistributive state benefits and services, viewed as a ‘normal’ function of industrial society.
· The Industrial Achievement-Performance Model(typified by the former West Germany) marked by work-based benefits and services, with state welfare functioning as an adjunct to the economy.
(Alcock et al, 2012).
3) Three Interwoven Dimensions;
· Decommodification – the extent to which the state frees individuals from the market forces and enables them to lead socially acceptable lives independent of the labour market.
· Stratification – the extent to which state welfare differentiates between social classes and promotes equality and social integration.
· The Public-private mix – the relative roles of the state, market, and family in supplying welfare.
(Alcock et al, 2012).

4) Three ideal types of Welfare Regimes.
· Social-Democratic regimes, characteristic of Scandinavian countries, where a coalition of labour organizations and small farmers secured a state committed to full employment and generous, redistributive, universalist welfare benefits, incorporating both middle- and working-class interests.
· Conservative/Corporatist regimes, characteristic of continental Europe where occupationally segregated benefits were introduced by conservative-dominated governments to secure working- and middle-class support.
· Liberal Welfare Regimes, characteristic of English-speaking countries, where, in the absence of stable cross-class alliances, state welfare operated mainly on selective lines as a residual safety net for the poor.
Alcock et al (2012).



5) Issues confronting Social Policy in the 21st century;
· Can their efforts to improve their citizens’ well-being be reconciled with the needs of the poorest populations in the world?
· Are they rooted in a convincing version of their own domestic social order?
· Are they sustainable over time, given finite resources?
Jordan (2006, p.1).





6)
[image: ]

Spicker (2014, p.198).

7) Foundations of Social Policy/Welfare State.
· Industrialization and the growth of welfare state.
· The Logic of democracy.
· Social Welfare as social control.
· Pluralism.
· Polity.
(Baldock et al, 2012).



8) Main areas of study;
· Policy administrative practice in health administration, social security, education, employment services, community care and housing management.
· The circumstances in which people’s welfare is likely to be impaired, including disability, unemployment, mental illness, intellectual disability, and old age.
· Social problems, like crime, addiction and family breakdown.
· Issues relating to social disadvantage, including ‘race’, gender and poverty.
· The range of collective social responses to these circumstances.
Spicker (2014, p. 4).

9) Four key ethical rules which apply to working in the public services;
· Requirements for the agency to act ethically in relation to the community which it serves.
· Responsibilities to the agency.
· Individual requirements for ethical conduct.
· Ethical constraints not to abuse power or position.
Spicker (2014, p. 441).
[bookmark: _GoBack]





2

image1.png
O joke x (N what x (N what x (B (F X (G NUD X (G nude X

D Sign x ([ Cou x ([ Cou X

[ Cou x (B (100 X (] Urge X

G Soci x e

<« C (| & Secure

Google

figure 9.1 ideological positions in terms of two dimensions

Books e Addtomyiibrary -

Write review

Result 1 of 1 n this book forfigure 8.1 ideological positions in terms of two dimensions

VIEW EBOOK

Get this book in print ¥

sociaL

POLICY
0 Reviews
Viite review

Social Policy: Theory and Practice
8y Fau spieer
figure 9.1 ideological pc  Go
About this book

My library

My History

Books on Google Play

e
2 Poucy press

Publishing with 3 Purpose

Pages displayed by permission of Poliy.
Press. Copyright

https://books google.co.uk/books?id=uxArAwAAQBAIEpg=PA198&Ipg=PA1988dq=figure +9.1 +ideological +positions +in+terms +of +two + dimensions&isource=bléL.. ¥ | €) @}

Pagetss v K >

Gl search
Figure 9.1: Left and
Collctivists
A
Moy -« fascs
/ *
\
ociala onservotves
) socaksts Conservot |
J \ -
2 ; |
ro I Ant-
cquily € > equalty
' '
\
'\ Socul Liberals /
democrts .
\ ’
\ ’
. ,
S New right

¥-

Individustists

There are other points of view which are n

dimensions. One such approach is feminisim, which has

ily described in two

jts central





