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Abstract: Some recent publications have raised the question of placing Ireland in a comparative 
perspective. Three such comparative frameworks are investigated in this paper: advanced 
capitalist countries, (West)European countries, and finally semi-peripheral European societies. 
Although not an advanced capitalist economy, Ireland displays the central institutional features 
of such societies. But on closer inspection, it seems that such features can be attributed to a 
European institutional framework, rather than to advanced capitalism as such. Furthermore, 
Ireland is located, in economic terms, in broadly the same position as countries such as Greece, 
Portugal and Spain. But it has very little in common with them in terms of socio-political 
characteristics. Ireland provides in that sense a striking illustration of the disjunction which may 
emerge between a process of capitalist development and institutional development. 

I I N T R O D U C T I O N 

R ecent publ icat ions h a v e sought to place I r e l a n d i n a c o m p a r a t i v e 
perspective. T h e whole debate on the n a t u r e of I r i s h polit ical life h a s 

a l r e a d y focused attent ion on the type of polit ical sys tem I r e l a n d should be 
compared to ( M a i r , 1987). I n her s tudy of pay de terminat ion i n I r e l a n d , 
N i a m h H a r d i m a n (1987) wonders w h y I r e l a n d h a s not followed the p a t h of 
other s m a l l E u r o p e a n countries towards a stable corporatist arrangement . 
She asserts tha t the requirements of competitiveness i n a n open economy are 
better satisf ied w i t h such corporatist agreements. Joseph L e e (1989) seeks to 
exp la in w h y I r e l a n d , u n l i k e the other s m a l l countries i n E u r o p e w h i c h have 
found themse lves i n a s i m i l a r s i tuat ion, h a s not succeeded i n i ts effort to 
modernise a n d industr ia l i se . T h e study of I r i s h society by B r e e n et al. (1990) 
concludes that , i n the w a y the state contributes to the s h a p i n g of society, 
I r e l a n d h a s a great dea l i n common w i t h countr ies s u c h as G r e e c e , a n d 
possibly the E u r o p e a n periphery as a whole. 



W h e n L i a m O'Dowd asked: "What is the most appropriate in ternat iona l 
a n d comparat ive f r a m e w o r k for a n a l y s i n g any state a n d the two states i n 
I r e l a n d i n part icu lar?" , he placed th i s i ssue r ight at the core of the study of 
the s tate i n I r e l a n d . T h i s quest ion concerns the def init ion of the type of 
society I r e l a n d i s , a l though the question is u sua l ly discussed i n a paradoxical 
way . Most of the t ime , the a n a l y s i s does not a i m to identify a comparat ive 
framework, but to account for the fact that I r e l a n d deviates, that i t refuses to 
correspond to a type. W h y does the I r i s h polit ical sys tem differ so rad ica l ly 
from most other l i b e r a l democrac ies? W h y h a s I r e l a n d not developed the 
stable corporat is t f ramework w h i c h i s observed i n other s m a l l , open econo­
mies of E u r o p e ? W h y h a s i t failed to industr ia l i se , whi le most other E u r o p e a n 
countries i n a s i m i l a r s i tuat ion have managed to? 

T h e choice of a comparat ive f ramework depends on the k i n d of quest ion 
be ing a s k e d . B u t w e m a y useful ly follow D u r k h e i m ' s pr inc ip le t h a t com­
p a r i s o n is mean ingfu l only i f i t concerns societies of the same type. I n t h a t 
sense, the present paper is ma in ly interested i n identifying the k i n d of society 
I r e l a n d i s . I t endeavours to locate i t w i t h i n a category of countries w h i c h 
s h a r e s i m i l a r features. Shou ld we t h i n k of i t as belonging to the category of 
countr ies d i v e r s e l y re ferred to as capi ta l i s t , i n d u s t r i a l or even a d v a n c e d 
societies? S h o u l d we t h i n k of i t as a per iphera l or semi -per iphera l society? 
T h e need to compare obliges u s to place I r e l a n d i n a c lass of countries w i t h 
w h i c h i t c a n be associated. I t m a y be safely a s sumed that any discourse about 
I r i s h society s tarts by re la t ing i t to a type. 

I I I R E L A N D A N D A D V A N C E D C A P I T A L I S T S O C I E T I E S 

A l t h o u g h I r e l a n d cannot even remotely be ca l led a n advanced capi ta l i s t 
society, i t p a r t i c i p a t e s i n d iverse i n t e r n a t i o n a l associat ions , s u c h as the 
O E C D , w h i c h b r i n g together the most advanced capital is t societies. I t i s also 
engaged, w i t h i n the E u r o p e a n U n i o n , i n a process of integration w i t h some of 
the most advanced capita l i s t countries. F o r this reason, i t i s routinely placed 
i n s u c h a comparat ive context. B u t does i t m a k e sense to compare I r e l a n d , as 
i t i s frequently done, w i t h such "advanced" countries? 

T h e m a i n features of the type of capi ta l i s t society w h i c h developed after 
W o r l d W a r I I have been described by A . Shonfield i n the following terms: 

I n the chapters w h i c h follow I s h a l l t ry to identify the charac ter i s t i c 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l f e a t u r e s of the economic order w h i c h h a s g r a d u a l l y 
emerged i n pos twar cap i ta l i sm. T h e r e are big differences between the 
key ins t i tut ions a n d economic methods of one country a n d another. T h e 
differences a r e often the subject of s h a r p ideological c leavages . Y e t , 
w h e n the total p icture is examined, there is a certa in uniformity i n the 



texture of these societies. I n t e r m s of w h a t they do, r a t h e r t h a n w h a t 
they say about i t , a n d even more m a r k e d l y i n t e r m s of the p a t t e r n of 
the i r behav iour over a period of y e a r s , the s i m i l a r i t i e s a r e s t r i k i n g . 
(Shonfield, 1965, p. 65). 

T h e a u t h o r accepts the w i d e v a r i a t i o n s w h i c h ex i s t b e t w e e n s u c h 
countr ies , b u t he s t i l l cons iders t h a t they const i tute a type or a c l a s s of 
society. H i s model emphas i se s the growing in tervent ion of the s tate i n the 
economy, the provis ion of soc ia l serv ices by the publ ic author i t i e s , r a p i d 
technological development, a recourse to some k i n d of p l a n n i n g and , r e l a t e d 
to the latter, concertation between the major social partners a n d the state. 

T h e a n a l y s i s of contemporary capi ta l i s t societies h a s been i m b u e d w i t h 
s u c h a v iew. I n th i s context, c a p i t a l i s m does not correspond to a type of 
economy, but pr inc ipa l ly to a type of society. T h e foremost charac ter i s t i c of 
these societies, i n contrast w i t h ear l ier so-called l ibera l capi ta l i sm, consists i n 
the mode of art iculat ion of the economy, the polity a n d also the "social". T h i s 
mode of art icu lat ion h a s brought the state at the centre, not only of pol i t ical 
l i fe, b u t of society a s a whole . M o d e r n c a p i t a l i s t societ ies h a v e h a d to 
elaborate a whole range of ins t i tut iona l a r r a n g e m e n t s w h i c h m a r k t h e m i n 
m a n y w a y s : ..."their own efficient functioning [of capital is t m a r k e t economies] 
i s thereby threatened a n d c a n continue only to the extent t h a t th i s des tab i l ­
i s i n g effect i s offset a n d c o n s t r a i n e d by qui te 'exogenous' i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
a r r a n g e m e n t s " (Goldthorpe, 1984, p. 4) . S u c h i n s t i t u t i o n a l a r r a n g e m e n t s 
i m p l y s ta te a c t i v i t y . T h e y i n c l u d e , a s t h e i r - t y p i c a l e l e m e n t s , s t a t e 
m a n a g e m e n t of the economy, state regulat ion, a welfare state a n d , i n m a n y 
cases , corporatist tendencies (ibid, pp. 317-323). Serious p l a n n i n g efforts have 
been dropped i n a l l such societies, but the replacement of a faci l i tat ive state 
by a directive state h a s been given as one of the major h a l l m a r k s of advanced 
cap i ta l i s t societies ( W i n k l e r , 1976). F o r ins tance: "The state c a n no longer 
m e r e l y faci l i tate pr ivate production; i t m u s t a i m to direct a n d r e s t r u c t u r e 
economic act iv i ty i n n u m e r o u s ways" (Scott, 1979, p. 176). H e goes on to 
ident i fy d e m a n d m a n a g e m e n t , we l fare expendi ture , d irect p l a n n i n g a n d 
"bringing together the var ious economic interests" as the major features of 
s u c h state activity. 

A picture of the ins t i tut iona l features of modern cap i ta l i sm, as defined by 
Shonfield, pervades the whole field of ana lys i s . I t h a s appeared i n a n a l y s e s 
w h i c h belong to very different perspectives. A l a n C a w s o n (1982), for instance , 
closely l i n k s far-reaching economic state intervent ion, welfare state, p lann ing 
a n d even, i n some c ircumstances , corporatism. H e observes that p l a n n i n g is 
u s u a l l y t r i - p a r t i t e , a n i n s t i t u t i o n a l set-up w h i c h m a r k s the corporat i s t 
framework. I a n G o u g h (1979) also emphas i ses the expanded role of the state 



both i n economic a n d social policy matters , a n d he points to the emergence of 
t r i p a r t i s m i n public pol icy-making. I n the same way, C l a u s Offe (1984) sees a 
l i n k b e t w e e n a d v a n c e d c a p i t a l i s m , economic s tate i n t e r v e n t i o n a n d the 
provis ion of social protection. 

"Organised capi ta l i sm" is the generic n a m e w h i c h h a s recent ly been g iven 
to the form of c a p i t a l i s m w h i c h h a s evolved from the beg inn ing of t h i s 
cen tury , a n d a s s e r t e d i t s e l f after W o r l d W a r I I ( L a s h a n d U r r y , 1987). A 
range of character i s t i c s are at tr ibuted to th i s organised capi ta l i sm, a n d most 
of t h e m are quite conventional , a l though debatable (concentration of capi ta l , 
s epara t ion o w n e r s h i p a n d control of the m e a n s of production, growth of a 
b u r e a u c r a t i c a n d inte l l igents ia middle c lass , etc.). Some centra l features of 
th i s model h a v e to do w i t h the state a n d its place i n society, a n d correspond 
quite closely to the model of advanced capi ta l i sm we have presented: growth 
i n state organisat ion of the labour market ; welfare orientation; change i n the 
n a t u r e of s ta te i n t e r v e n t i o n t o w a r d s a d irect ive role; corporat i sm. O n e 
recognises then , r ight at the core of such a model, the ins t i tut ional arrange­
ments w h i c h h a v e been highl ighted by Shonfield a n d others. 

T h e purpose of th i s paper i s not to test the val id i ty of a general model of 
capi ta l i s t society. R a t h e r , some inst i tut ional features have emerged i n m a n y 
advanced capi ta l i s t countries , or are at least frequently associated w i t h them. 
T h e m a i n ques t i on for u s i s how does I r e l a n d fare i n compar i son w i t h 
advanced capi ta l i s t societies? W e need to remember at th is stage that I r e l a n d 
c a n h a r d l y be c lass i f i ed as a n advanced capi ta l i s t economy, a l though i t i s 
frequently placed i n the context of advanced societies. However, T a b l e 1 gives 
the r a n k order of 18 O E C D countries , inc lud ing I r e l a n d , on four r e l e v a n t 
d imens ions of the model of advanced capital ist societies we are considering. A 
short indicat ion of the procedures used to elaborate scores a n d r a n k countries 
for e a c h d i m e n s i o n i s g iven i n the Note below. I r e l a n d fits n ice ly i n the 
picture , a n d r a n k s quite h igh on three of the dimensions. O n l y i n re lat ion to 
the o r g a n i s a t i o n of i n d u s t r i a l re la t ions , w i t h i ts t r a d i t i o n a l e m p h a s i s on 
v o l u n t a r i s m , i s I r e l a n d located lower t h a n average. W e t h e n end up w i t h the 
paradox t h a t a country, w h i c h does not belong to the category of advanced 
c a p i t a l i s m , f inds i t s e l f v e r y m u c h at home i n the in s t i tu t iona l set u p of 
advanced capita l i s t countries. 

I r e l a n d , despite the re lat ive ly low leve l of capita l i s t industr ia l i sa t ion , h a s 
a c q u i r e d the c e n t r a l ins t i tu t iona l features of advanced capi ta l i s t countries . 
B u t one wonders i f the model u n d e r discuss ion does not i n fact represent a 
model of E u r o p e a n cap i ta l i sm, r a t h e r t h a n of capi ta l i sm i n general . F o r h is ­
tor ica l reasons , i t c a n be considered that E u r o p e a n countries have developed 
a n i n s t i t u t i o n a l s ty le , t h a t they re ly on a t y p i c a l range of i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
devices. S u c h a n hypothes is would also account for the fit w h i c h exists , i n 



Table 1: Rank-Order of Countries on the Scores of the Dimensions 
of the Model of Advanced Capitalism 

A B C D 

*Australia 12 17 15 11 
Austria 4 9 1 1 
Belgium 8 5 1 4 

*Canada 8 12 6 11 
Denmark 2 2 6 8 
Finland 8 11 1 1 
France 8 4 13 4 
Germany 12 6 1 4 
Ireland 4 8 6 11 
Italy 12 13 6 17 

*Japan 17 18 15 11 
The Netherlands 4 3 6 1 

*New Zealand 12 14 1 4 
Norway 3 7 6 1 
Sweden 1 1 6 8 
Switzerland 17 15 16 18 
United Kingdom 3 10 13 11 

*USA 12 16 16 16 

A = General score of economic state intervention. 
B = General score of welfare provision. 
C = Score of state incorporation. 
D = Score of state presence in industrial relations. 

ins t i tut ional terms, between I r e l a n d a n d the model of advanced capi ta l i sm. 

O n e c a n a c t u a l l y c h e c k i f the mode l r e f e r r e d to p r e v i o u s l y i s not 
specifically E u r o p e a n , r a t h e r t h a n capita l i s t i n general , i f th i s mode of s tate-
society organisat ion belongs to a E u r o p e a n tradit ion. O u t of the 18 countries 
considered, 5 are not located i n E u r o p e . I f we look a g a i n at T a b l e 1, w h i c h 
gives the r a n k order of the countries u n d e r invest igat ion, we observe t h a t 
n o n - E u r o p e a n advanced capi ta l i s t countries r a n k low on a l l but one of the 

NOTE: The ranks of each country in Table 1 are based on scores which have been calculated on 
the basis of a range of indices. The sources, data bases and modes of calculation of scores are 
available from the author. 
— score of economic state intervention: tax revenue to G D P ; state revenue to G D P , state contri­

bution to capital formation; state consumption expenditures to G D P ; percentage of labour 
force in the public sector; contribution of state to G D P . 

— score of welfare state: benefits of 5 major welfare programmes as per cent of G D P . 
— state regulation of industrial relations: state regulation of the determination of pay levels and 

industrial conflicts; state involvement in the determination of pay levels and industrial 
conflicts. 

— score of corporatism: institutionalised consultation of central authorities with core interest 
groups; tri-partite institutions; interest group participation in the implementation of public 
policy. 



scores. T h e y cons is tent ly r a n k low on state economic intervent ion, leve l of 
w e l f a r e p r o v i s i o n a n d also on the score of s tate presence i n i n d u s t r i a l 
r e l a t i o n s ( w i t h the except ion of N e w Z e a l a n d ) . T h e p ic ture seems l e s s 
consistent for the degree of state incorporation (wi th h igh r a n k s for C a n a d a 
a n d N e w Z e a l a n d ) . T h e s e r a n k s a ler t us , at the very least , to the fact t h a t 
n o n - E u r o p e a n c a p i t a l i s t countr ies r e m a i n m a r g i n a l to the model of the 
advanced capita l i s t societies we are discussing. 

A s t r o n g w e l f a r e or ienta t ion , for i n s t a n c e , r e p r e s e n t s a " E u r o p e a n " 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l response , r a t h e r t h a n a u n i v e r s a l a n s w e r , to the problems of 
a d v a n c e d cap i ta l i s t development. E u r o p e a n countries , re la t ive ly speaking , 
ensure a h i g h leve l of wel fare provision, independently of the leve l of econo­
m i c development . I n a s i m i l a r way , the n o n - E u r o p e a n countries i n the l i s t 
t e n d to r a n k low on the v a r i a b l e of corpora t i sm. T h e h i g h posi t ion of 
E u r o p e a n countr ies on th i s var iab le c a n only be interpreted i n t erms of the 
s trength of the corporatist solutions i n these countries , independently of the 
l eve l of s tate economic development. Incorporat ion const i tutes a E u r o p e a n 
inst i tut ional answer . ' 

B u t s ign i f i cant ly from our point of v iew, the e l i m i n a t i o n of the non-
E u r o p e a n countries from the l i s t places I r e l a n d more f irmly at the core of the 
ins t i tu t iona l nexus of these E u r o p e a n countries. T h e question of w h y does the 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l f r a m e w o r k of E u r o p e a n c a p i t a l i s m differ from n o n - E u r o p e a n 
cap i ta l i s t countr ies i s of course of great interest . I t seems t h a t the a n s w e r 
points to the presence of a n organised working-c lass a n d to a compromise 
between the two major c lasses of i n d u s t r i a l capi ta l i sm w h i c h i t h a s induced. 
T h e compromise h a s cons i s ted i n a r e g u l a t i o n of the re la t ions be tween 
employers a n d employees, a n attempt at integrat ing the lower c lasses w i t h i n 
the po l i t i ca l s y s t e m , efforts at i n v o l v i n g t h e m i n a n order ly w a y i n the 
dec i s ion-making process, a n d also occasional t rad ing off of social benefits for 
economic concessions, etc. 

I l l I R E L A N D A N D T H E S E M I - P E R I P H E R Y O F E U R O P E 

T o speak of a E u r o p e a n ins t i tu t iona l set-up a s s u m e s some sort of u n i t y 
a m o n g E u r o p e a n countr ies . I n fact, a d i s t inct ion i s convent ional ly m a d e 
between developed or core E u r o p e a n countries a n d w h a t h a s been var ious ly 
labe l l ed underdeveloped, p e r i p h e r a l or semi -per iphera l countries . ... "There 
are sufficient s imi lar i t i e s i n the ir experiences (Greece, I ta ly , Portugal , S p a i n ) 
to m a r k t h e m as a dist inct ive group of semi-per ipheral economies" (Wi l l i ams , 
1984, p. 7). W h a t e v e r the v a l i d i t y of i n c l u d i n g I t a l y as a whole i n t h i s 
category of S o u t h e r n p e r i p h e r a l countries , I r e l a n d is conventional ly associ­
a ted w i t h t h e m . "It seems best to c las s I r e l a n d w i t h the countries of the 



M e d i t e r r a n e a n periphery" (Seers , 1979, p. 7). T h e semi -per iphera l countr ies 
of E u r o p e would constitute the obvious comparative framework for I r e l a n d . 

I n fact, we have to deal w i t h two different questions. T h e f irst one concerns 
the extent to w h i c h a group of countr ies s h a r e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s a n d s ig­
nif icantly differ from other societies. I n other words, i s there a type of society 
t h a t one c a n ca l l semi-per ipheral E u r o p e a n ? I n the event of a positive a n s w e r 
to th i s quest ion, does I r e l a n d belong to such a category? T h e r e l e v a n t l i ter­
ature points to a model of per iphera l societies w i t h i n E u r o p e , a l though s u c h a 
model h a s not been sys t emat i ca l l y defined. I t appears , even i f i n d iverse 
vers ions , i n the w o r k of a u t h o r s s u c h as M o u z e l i s (1978) , S e e r s (1979) , 
W i l l i a m s (1984) , H u d s o n a n d L e w i s (1985). A p ic ture of s e m i - p e r i p h e r a l 
E u r o p e a n societ ies h a s been e labora ted by l i s t i n g the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
a t t r i b u t e d to t h e m by four authors who h a v e w r i t t e n on t h i s topic. T h e 
features w h i c h are ment ioned by at l eas t two authors a r e r e t a i n e d i n our 
admittedly composite model. 

Pronounced inequalities (regional...) Mouzelis Seers 
Dualism (foreign-domestic sectors) Mouzelis Seers 
Penetration of foreign capital Mouzelis Seers 
Weak civil society (clientelism, social 

disorganisation, weak bourgeoisie) Mouzelis Seers 
Overriding importance of the state Mouzelis Seers 
Growth of the state apparatus Mouzelis 
Chronic unemployment, migration Seers 

Williams 
Williams 
Williams 

Hudson 

Hudson 
Hudson 
Hudson 
Hudson 

Inflated service sector 
Low agricultural productivity 
Less diversified economy, low 

technological capacity, low wages 
Tourism 
Unstable political system 

Mouzelis 
Mouzelis 

Seers 
Seers 
Seers 

S u c h a model of semi-per iphera l i ty emphas i se s p a r t i a l i n d u s t r i a l i s a t i o n 
a n d a special form of capi ta l accumulat ion. L o w productivity i n agricul ture , a 
large category of self-employed, chronic unemployment a n d h i g h emigrat ion, 
a deep penetra t ion by foreign cap i ta l a n d the exis tence of a n i n d u s t r i a l 
d u a l i s m , a l l these character i s t ics recur i n the wri t ings mentioned. B u t semi-
peripheral i ty involves characteris t ics other t h a n economic. A recurrent theme 
consists i n the overr id ing importance of the state, i ts w idespread economic 
intervent ion, i ts directive role, even w h e n i t acts i n a fragmented a n d unco­
ordinated way . T h i s intense state act iv i ty h a s led to the growth, a n d some 
w o u l d say the overdevelopment, of the state a p p a r a t u s i n s u c h countr ies . 
T h i s h i g h s ta te profile, a n d autonomy, i s possible only because of the 
existence of a w e a k civil society i n these countries . S u c h w e a k n e s s der ives 
m a i n l y from the w e a k n e s s of a n indigeneous capi ta l i s t c lass , a n d from the 



low l e v e l of o r g a n i s a t i o n by the m a s s e s . F i n a l l y , the model of a s e m i -
p e r i p h e r a l society e m p h a s i s e s the existence of s t a r k i n t e r n a l inequal i t i es , 
a n d i n p a r t i c u l a r of wide regional disparit ies . W e now investigate the val idi ty 
of s u c h a model of semi-per iphera l i ty under the major headings referred to 
above. A great dea l of the information upon w h i c h we re ly is based m a i n l y on 
E u r o s t a t official s ta t i s t i c s . F o r th i s r eason , we c a n obtain s t a n d a r d i s e d 
in format ion only for E C countries a n d the tables do not inc lude the whole 
r a n g e of E u r o p e a n ( O E C D ) countr ies . W e shou ld not forget t h a t s u c h 
s tat i s t ics are pol i t ical ly constructed a n d t h a t they involve diverse nat iona l 
s trateg ies a n d m a n i p u l a t i o n s . A t the s a m e t ime, s u c h s tat is t ics have the 
advantage of be ing formal ly s tandard i sed a n d c a n be used , caut iously , for 
comparat ive purpose. 

(a) A Pattern of Economic Development 
A r a n g e of economic ind icators m a r k out p e r i p h e r a l societies. T a b l e 2 

co lumn A gives the level of affluence a n d reveals the m a r k e d difference i n per 
c a p i t a income w h i c h exis ts between a selection of core E u r o p e a n countries 
a n d the group of semi -per iphera l countries under consideration. I n the same 
w a y , the i m p o r t a n c e of the a g r i c u l t u r a l sector i n t e r m s of employment 
r e m a i n s comparat ive ly high, even i f i n decline, for the latter countries (Table 
2 c o l u m n C ) . B u t the h i g h leve l of a g r i c u l t u r a l employment is not accom­
panied by a h i g h level i n t erms of contribution by agriculture to the nat ional 
w e a l t h . A g r i c u l t u r e contributes only 16 per cent of G D P i n Greece , 13 per 
cent i n P o r t u g a l a n d 8 per cent i n S p a i n ( W i l l i a m s , 1984). T h e four s e m i -
p e r i p h e r a l countr ies we are considering have experienced a long tradi t ion of 
e m i g r a t i o n but , c u r i o u s l y enough , only I r e l a n d a n d S p a i n d i s p l a y a 
p a r t i c u l a r l y h i g h level of unemployment (Table 2 co lumn B ) . T h e low level of 
regis tered unemployment for Portugal a n d Greece should not be t a k e n at face 
v a l u e , a s u n d e r - e m p l o y m e n t m a y not a l w a y s become "unemployment" i n 
more tradi t iona l a n d agr icu l tura l societies. 

T h i s p a t t e r n of economic development does not s imply consist i n a poor 
economic performance , w h i c h could be exp la ined by late development. I t 
produces a different p a t t e r n of development w h i c h , some w o u l d contend, 
p laces s u c h countr ies into a posit ion of per iphera l i ty . A t the core of the 
pat tern , one finds the penetrat ion of foreign capi ta l into the economy, more 
par t i cu lar ly i n the m a n u f a c t u r i n g sector. Some semi-peripheral countries are 
indeed c h a r a c t e r i s e d by a s ignif icant presence, a n d even i n some cases a 
dominance , of foreign capi ta l . B u t re levant figures, for instance the sales of 
foreign owned enterpr i ses as a percentage of total sa les by m a n u f a c t u r i n g 
industr ies ( F i s h w i c k , 1982), indicate a great deal of var iat ion both w i t h i n core 
countries a n d w i t h i n the semi-per ipheral ones. A dua l i sm is also sa id to exist 



Table 2 : Indicators of Capitalist Development 

A B C 

Belgium 17,444 11.6 2.8 
Denmark 18,478 7.2 6.0 
France 19,244 10.2 6.4 
Germany 18,703 7.1 3.7 
Italy 18,841 9.6 9.3 
Luxemburg 22,311 2.9 3.4 
The Netherlands 17,605 10.5 4.7 
United Kingdom 18,402 11.4 2.2 

Greece 9,353 7.8 26.6 
Ireland 11,534 18.2 15.1 
Portugal 9,452 8.8 18.9 
Spain 13,324 21.8 13.0 

A: Level of affluence (per capita Purchasing Power Parity) 1989. 
Source: Eurostat 1991, p. 40. 
B: Percentage of the labour force unemployed 1990. 
Source: Eurostat 1991, p. 126. 
C: Percentage of the labour force employed in agriculture 1989. 
Source: Eurostat 1991, p. 119. 

i n s u c h countr ies between a foreign (modern) a n d a domest ic ( tradi t iona l ) 
sector. A s s e s s i n g the amount of d u a l i s m between the foreign sector a n d the 
domestic i n d u s t r i a l sector is beyond the rea l i s t i c scope of th is a n a l y s i s , for i t 
would require a detai led ana lys i s i n each country. B u t t h a t the m o d e r n a n d 
t r a d i t i o n a l sectors are better in tegrated i n core countr ies t h a n p e r i p h e r a l 
ones is at the very least open to doubt. 

(b) The Central Place of the State 
T h e state i s s a i d to occupy a p a r t i c u l a r l y c e n t r a l posit ion i n the s e m i -

p e r i p h e r a l societies of E u r o p e . W i d e s p r e a d intervent ion i n a l l aspects of life 
imposes on the state a directive role. B u t the figures shown i n T a b l e 3 do not 
u p h o l d s u c h a conc lus ion . T h e s tate contr ibut ion to G D P only r e v e a l s 
m a r g i n a l differences be tween p e r i p h e r a l a n d core societies . I f a n y t h i n g , 
Greece , P o r t u g a l a n d S p a i n h a v e a low ra te of state contr ibut ion to G D P . 
F u r t h e r m o r e , I r e l a n d differs from other per iphera l countries i n this context. 
I n t erms of the percentage of state revenue to G D P , Greece a n d S p a i n r e a c h a 
far lower level t h a n core societies, whi le I r e l a n d is at a s i m i l a r level . 



Table 3: Measures of the Centrality of the State 

A B C D 

Belgium 15.58 52.44 30.3 56.6 
Denmark 20.12 65.04 24.8 60.7 
France 12.40 53.24 34.6 50.7 
Germany 8.97 55.40 32.5 49.4 
Italy 13.73 44.94 30.1 53.7 
Luxemburg 17.6 57.52 30.5 54.3 
The Netherlands 13.66 65.64 33.7 63.7 
United Kingdom 13.09 63.06 32.4 47.4 

Greece 9.12 36.31 17.4 36.5 
Ireland 16.75 56.90 28.0 57.1 
Portugal 11.57 17.0 
Spain 9.60 31.14 13.7 34.1 

A: Percentage of state contribution to GDP, 1981. 
Source: O E C D 1983, from Tables 5 and 6. 
B: Percentage of state revenue to G D P , figures for 1980 or 1981 or 1982. 
Source: O E C D 1984, Tables 112 to 134. 
C: Total outlay of government as percentage of GDP, 1960. 
Source: O E C D , 1984, Table 6.5. 
D: Total outlay of governement as percentage of GDP, 1982. 
Source: O E C D 1984, Table, 6.5. 

(c) The Growth of the State 
Independent ly of the character of state activity, semi-per ipheral countries 

w o u l d also be c h a r a c t e r i s e d by a n excessive growth of the state appara tus . 
S u c h a n "overdeveloped state" manifests i t se l f by extensive employment i n 
publ ic a d m i n i n i s t r a t i o n or i n the public sector i n general . T h e percentage of 
t h e l a b o u r force i n publ i c employment (a category w h i c h covers publ ic 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , defence a n d compulsory social secur i ty) does not r e v e a l a 
m a r k e d difference be tween advanced a n d semi -per iphera l countries i n th i s 
respect ( T a b l e 4) . T h e state h a s cons iderably i n c r e a s e d i n s ize s ince the 
1960s, but s u c h a n increase h a s been quite uneven among advanced capital ist 
countr ies . C o u n t r i e s s u c h as P o r t u g a l a n d S p a i n s tar t ed from a v e r y low 
leve l , a n d doubled the i r size between 1960 a n d 1979, but so did some core 
societies. 

T h e i n t e r v e n t i o n of the s tate h a s also been growing i n social m a t t e r s , 
a l though the levels of wel fare provis ion i n semi-per iphera l countries do not 
compare to t h a t of core countr ies . I f one considers the l eve l of secur i ty 
rece ip t s a s percentage of G D P , as a m e a s u r e of we l fare effort, G r e e c e , 
I r e l a n d , P o r t u g a l a n d S p a i n are found at the lowest levels . B u t I r e l a n d 
r e m a i n s v e r y close to the l eve l of we l fare prov i s ion (wel fare effort) i n 



Table 4: Percentage of Labour Force Employed in State Activities 

A B C 

Belgium 12.2 17.6 15.7 
Denmark 13.2 25.5 12.5 
France 12.1 14.2 
Germany 8.0 14.7 18.3 
Italy 8.1 14.3 
Luxemburg 9.7 11.0 
The Netherlands 11.7 14.7 11.5 
United Kingdom 14.9 21.5 11.2 

Greece 12.6 
Ireland 11.2 14.3 13.0 
Portugal 3.9 8.1 
Spain 6.6 12.6 13.8 

A and B: Percentage of labour force employed in public sector in 1960 and 1979. 
Source: O E C D , 1982, Table 1. 
C : Percentage of labour force employed in public administration, defence and compul­

sory social security, 1987. 
Source: Eurostat, 1989, Table III /2 

G e r m a n y , whi le Portugal t ra i l s far behind w i t h only 10 per cent of G D P going 
t o w a r d s soc ia l s e c u r i t y rece ipts ( T a b l e 5) . I r e l a n d w o u l d be h a r d l y d i s ­
t i n g u i s h a b l e from core countr ies i f h e a l t h serv ices a n d educat ion w e r e 
inc luded i n the figures. I t would also m a r k e d l y contrast w i t h the other semi-
p e r i p h e r a l countr ies . F u r t h e r m o r e , we l fare serv ices h a v e not developed 
s igni f icant ly faster i n s emi -per iphera l countries , except perhaps i n S p a i n . 
N e i t h e r i s the statist charac ter of welfare provis ion p a r t i c u l a r l y m a r k e d i n 
these countries . T h e la t ter do not p a r t i c u l a r l y re ly on the c e n t r a l s tate i n 
order to f inance or manage the welfare services . I n a s i m i l a r way , the state 
does not re ly special ly heavi ly on transfer payments , as opposed to the direct 
provis ion of social services by the state i n core countries . T r a n s f e r p a y m e n t s 
certa inly constitute a h igh proportion of social expenditure i n these countries , 
part i cu lar ly i n Greece , but not significantly higher t h a n i n core countries. 

(d) A Weak Civil Society 
T h e centra l position of the state i n semi -per iphera l countries i s general ly 

s a i d to be re la ted to the weakness of the c iv i l society. T h i s w e a k n e s s s tems 
from different sources. Society m a y find i t difficult to s tructure itself, possibly 
because no social group or c lass i s able to l ead t h i s process. O r else, i t i s 
associated w i t h a n inabi l i ty or a difficulty for large socio-economic categories 
to organise themse lves i n a n autonomous way. I n both c i rcumstances , the 



Table 5: Some Features of Welfare Provision 

A B C D E 

Belgium 28.2 390 37.5 29.61 76.87 
Denmark 29.0 443 85.9 80.29 62.87 
France 30.2 460 22.7 18.24 67.91 
Germany 24.3 299 27.4 25.56 68.85 
Italy 26.4 354 34.0 29.49 73.05 
Luxemburg 27.5 314 27.6 38.59 73.77 
The Netherlands 37.3 494 18.3 14.50 78.59 
United Kingdom 275 55.6 41.27 67.55 

Greece 18.6 273 12.6 16.87 86.88 
Ireland 23.2 358 60.8 61.13 66.36 
Portugal 10.0 451 10.1 24.66 68.61 
Spain 17.6 565 22.8 27.39 75.41 

A: Social security receipts as percentage of GDP, for 1983. 
Source: International Labour Office, 1988. 
B: Index of growth for 1977 of welfare provision (1960 = 100). 
Source: International Labour Office, 1984. 
C: Percentage of state contributions as source of social security receipts, 1983. 
Source: International Labour Office, 1988. 
D: Percentage of state contributions as source of social security receipts, 1988. 
Source: Eurostat, 1991. 
E : Transfer payments as percentage of social expenditure. 
Source: Eurostat, 1991. 

s t r u c t u r a t i o n of society occurs through the state, a n d i t creates a subordi­
nat ion of c iv i l society to the centra l powers. T h e idea of a "weak civi l society" 
is not i t se l f we l l developed or unambiguous , a n d the impress ionist ic na ture of 
the evidence does not allow u s to r e a c h a definite conclusion. T h e weakness of 
the c iv i l society i n Greece is wide ly asserted, a n d is conventionally expla ined 
by a h igh state control over the whole social formation ( Iaokimidis , 1984), or 
by a n extensive c l iente l i sm (Mouzel is , 1978). Some major classes , such as the 
middle c lass , owe the ir formation to the state (Petmesidou, 1991), whi le large 
segments of the populat ion are l i n k e d to the c e n t r a l author i t i es t h r o u g h 
c l iente l i sm. O n the other h a n d , the weakness of c ivi l society is denied i n con­
t e m p o r a r y S p a i n , a n d G i n e r a n d S e v i l l a (1984) speak of increas ing interes t 
group formation. 

O n e m a y take , as one possible m e a s u r e of the s trength of c iv i l society, i ts 
autonomous organisa t iona l density: namely , the capacity of different socio­
economic categories to organise themselves i n a n autonomous way , to define 
t h e i r i n t e r e s t s a n d impose t h e i r presence a s a s igni f icant inter locutor / 
par tner . S u c h a n index is not eas i ly avai lable , a n d the rate of unionisat ion of 



the employees can be u s e d as a rough, a n d not ent ire ly adequate indicator. 
T a b l e 6 shows the trade u n i o n dens i ty i n a range of W e s t e r n E u r o p e a n 
countries. Semi-per iphera l countries do not seem to differ from core E u r o p e a n 
countries. 

Table 6: Trade Union Density in Selected European Countries 

Estimated Percentage 
1970s/1980s 

Belgium 75 
Denmark 79 
France 22 
Germany 33 
Italy 37 
Luxemburg 
The Netherlands 38 
United Kingdom 54 

Greece 30 
Ireland 52 
Portugal 40 
Spain 35 

Source: Lane and Ersson, 1987, Table 2.31. 

(e) Social Inequalities 
M a r k e d inequal i t ies , a n d more part icu lar ly regional dispari t ies , constitute 

the f inal major character i s t i c associated w i t h the model of s emi -per iphera l 
E u r o p e a n countries . T h e evidence is not s t ra ight forward i n t h i s respect . 
Accord ing to a composite index, regional d i spar i t i e s are quite m a r k e d for 
semi-per ipheral countries, more so t h a n for core countries (Table 7 co lumn A ) . 
B u t i f ca lculated i n terms of the percentage of E C average per capi ta income, 
r e g i o n a l differences do not a p p e a r more s igni f icant i n s e m i - p e r i p h e r a l 
countries (Table 7 co lumn B ) . I n the same way, the pat tern of income dis tr i ­
bution, w i t h i n each country, does not set s e m i - p e r i p h e r a l countr ies a p a r t 
(except for Greece, w h i c h h a s the highest G i n i coefficient). 

W e s tarted w i t h a model of semi-per ipheral E u r o p e a n countries , based on 
the ana lys i s of several authors wr i t ing on this topic. W e set two conditions for 
v a l i d a t i n g s u c h a model: t h a t the al leged semi -per iphera l countr ies differ 
s ignif icantly from core E u r o p e a n countries , a n d also t h a t they demonstrate 
some k i n d of homogeneity. T h e ava i lab le evidence al lows u s to come to a 
definite conclusion i n relat ion to the first condition: Greece , I r e l a n d , Portuga l 
a n d S p a i n s tand apart i n terms of economic performance a n d character is t ics , 
a l though not for foreign capita l penetration. T h e s e four countries are located 



Table 7: Indices of Regional Inequalities 

A B C 

Belgium 0.157 184 0.340 
Denmark 0.248 0.380 
France 0.257 215 0.417 
Germany 0.163 154 0.383 
Italy 0.271 234 0.398 
Luxemburg 
The Netherlands 0.139 304 0.354 
United Kingdom 0.103 158 0.318 

Greece 0.342 148 0.460 
Ireland 0.268 169 0.361 
Portugal 0.459 166 
Spain 0.266 223 0.355 

A: Regional income index (data for the 1970s). 
Source: Lane and Ersson, 1987, Table 2.32. 
B: Index of regional disparties (100= region with lowest per capita). 
Source: Eurostat, 1991; different source for Ireland. 
C : Gini coefficient for income distribution. 
Source: Lane and Ersson, 1987, Table 2.29. 

i n a broadly s i m i l a r position i n t e r m s of capita l i s t development. B u t except 
for the i r low leve l of wel fare provision, they do not s ignif icantly differ from 
other E u r o p e a n countr ies i n re lat ion to the general (non-economic) features 
w h i c h have been ass igned to semi-peripheral countries. O n e fails to identify a 
type of E u r o p e a n society w h i c h , outside economic features, could be ca l led 
semi-per iphera l on polit ical or social grounds. 

T h e four countr ie s w h i c h h a v e tentat ive ly been inc luded i n t h i s s e m i -
p e r i p h e r a l E u r o p e a n type differ from each other i n m a n y respects. I r e l a n d 
r e m a i n s i n m a n y w a y s closer to the so-called core countries t h a n to the semi-
per iphera l ones. T h e inc lus ion of S p a i n i n th is type of semi-peripheral society 
also creates difficulties, as the following statement suggests: "Be t h a t as i t 
m a y , there i s l i t t le i n the new corporatist s t ruc turat ion of S p a n i s h society 
t h a t m a y look u n f a m i l i a r or s u r p r i s i n g to a n observer from a n a d v a n c e d 
w e s t e r n democracy . S p a i n ' s differentia specifia s t i l l l ies e l sewhere , i n a 
n u m b e r of c u l t u r a l pat terns , social inst i tut ions a n d ethnic considerations, a 
combinat ion of w h i c h i s unique" ( G i n e r a n d S e v i l l a , 1984, p. 136)). O n l y 
Greece seems close to th i s model of society. T h i s does not mean , however, tha t 
some of these countr ies do not share a range of character is t ics : s imply that 
they do not a m o u n t to a type of society. O n the b a s i s of s u c h f indings, 
E u r o p e a n m e d i t e r r a n e a n countr ies do not provide a re l evant comparat ive 
framework for I r e l a n d . 



I V C O N C L U S I O N 

I r e l a n d d i sp lays major ins t i tut iona l features w h i c h are closely assoc iated 
w i t h a d v a n c e d societ ies , a l though i t cannot be def ined as a n a d v a n c e d 
cap i ta l i s t economy. T o the extent t h a t one focuses on c e n t r a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
features of advanced capi ta l i s t societies, i t becomes meaningfu l to compare 
I r e l a n d to s u c h countries . W e also invest igated the suggest ion t h a t I r e l a n d 
fits into the category of advanced capita l i s t countries not so m u c h because of 
the capi ta l i s t charac ter of these countries , but because of i ts part ic ipat ion i n 
a n ins t i tu t iona l arrangement typ ica l of E u r o p e a n countries . I t h a s been con­
tended that ( W e s t ) E u r o p e a n countries have a n inc l inat ion to re ly on definite 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l responses , s u c h as we l fare prov i s ions a n d neo-corporat i sm 
w h i c h are induced by a c lass compromise. 

I n both cases , I r e l a n d would have acqu ired the i n s t i t u t i o n a l features of 
societ ies w h i c h h a v e r e a c h e d a different l eve l i n the process of c a p i t a l 
accumulat ion . T h e category of E u r o p e a n countr ies i t s e l f inc ludes two v e r y 
different sets of countries , defined i n t erms of the level of capi ta l i s t develop­
ment . T h e model of E u r o p e a n semi -per iphera l societies (focused m a i n l y on 
Greece , I r e l a n d , Portugal , S p a i n , but also on regions w i t h i n more developed 
cap i ta l i s t countr ies ) inc ludes s u c h features a s a w e a k c i v i l society, wide­
s p r e a d economic intervent ion by the state, a n overgrown state a n d a rap id ly 
growing wel fare state. T w o very bas ic conditions need to be met i n order to 
speak of a E u r o p e a n semi-periphery: first, t h a t they s t a n d apart , as a whole , 
from core countries and, second, that they share s i m i l a r character i s t i cs . B u t 
these countries have little i n common, beyond being'located at a lower level of 
capi ta l i s t development. E v e n there , apparent ly different levels of unemploy­
m e n t a n d foreign cap i ta l penetrat ion suggest the poss ib i l i ty of different 
locations i n , or types of, "peripherality". T o the extent t h a t i t i s possible to 
speak of a semi-per iphera l type of society (as dist inct from a semi -per iphera l 
economy), I r e l a n d does not part ic ipate i n it. O n e m a y fur thermore suspect 
that , from th i s point of v iew, Greece would have l i tt le i n common w i t h S p a i n 
or Portugal . 

I r e l a n d provides a s t r i k i n g i l lu s tra t ion of the d i s junct ion w h i c h emerges 
be tween a process of capi ta l i s t development a n d the in s t i tu t iona l develop­
m e n t i n these countr ies . I r e l a n d , a l though v e r y differently located i n the 
process of capi ta l i s t accumulat ion, h a s developed major features of advanced 
capita l i s t societies. I n the same way , a l though i t part ic ipates i n the process of 
capi ta l accumulat ion w i t h i n the semi-periphery of E u r o p e , I r e l a n d shares few 
of the ins t i tut ional features of other semi-per ipheral countries . O n e should be 
w a r y , then , of deciding that societies are comparable because of the ir s i m i l a r 
posi t ion i n the process of cap i ta l i s t development; or t h a t they cannot be 
compared because they are not s imi lar ly located i n such a process. 
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