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Abstract

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is an important undertaking by corporations in order to advance social 
citizenship. In the last decades a growing implication of businesses and NGOs in welfare development has run hand 
in hand with a noticeable increase of both: (a) the for-profit welfare provision of policies and services to the general 
public, and (b) those programmes made available by corporations to their employees. All these developments, 
together with the provision of social policies by governments, have coalesced into a welfare mix of entitlements, 
interventions and policy instruments with long-term effects for the improvement of citizens’ living conditions. In 
this paper an analysis of the worlds of welfare capitalism is contrasted with a CSR typology of policy governance 
within the context of the European Union. Considerations are made on the impacts that both the global order and 
the new social risks (NSR) have for the promotion of CSR and the advancement of social citizenship. A brief 
review of the case for the reconciliation of work and family life seeks to illustrate how CSR might induce a greater 
role for businesses in welfare systems. In the final section, proposals and hypotheses are put forward for future 
research endeavours.
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1. Introduction

The term “corporate responsibility” deals with a wide range of issues concerning the private 
sector. The label “social” is added in reference to the operations of companies and business in 
their relations with society. In concrete, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) may be defined 
as a concept whereby private corporations integrate social and environmental concerns in their 
interaction with their stakeholders, in particular, and with society, in general, on a voluntary 
basis (European Commission, 2001; 2002; 2006) 

Neo-liberal views consider that CSR is incongruent with capitalism and that the social 
responsibility of businesses is to increase its profits (Friedman, 1970). Alternatively, CSR is 
said to be good for society and good for business (Emerald; Mattila, 2006). Indeed, the question 
on how the pursuit for corporations’ profits can be coupled with citizens’ general well-being is 
central to the very concept of CSR. In recent years the academic debate of CSR has increased 
notably among scholars from different disciplines and areas of study. 

This paper elaborates on the idea that CSR, as an input to the contemporary welfare mix, may 
induce social policy development. Most analytical and research categories used in this paper are 
drawn from the academic fields of political economy, policy analysis and sociology with regard 
to the study of welfare capitalism and the implementation of CSR. It concentrates on social 
citizenship, a cornerstone in the modernity sequence of nation-building, state formation, mass 
democratization and welfare development, following Stein Rokkan’s conceptualizations (Flora 
et al., 1999).[1] Indeed, the consolidation of Marshall’s third cycle of social citizenship[2] 
was regarded to be achieved in the fourth phase of the system-building of Europe. This is 
in the process of institutional structuring and territorial adjustment within multi-layered EU 
(Bartolini, 2005). More than half of the legislation affecting Europeans’ lives is already EU’s. 
As a political framework, the European Union is a compound of policy processes, which go 
beyond the formal sovereignty of the member states (Piattoni, 2007). 

However, the “state formation” of the United States of Europe cannot be envisaged as the 
necessary end-result of Europeanization. The neo-functionalist school of thought has generally 
adopted the view that universal progress requires integration, which is made equal to cultural 
assimilation and to over-reaching identity formation, along the lines of the American “melting-
pot”, or the multicultural “salad bowl”. Alternatively, the establishment of common European 
rules may be accommodated by taking into account both long-standing history and cultural 
diversity within the mosaic of peoples in the Old Continent (Ferrera, 2005). 

The advancement of social citizenship is regarded as a desideratum not just for the needy 
or excluded groups, but as a societal shared goal. It complements other civil and political 
components of citizenship. The latter is conceptualized as a compound of practices and uses 
that confer the quality of active members to free individuals within their political communities 
of reference (Janoski, 1998; Roche, 1992, 2002; Isin, 2008). 
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As corporate citizens, a greater involvement of companies is regarded as desirable for the 
expansion of social rights (Moon, 2002; Matten and Crane, 2003; Matten, Crane and Moon, 
2009). It is generally assumed that a strong sense of business responsibility towards local 
communities, by means of formalizing partnerships, together with respect for the environment, is 
an important aspect of CSR. This is also assessed as optimal in providing the strategic means for: 
(a) optimising business strategies by improving and promoting the public image of corporations; 
and (b) legitimizing responsible market competition based upon the assumption that the well-
being of business depends on the well-being of society (Garriga and Melé, 2004).

In advanced industrial societies, welfare development has mainly relied on government’s 
provision of public policies for citizens (e.g. formal instruction, health provision, income 
support, or care services). Welfare has also been implemented with the aim of achieving 
economic growth (by means of macro-economic agreements among the social partners or 
through economic policies of income distribution). An overriding attention in the analyses of 
contemporary welfare states has usually been geared towards the “autonomous” action of state 
public intervention in providing security to its citizens. The fact that the welfare state action 
has made concordant with modernity many functions which had been previously developed by 
families, churches, guilds, corporations, NGOs or local communities has often been ignored 
(Flora and Alber, 1981). 

At the turn of the second millennium, social citizenship has remained a legitimate goal in 
contemporary societies. Welfare producers and consumers have nevertheless had to adapt 
their roles and functions to the changing scenarios brought about by the new global order and 
the irruption of the “new social risks” (NSR). The latter are associated mainly with societal 
changes in the family and the labour market and shifts from bureaucracy to post-bureaucracy, 
informal to formal work, non-commodified to commodified work, or Fordism to post-Fordism 
in a globalized world (Esping-Andersen et al., 2002; Williams, 2007).

The crisis of the “command-and-control” efforts by the central state to develop uniform state-
wide social services and national institutions has been confused with a crisis tout court of the 
welfare state model. In fact, the politics and policies of social welfare continue to be highly 
supported by the population at large (Svallfors and Taylor-Gooby, 1999; Bonoli, 2000; Kuhnle, 
2000; Pierson, 2001; van Oorschot, 2002; ESS, 2008).The role of governments in avoiding 
social unrest and preserving economic and social stability in the aftermath of the 2007 financial 
crisis has been crucial. In many instances state intervention has come to rescue irresponsible 
corporations--mostly financial-- and to sort out consequences that could have provoked an 
economic recession with potential devastating effects for the well-being of individuals world-
wide. 
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Despite its “traditional” function as provider of public policies and as gamekeeper of social 
peace, the welfare state is facing new challenges to assume new forms of governance at local, 
national and global levels. In fact, both processes of trans-nationalization and subsidiarization 
have put limits to the state-centric implementation of welfare development. The growth to limits, 
or maturation of public welfare policies covering “old” social risks (e.g. illiteracy, old-age, 
sickness or unemployment), has brought to the fore new proposals for articulating a private-
public welfare mix as the best means for the procurement of people’s well-being and, thus, for 
providing social benefits and services covering NSR. 

This paper reflects on those “meeting points” and “encountering places” where the action of 
individuals, families, corporations. NGOs and public policies can optimize the advancement 
of social citizenship. The context of analyses is that provided by developments in Europe, the 
Continent where the welfare state was “invented”. CSR serves as the main argumentative thread 
to contribute with critiques, ideas a proposals to the conceptualizations made in this paper.

In the following section an analysis of the worlds of welfare capitalism is contrasted with 
a CSR typology. Such an exercise serves the purpose of highlighting not only institutional 
arrangements and operational welfare rationales, but also value-systems and cultural tenets 
shaping commonalities and diversities in public policy governance in the European Union. 
Subsequently, considerations are made on the impacts that the global order and the emergence 
of NSR have for the promotion of CSR and social citizenship. A succinct examination of the 
case for the reconciliation of work and family life illustrate how CSR might induce a greater 
role for businesses in welfare systems. Final remarks points out to prescriptions, proposals and 
hypotheses for prospective research.

2. The worlds of welfare capitalism and CSR models of policy 
governance

During the trentes glorieuses, or Golden Age of welfare capitalism (1945-75), West European 
systems of social protection were based upon the assumption of full employment and --implicitly-- 
on the complementary role of the family, and, in particular, of women’s unpaid work within 
households (Lewis, 1997). A combination of social policies, Keynesianism, Taylorism and 
female segregation facilitated a sustained economic growth and the generalisation of a type of 
“affluent worker” (Lipset, 1960). The outcome of these factors translated into two main types 
of welfare state: the Keynes-Beveridge and the Keynes-Bismarck welfare state. In both cases 
governments managed economies with a relatively high degree of autonomy. They were able to 
provide social provision for needs which market and family did not meet. The tax consequences 
of such provision were legitimated upon political coalitions of working and middle class groups 
(Flora, 1986/87). 
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The effects of the oil crises in 1973-74 and 1978-79 revealed the increasing openness and 
interdependence of the developed economies, and altered a scenario of prosperity and abundant 
stable male employment in the Western hemisphere. Nevertheless, the European Golden Age 
evolved into a Silver Age of the welfare state showing limitations but also a high degree of 
resilience in resisting pressures of a diverse nature (Taylor-Gooby, 2002). During the 1980s 
and 1990s, a neo-liberal ideological offensive challenged the tenets and legitimacy upon 
which welfare states had previously developed. Fiscal crises and the erosion of the ideological 
consensus which gave way to a “mid-century compromise” (Crouch, 1999) conditioned the 
subsequent recasting of welfare states in Europe (Ferrera and Rhodes, 2000). 

For the study of the evolution and features of the various types of welfare states the regime 
approach has proved to be very persuasive in linking together a wide range of elements considered 
to influence welfare development and outcomes. The regime approach put forward the idea that 
clusters of countries are characterised by a particular constellation of economic, political and 
social arrangements. According to this line of analysis, such families of nations or welfare 
regimes are structured around one particular organising principle, ideological underpinning 
or cultural commonality adding up to a welfare “logic”. Individual empowerment (Liberal 
Anglo-Saxon), statist egalitarianism (Social-Democratic Nordic) or institutional partnership 
(Corporatist Continental) could be singled out as core “rationales” in the cases of the well-known 
and well-researched three worlds of welfare capitalism (Esping-Andersen, 1990; 1999).

An assumption of continuity tends to prevail over that of change, in establishing patterns of 
interaction according to the regime approach. As a consequence, it is implicitly assumed that 
a particular welfare state will tend to sustain interests and arrangements identified within the 
three main categories. Institutional inertia and “sunk costs” for the covering of “old” social 
risks usually translate in prescriptions of path dependency (historical and self-reinforcing). As 
a result, welfare states are regarded as a sort of “immovable objects” (Pierson, 1998). The 
historical new institutionalism school of thought has provided plausible explanations on the 
nature and scope of welfare reforms and has been very influential in the spelling out of the 
regime approach.  However, it has been criticized for having found difficulties in integrating 
societal changes into its main analytical framework (Janoski, 1998; Roche, 2002; Bambra, 
2006).

The welfare regime approach has also been received feminist critiques as it has tended to 
assume women’s unpaid work within households as a “given fact”. In fact, the role of women as 
carers of children and elderly has been paramount in sustaining institutional arrangements in all 
welfare regimes, and specially in those which have relied more heavily in the subsidiarity role 
of families (Continental and Mediterranean, principally). De-commodification, a widely-used 
analytical tool of the regime approach has often failed to understand the crucial importance of 
unpaid work (Lewis, 1992; Orloff, 1996; Williams, 2002). There is a progressive generalisation 
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of the ‘dual-earner’ model in all welfare regimes. However, there is no consensus from a feminist 
perspective as what should be the optimal course of action in order to favour gender equality 
within households. Beyond the desirability of an external “de-familization” of women’s unpaid 
caring work, there remains the question on whether such proposals do little more than disguising 
the unequal relations of power within households. 

In general terms, and within the context of the European Union, [3] four types of welfare 
regimes may be described briefly as follows:

The corporatist Continental regime is organized on the basis of occupational categories and is 
designed much less to reduce inequality than to maintain status. It is characterised by concerted 
action between employers and trade unions, and is financed by the contributions they make. 
Welfare policies by state institutions uphold this arrangement, which is organised through social 
insurance. There is a sharp distinction between labour market “insiders” and “outsiders”. The 
universality of coverage is therefore dependent on the achievement and maintenance of full 
employment. 

The liberal Anglo-Saxon regime was initially patterned by its commitment to a form of 
universality in the case of the UK (Beveridge Report). Focused on poverty alleviation it is 
financed by taxes and incorporates residual means-tested services and flat-rate benefits. It has 
pursued a radical shift toward market principles, involving deregulation of the labour market, 
wage flexibility and retrenchment in social expenditure. A low level of de-commodification of 
individuals implies a large measure of dependence by citizens on the market to ensure their 
primary income and social protection.

The social-democratic Nordic regime is premised on the combination of solidaristic ideas with 
growth and full employment, and the minimisation of family dependence. It is financed by taxes, 
characterised by the principle of universality, and favours the public provision of free services 
rather than cash transfers. The main aim of this type of welfare state is to ensure the equality 
and homogeneity of social groups within an all-embracing middle class. Full employment is a 
goal based on broad political compromises and consensual governance.

The familialistic Mediterranean regime is characterised by the central role played by the family 
and its interpenetration in all areas of welfare production and distribution. [4] This results 
in a strong household micro-solidarity and other solidarity networks. Southern welfare has 
performed as a via media in trying to integrate citizenship programmes (social assistance, non-
contributory pensions), occupational benefits and services (family dependent entitlements, 
labour-related benefits), or even universal schemes (education, health care).

These four types of welfare regimes associate a specific institutional configuration with a 
founding culture, doctrine and value-system: (1) Social insurance schemes with the protection 
of specific occupational categories (Continental); (2) Residual benefits with the primacy of the 
market and the need to combat poverty (Anglo-Saxon); (3) Universal benefits with the quest for 
equality (Nordic); and (4) Complementarity in the interaction among family, public bodies and 
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civil society (Mediterranean). Such tenets have coalesced into distinctive rationales shaping 
the varieties of contemporary capitalism and having a different impact in terms of the quality 
of social rights, social structures and the structure of productive markets (Hall and Soskice, 
2001) (Table 1 reproduces a compendium of some characteristic features European welfare 
regimes).

A look at how CSR governance polices align, or otherwise, with the welfare regime taxonomy 
is useful to identify those “meeting points” around which social citizenship could be enhanced. 
The contrast between general welfare regimes and mainstream business approaches is useful 
for the identification of those “encountering places” where a more effective combination of the 
public and the private can result in effective synergies within the welfare mix. 

Schemes of voluntary work, tax breaks or occupational/corporate welfare --to name just a 
few-- can be regarded as important inputs to the general well-being of citizens. However, they 
are not usually taken into account for the calculation of net social spending.[5] Employers 
and corporations may not only perform a role as “gatekeepers” for social protection, but can 
also develop important roles for the implementation of innovative programmes covering NSR 
(initiatives for the reconciliation of work and family life are discussed further below).This 
combination of CSR policies, welfare structures and individual responsibilities is regarded as 
facilitating a plausible scenario for the advancement of social citizenship (Glazer, 1988; Alber, 
2006). 

A four CSR typology has been proposed concerning the roles played by public and private 
actors, legal frameworks, incentives, governance structures and the ways all of these evolve. 
The classification takes a relational approach in which the development of cross-sector 
proposals (dialogues, partnerships and networks) is regarded as a decisive aim of CSR. As a 
result, four European models of public policy governance fostering CSR have been identified: 
Sustainability, Business in the Community, Partnership and Agora (Alboreda et al., 2008):

(1) The Sustainability model applied by central Continental countries underlines the concerns 
for sustainable development strategies. CSR as a concept may be regarded as not being itself a 
main axis. France takes a most regulatory approach to CSR in tune with long-standing values 
of centralized legislation. Other countries, like federal Austria, Belgium or Germany, seek to 
incorporate local and regional inputs and allow for certain asymmetries in CSR regulation in 
line with a more open model of intergovernmental relations. 
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  Table 1: Features of the European Welfare Regimes

Anglo-Saxon Continental Nordic Mediterranean

Benefits
Flat rate (low inten-

sity)

Cash (high inten-

sity)

Flat rate (high 

intensity)
Cash (low intensity)

Financing Taxes
Payroll contribu-

tions 
Taxes Mixed 

Gender Female polarization
Part-time femini-

zation

Occupational spe-

cific

Ambivalent fami-

lialism

Goals Individual choice
Income mainte-

nance

Network public 

services

Resource optimi-

zation
Ideology Citizenship Neo-corporatism Egalitarianism Social justice

Labour Market De-regulation Insiders/outsiders
High public emplo-

yment

Big informal eco-

nomy
Poverty Dependency culture Insertion culture Statist culture Assistance culture

Services Residual public Social partners
Comprehensive 

public
Family support

CSR
Business in the 

community
Sustainability Partnership Agora-type

(2) The Business in the community model relates to the United Kingdom and Ireland. 
Government is seen as a facilitator or mediator in tune with a more liberal and less normative 
view. These countries pursue the solution of social problems like unemployment and social 
exclusion through CSR policies: companies can get involved and can develop a more active 
role in providing corporate welfare. Government has based its application of CSR on soft law.

(3) The Partnership approach towards CSR includes the Nordic countries plus the Netherlands. 
These countries, particularly the Scandinavia, have matured generous welfare states, and 
relationships between public administrations and companies develop in a general climate 
of cooperation. Local governments are heavily involved in channelling the formation of 
partnerships that encourage the concept of social co-responsibility between administrations, 
companies and social organizations. 

(4) The Agora typology applies to EU’s Southern European countries such as Italy, Spain, 
Portugal and Greece, all of which addressed CSR after the European Commission initiative 
was taken in 2001. Some CSR policies have been implemented following the drafting of a 
considerable degree of reports and studies analysing the development of CSR, and encouraging 
governmental action. Debates often express a general positive attitude towards CSR and seek to 
achieve resource optimisation in line with a multiplicity of agora-type inputs from both public 
bodies and civil society.. 

These four European models of public policy governance fostering CSR articulate themselves 
which each and of the four welfare regimes examined earlier. Indeed, both taxonomies have 
plenty of interconnections and “meeting points” and both respond to similar concerns and 
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trajectories: (A) Corporatist Continental – Sustainability; (B) Liberal Anglo-Saxon – Business 
in the Community; (C) Social-democratic / Partnership; and (D) Familialistic Mediterranean 
/ Agora. On conceptualizing the future development of the European socio-economic model, 
further comparative research is needed, so that the identification of common features from 
both sets of typologies would form a base-line of comparison. Otherwise, and as has been the 
case in most cross-national exercises in recent decades, the absence of an overarching point of 
reference is most likely to result in the continuation of ethnocentric comparative research.[6] 

3. Global order, new social risks and welfare mix

The globalisation and internationalisation of trade --encouraged mainly by the telecommunication 
innovations during the 1990s onwards-- have decisively affected the economy world-wide, 
and have brought about a deep restructuring of contemporary capitalism. Likewise, financial 
globalisation has meant a transfer of authority and power from the nation-states to supranational 
markets. The very pattern of economic competition has been meant to comply with the standards 
of global markets and the strategies of transnational corporations (Jones, 1995; Kilminster, 
1997; Hirst and Thompson, 1999).

In the midst of fiscal crises of the 1980s and 1990s, the erosion of the post-war ideological 
consensus gave way to an increasingly unstable compromise between capitalism and welfare.[7] 
The new economic neo-classical and supply-side paradigm, along the lines of a Schumpetarian 
workfare state, which regards “unrestricted” market freedom as essential to economic success, 
aimed at strengthening the competitiveness of national economies and at subordinating welfare 
policy to the demands of flexibility (Jessop, 1994). In Europe as in the US the word “activation” 
has become a key word for welfare reform in line with the idea of the “enabling state” (Gilbert, 
2002; Moreno and Palier, 2005).

Within the European context, changes and policy reforms were justified by most governments 
as required in order to meet the 1992 Maastricht criteria to achieve the economic and monetary 
union (EMU). In this way, political, EU’s social and economic dynamics were integrated into 
domestic political discourses and public policies, making it evident that the process of welfare 
reforms were, at least partially, Europeanised (Scharpf, 1996).

The blame avoidance argument claims that globalization inevitably leads to a reduction of social 
rights. This should be qualified. Indeed, social and environmental standards, particularly in less 
developed countries, can be highly shaped by foreign direct investments decisions taken by 
company boards of the basis of short-term interests, or in the expectations of immediate returns. 
This might induce local or national governments to offer incentives of lower salaries and social 
welfare. But there cases where the contrary happens. Both politicians and decision-makers 
at state and sub-state levels may become “credit-claimers”, instead of or “blame-avoiders”, 
depending upon their situational logic and political strategies: what is economically efficient 
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may not be politically possible or sustainable. Thus, political impacts on national and regional 
bureaucracies in the implementation process must be taken into account. Likewise, national and 
regional politicians seek credit for their activities and they do so regardless of economic and 
rational arguments (Moreno and McEwen, 2005).

All things considered, the processes of globalization of the economy and industrial transformations 
have had wide-range effects on the national markets around the world. There have also been deep 
structural modifications in advanced industrial democracies as a consequence of the emergence 
of new social risks (NSR). These are associated with the transition to a post-industrial (post-
Fordist) society, and include four main elements: (1) higher participation of women in the formal 
labour market; (2) an increase in the numbers of frail and dependent elderly people; (3) the rise 
of social exclusion for workers with poor education; and (4) the expansion of irresponsible 
private services and the de-regulation of their public counterparts (Taylor-Gooby, 2004).

As a consequence, vulnerable groups are likely to experience new needs in three broad areas: 
(i) balancing paid work and family responsibilities (especially child-care), (ii) being called on 
for care for a frail elderly relative, or becoming frail and lacking family support; (iii) lacking 
the skills necessary to gain access to an adequately paid and secure job, or having skills and 
training that become obsolete and being unable to upgrade them through life-long learning; and 
(iv) using private provision that supplies an insecure or inadequate pension or unsatisfactory 
services (Bonoli, 2005).

The answer to the question of whether NSR would induce new welfare re-arrangements and how 
they could be reconciled with old core commitments for social provision is still to be articulated 
by the multiple actors involved in the various contexts of European governance.  Until now, 
NSR do not seem to add up to a new paradigm of welfare, but ought rather to be regarded as a 
policy adaptation which will generate new political discourses in Europe after the inception of 
the 2009 Treaty of Lisbon [8]. The very nature of the multi-tiered and multi-level governance 
model in Europe makes most relevant the expansion of corporate welfare for the covering of 
NSR. Beyond the recourse to public subsidies for the hiring of workers, particularly in times 
of deep economic crisis, fiscal incentives to companies can also be important for the input of 
corporate welfare. In situations where the interaction between employers and employees is 
crucial to respond to NSR, the production of social citizenship rights is highly dependent on 
articulating arrangements for the optimal articulation of the welfare mix. 

Work, family and CSR

The case for the reconciliation of work and family responsibilities illustrate how those “meeting 
points” between welfare and CSR can advance social citizenship and optimize business 
activities. Women’s participation in the “formal” labour market makes the “compatibilization” 
of domestic and paid work all the more difficult. Among other factors, the decline of fertility 
rates can be correlated with the steady increase in female labour participation, particularly in 
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those European countries which have gradually left behind the traditional male-breadwinner 
family model. In some countries, the transition to a fully ‘dual-earner’ model has moved in 
the direction of a “hybrid regime”. This combines one model in which well-being and care is 
provided by families --namely, women--, while men assume “breadwinning” responsibilities, 
and a second one in which both women and men provide care and employment--with the help 
of governmental parental leave benefits and an increase of childcare services. In those countries, 
where public family policies are less generous, the main family strategy of working mothers is 
to count on ‘substitute mothers’, usually a family or kin member living nearby. 

Through agreements between employers and employees at plant and occupational levels --which 
eventually might benchmark practices at regional and national level-- businesses can effectively 
contribute not only to greater gender equality in European societies, but to making effective the 
activation of productive resources by means of increasing women’s participation in the formal 
labour market (EFILWC, 2006). Among those agreements to be worked out by stakeholders 
and social actors the following can be identified as having a great potential for development:

(a) Flexibilization of working hours for parents according to business planning and production 
requirements. Encouragement of work-from-home employment, when the nature of the industrial 
activities allows to carrying out activities and professional duties telematically. 

(b) Establishment of codes of ‘good practices’ for female employees, with the legal endorsement 
of ‘null and void’ dismissals for pregnant, new mothers or users of family leave arrangements.

(c) Introduction of family-care leave schemes. Implementation of existing unpaid parental leaves 
(for both parents) and reduced-working time entitlements to take care of relatives needing care 
due to severe illness, accident or old age. 

(d) Adoption of concerted child-care schemes with the public authorities at workplaces. This 
would be coupled with the integration of the education period of 0-3 year-old children into the 
formal national instruction systems.

(e) Application of tax breaks and the reduction of payroll contributions to those corporations 
implementing the agreements reached between employers and employees for the optimization 
of work-family initiatives.

4. Conclusion: Prospective research

“Meeting points” and “encountering places” in the analysis of CSR and social citizenship are 
worth devoting research efforts in the future. The relationship between the welfare regime 
approach and the models of public policy supports for CSR ought to be grounded on more 
systematic linkages between the two of them. The following prescriptions, proposals and 
hypotheses can provide some areas of interest for prospective research endeavours:
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(1) The promotion of CSR may induce the optimisation of the welfare mix in the advanced 
industrial welfare democracies. The regulatory role of public bodies is to incorporate the 
inputs of corporations (private and public), NGOs and other civil society groups. In particular, 
initiatives and agreements between employers and employees --illustrated by the case for the 
reconciliation of work and family life-- may improve citizens’ living conditions and optimize 
welfare development. 

(2) CSR policies are to take on board past patterns of welfare arrangements at the level of 
EU’s member states. But they may also incorporate common concerns for policy innovation 
according to a general model of European public policy governance --still in the making. CSR 
policies are also to internalize a framework of shared interests for the unfolding of EU’s common 
axiological model of sustainable economic growth and social cohesion.

(3) As the exercise of authority across and within different jurisdictions, multi-level governance 
in the European Union rests upon the guiding principles of democratic accountability and 
territorial subsidiarity. Sub-state layers of government have found in these principles a renewed 
impulse for the running of public affairs. Intergovernmental co-operation is facing the challenge 
of adapting itself to a situation where national states are gradually less “sovereign” than they 
have been up until now.[9] In EU’s context, “soft governance” initiatives such as the Open 
Method of Co-ordination (OMC), “best practices” and “benchmarking” could provide for 
mutual learning at both inter and intra levels of the member states.

The above prescriptions, proposals and hypotheses ought to be substantiated in prospective 
research projects. They may provide sounded evidence on the desirability for interconnecting 
CSR, welfare mix and social citizenship. From both ethical and practical grounds, CSR can be 
good for firms, individuals and polities, but such claims need to be further investigated. In all 
future scenarios, the advancement of social rights is as a common goal at stake shared by the 
citizenship at large in the permanent quest for a good society.
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Endnotes

1.	 Stein Rokkan (1921-79) drew attention on the interrelations between internal structuring and external 
boundary-building for understanding the connections between state formation (administrative and military), 
nation-building (cultural), and the development of mass democracies (political). Welfare development is the 
latter stage in Rokkan’s attempt to put forward a typological-topological map of Europe.

2.	 This was viewed as the subsequent historical stage once political and civil citizenship had been realized 
(Marshall, 1950; 1965). Marshall’s argument for social citizenship can be regarded as a dynamic account 
--rather than as an evolutionary theory-- of the struggle between the extension of political equality and social 
rights, on the one hand, and the capitalist market and social class, on the other hand (Breiner, 2006).

3.	 It has been argued whether Eastern Europe constitute a welfare regime on its own (Deacon, 2000). Recent 
trends seem to indicate that while some ex-Communist countries cluster around the ‘liberal’ typology, others 
are closer to the Bismarckian orientation (Potůček, 2008).

4.	  In all welfare regimes the family has a role to play. However, both central and northern Europe contexts, 
together with the USA, are characterized by having weak family links while the Mediterranean region has 
strong family ties. According to this view, differences have deep historical roots and are not diminishing at 
present in any fundamental manner (Reher, 1998).

5.	 The case of US exemplifies a welfare system that is less based on public and social assistance, and that could 
be labelled as corporatized social citizenship (Dobbin, 2002).

6.	 It comes as no surprise that welfare state studies have tended to be rather Nordic-centric and, in particular, 
Swedish-centric.

7.	 The ‘O’Goffe’s tale’ makes reference to the theses put forward by O’Connor (1973), Gough (1979) and Offe 
(1984) that an insuperable contradiction for the maintenance of the solidaristic welfare state was due to both 
processes of legitimising the capitalist system and the erosion of the mechanisms of capitalist accumulation.

8.	 The Treaty of Lisbon entered into force on 1 December 2009 and is to be read in conjunction with other legally 
binding European documents, such as the “Treaty on European Union”, the “Treaty establishing the European 
Community”, and “EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights (see Final Act, 2007) 

9.	 Those countries which attempted to exercise their nominal state sovereignty against the tide of the new 
economic policies were heavily penalised. Failure of the programmes for indicative planning implemented 
by the first Mitterrand Government in the early 1980s illustrated the ‘persuasiveness’ of the new economic 
neo-classical and supply-side paradigm embraced by neighbouring and competing countries. This episode 
illustrated that national economic ‘sovereignty’ was very limited in manoeuvres to promote the previous 
Keynesian demand-side approach (Camilleri and Falk, 1992; Schmidt, 1995; Strange, 1995).
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