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Abstract

Imprisonment rates are presumed to have risereinvést, and it is argued by certain
social scientists that this can be explained bgraprehensive process of economic neo-
liberalisation. In this paper, we develop an altine explanation, focussing on the rise
of a ‘new political culture’. Longitudinal cross4im@nal analyses are performed to test the
tenability of these theories. First, it is demoatgd that some countries have been
witnessing a trend of penalisation, but that themo overall trend. Second, economic
explanations for variations in imprisonment rates/p to be untenable. Third, it is

shown that a new-rightist demand for social ordévich is not found to be inspired by
economic neo-liberalisation, provides a better @xation. This leads to the conclusion
that high incarceration rates can be understodizg part of a right-authoritarian

politico-cultural complex.

Keywords: Imprisonment, Neo-liberalisation, New Political @uk, New-rightist

politics, Penalisation.



1. Imprisonment rates on the rise?

As more and more people seem to be imprisoned rthManerica, Western Europe, and
Australia nowadays, the topic of penalisation i®aissue in contemporary criminology.
Among the most prominent scholars studying thisctepFrench sociologist Loic

Wacquant. In publications like Prisons of Pové&§02 [1999]) and Punishing the Poor

(2008)! he has developed a comprehensive materialist @xxan for the ongoing trend
of penalisation he signals in countries on thesgigents.

While it is clear his theory concerns these westeiuntries — sometimes referred
to as economically advanced societies — Wacquarhisguous about its exact scope.

On the one hand he states ‘the signal fact of tideoé the century is without doubt the

tremendous inflation of prison populations in alyanced societie$2001: 404, italics
added). On the other hand, however, he suggestththaituation in Europe differs from
that in the United States: ‘in Europe, the diceasyet cast, far from it. (...) carceral
inflation is not inevitable’ (2001: 409, cf. 19981 6). Recently his reservation has faded,
as Wacquant states that penalisation is charaatesfshe United States for the past
thirty years, and of Western Europe for the pdtdn years (2006: 16). As it remains

unclear in which countries a trend of penalisatias occurred, our first hypothesis

concerns this issue and states that incarceradtes did rise in North America, Western
Europe, and Australia.

Of course, if imprisonment rates prove to varyinne, this calls for an
explanation. The common sense explanation focusingsing crime rates does not hold,

as the presumed rise in imprisonment has occunrad age of stable or declining crime



rates (Garland, 2001: 106; Hudson, 2002: 251; Wacj2006: 16), and there is no clear
relation between crime and imprisonment rates (Wslland Pease, 1987; Garland, 2001.:
208; Von Hofer, 2003; cf. Cavadino and Dignan, 200%7). Instead, Wacquant follows

a neo-Marxist way of reasoning, which is expounigieskction 2.1. An alternative to this
economic theory is an explanation focussing orrigeeof the so-called ‘new political

culture’, which is discussed in section 2.2.

2. Explaining penalisation

2.1 Penalisation and neo-liberalisation

According to Wacquant’s theory, large numbers afgbe are incarcerated ‘due to the
increasingly frequent, indeed routine, use of isEmment as an instrument for managing
social insecurity’ (2001: 404). This social insatguhas been brought about by economic
developments related to the transformation of Keyhesian’ into a ‘Darwinian’ state
(Wacquant, 2001, 2006). Whereas the former wasdbas¢he principle of solidaritgnd
a prominent role for the state in economic redstion, the latter is characterised by
neo-liberal, or free-market measures such as witlidrawal from the economic sphere,
and ‘makes a fetish of competitiamd celebrates individual responsibility (whose
counterpart is collective irresponsibility)’ (Waat, 2001: 405, italics in original; cf.
2006: 26).

Thus, a less generous and less comprehensive sgtteeifare benefits is
considered to be an important factor explainingafieation (see also Wacquant, 1999:

215). This line of thought, which is followed byhet scholars as well (Hudson, 2002;



see for instance Beckett and Western, 2001; Cawaid Dignan, 2006; Downes and
Hansen, 2006), is aptly summarised by Greenbe@l(2®1): ‘locking people up or
giving them money might be considered alternatiagswof handling marginal, poor
populations’.

Although a tightening welfare regime is a promineature, Wacquant discusses
the advent of the Darwinian state as a more congpigte process, including a
polarising labour market with increasing employmiergervices, leading to an increase
in insecure flexible labour, individualised labaantracts and discontinued or
fragmented careers (2006: 25-6). These economela@wments, indicating ‘the
generalization of precarious employment’ (Wacquaf§9: 215), are considered to
cause increasing social insecurity as well. He @sdghese intertwined processes are
justified by a neo-liberal discourse, which maiattees are the ‘competition fetish’ and
the emphasis on ‘collective irresponsibility’ chetexistic of the Darwinian state. This
discourse holds the individual fully responsibleits own fate and actions in an age of
growing social insecurity (Wacquant, 2006: 26-34).

According to Wacquant, this combination of declmiwvelfare benefits, rising
numbers of insecure flexible labour contracts, améo-liberal discourse leads to
‘surplus labour’. Deprived of steady employment armbme, this labour surplus is held
responsible for ‘petty’ or ‘survival’ crime — crimremmitted to cope with precarious
economic conditions — and subsequently gets crilsgdh In this way, the Keynesian
welfare state, which was based on solidarity witt maclusion of the economically
deprived, transforms into a Darwinian ‘penal stat@ competitive state in which

marginal populations are routinely imprisoned. 8bisecurity is thus managed by



means of incarceration — a process indicated bygw&at as ‘punishing the poor’ (2006)
and ‘the penal management of poverty’ (1999, 20@®9]).

Wacquant has not put his propositions to a deegpirical test. Instead, he
illustrates his theory by sketching inflation irc&rceration in the US in recent decades,
and by showing that the subsequent rise in expameddn imprisonment is accompanied
by a decline in generosity when it comes to weltaeefits (Wacquant, 2005, 2006).
Others did perform empirical tests, but only ofastf Wacquant’s more comprehensive
theory: they focused on the proposition that loesgrenditures on welfare benefits lead
to higher levels of incarceration. Although Cavadand Dignan do not find support for
this thesis when assessing this relationship fent&OECD countries (2006), Downes
and Hansen do if nineteen OECD countries are uasissment (2006), just as Beckett
and Western find partial support for this thesitha US (2001).

Only the study of Downes and Hansen (2006) seemsotdde a serious test,
though, since only they use longitudigialta and subsequently show there is an impact of
decliningwelfare expenditures on imprisonment in the widstzertheless, Downes and
Hansen (2006) rightly argue that further reseasateieded, because they merely focus on
a bivariate relationship and consider but two minttime. Besides, it is important to
stress that Wacquant's theory on the rise of tmalpgtate includes more causes than
declining welfare benefits: a rising number of s, flexible jobs and a neo-liberal
discourse are considered to be relevant as weditefore, we aim to assess whether these
economic changes and the spread of this discoteseally related to imprisonment
rates in the west. To do so, we will test the feiltg hypotheses: low welfare generosity

and low expenditures on welfare benefits are paditirelated to imprisonment rates



(hypothesis P, flexible labour is positively associated withgmsonment rates

(hypothesis B and support for neo-liberal policies is posilyweorrelated with

imprisonment rates (hypothesis 4

2.2 Penalisation and the new political culture

It remains to be seen whether increased ratesafdaration actually result from a
comprehensive process of economic neo-liberalisaf\m alternative explanation suggests
that what may have been decisive instead is thegamee of a new political culture that
revolves around cultural issues rather than isstiegss and economic distribution — above all
the amplification of the quest for national unitydanational identity.

As is well known, the counterculture of the 1960d 4970s featured well-educated
middle-class youth protesting against a bureawsadtitechnocratic, capitalist society (‘the
system’) that was seen as suffocating individusdrly and as such perceived as a threat to the
quest for individual self-attainment (cf. Roszal629Zijderveld 1970). These morally
individualist values have not disappeared sincehbue only become more widespread
according to Inglehart’s studies of a graduallyalaihg ‘silent revolution’ (1977) or process
of ‘postmodernisation’ (1997), in which so-calleasp-materialist values like individual liberty
and self-expression gain momentum over materigkstes. Since post-materialism in the
materialism/post-materialism index actually measditgertarianism, the rise of post-
materialist values witnessed by Inglehart reallyangethat a shift from authoritarian to
libertarian values occurred in recent decades égan, 1979; 1982; 1987; Kitschelt, 1995;
Middendorp, 1991; XXX1). However, this does not errdine the central tenet of Inglehart’s

theory of the silent revolution: values pertaintogndividual liberty have moved centre stage



since the 1960s and 1970s. What we have been wiitigesince then is the emergence of a
‘new political culture’ around these values, andtgadustrial cultural politics has accordingly
increasingly replaced class politics as the priadipcus of political conflict (Dalton et al.
1984; Rempel and Clark 1997; Clark 1998, 2001; kac2004; XXX2; XXX5).

Since the 1980s, however, a rightist branch of celural politics has emerged,
basically driven by deeply felt dismay about Iébeltarian cultural politics as the offshoot of
the counterculturéIn the United States, the new Christian right gdimomentum under the
presidency of Ronald Reagan, and has remainedfutlicpresent ever since, pathologising
the morally individualist and relativist valuestbe counterculture. In these new-rightist (i.e.
culturally conservative) circles, as Thomas Frabgeoves, ‘the counterculture’ and ‘the
sixties’ have become synonyms for ‘a ten-yearffalin grace, the loss of a golden age of
consensus, the end of an edenic epoch of sharedsvahd safe centrism’ (1998: 1), while ‘in
the nation’s politics, sixties- and hippie-bashiegrains a trump card only slightly less
effective than red-baiting was in earlier timesfgin: 3).

Most European countries have been witnessing tlergance of new-rightist
movements and parties since the 1980s as well.rnakeleftist parties, these new-rightist
parties emphasise cultural issues more than amy#ige — yet do so from a right-authoritarian
rather than a left-libertarian angle. They havenbalectorally successful all over Europe since
the 1980s.Mockingly referring to a ‘silent counter-revolutip Ignazi (1992, 2003) has
consequently rightly critiqued Inglehart for hisloetion of new cultural politics to its left-
libertarian branch only (see also Veugelers 2000¢ importance of its right-authoritarian

counterpart is underscored by the fact that the-mghtist parties all in all constitute no more



than the tip of an iceberg of politico-cultural clga: many mainstream rightist parties in

western countries have also moved in more authmaaitairections since the 1980s (XXX2).
Besides striving for the strengthening of natiamaty and national identity,

obstructing immigration, repressing non-nationahet or cultural identities, and

reaffirming traditional moral values, new-rightpsrties political agenda’s across western

countries all prominently feature crime fightingaamajor vehicle to maintain order in

the nation (XXX3; Ignazi 1992, 2003; Veugelers 200this suggests that increased

incarceration rates may not so much be causedebstift to neo-liberal economic

policies as suggested by Wacquant, but may indteadvital element of the new-rightist

politico-cultural backlash stressing authoritanmaeasures to re-establish order in the

nation. Our fifth hypothesjsn short, is that highest incarceration rate$ alfound in

those countries and those periods in which thiklbsh is strongest.

Although the historical materialist logic of Wacat'a theory (see 2006: chapter
1) implies this backlash is an economically driggr®@nomenon, the alternative theory
suggests it is primarily a cultural phenomenororter to assess this cultural logic to
explain the rise of the penal state, we will tagtfal hypothesis_(hypothesi3: &upport
for new-rightist policies cannot be explained by hvelfare generosity, low expenditures

on welfare benefits, flexibilisation of labour, noy support for neo-liberal policies.

3. Data and measurement

Since no complete data set covering imprisonmeasfadeological measures and

welfare state measures are available, we haveraotetl our own using information



from various sources for as many countries as plesir an extended period. Since
some data sources only cover a limited number ohtees or a limited number of years,
our analyses are restricted to sixteen countres f@@ an overview table 1 below) in a
ten year period (1992 to 2001), which largely cgprnds with the time span discussed
by Wacquant: in his most recent work he explic#tigtes that his theory covers
developments in Europe for the last fifteen yeanseriod in which those in the Unites
States are assumed to continue (2006: 16). Beloelamrate on the data sources and
measures used to test our hypotheses. Descripaitisties of all independent variables
can be found in appendix 1.

Imprisonmenis measured for each country as the number oflpéoprison per

100.000 inhabitantsThese statistics are available from the Intermati€entre for

Prison Studies’ websiteyww.prisonstudies.ordgor the years 1992, 1995, 1998, and
2001°

Expenditures on welfare benefissmeasured as the percentage of the gross

domestic product spent on welfare benefits in anttgu These statistics are available
from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation Bredelopment’s (OECD) website,

www.OECD.org

Welfare generositis measured using the so-called generosity inde&ldped by

Scruggs (2004), which is often used in comparatigare state research (see, for
example, Brooks and Manza, 2006). The index isdasandividual rights to social
security. Higher scores on this index indicatergdacompensation for lost income due

to unemployment, disability and old age.



Flexible labouiis measured as the incidence of temporary employeressed

as a percentage of total employment. These statiste available from the OECD
website as well.

Support for neo-liberal policias measured using political party manifesto data

coded by Budge et al. (2001), who quantified aitpear party manifestos of major
parties in the sixteen countries under observakach sentence and quasi-sentence in
the party manifestos has been coded into one pbb6éy priorities. All sentences
covering a policy priority are summed and expressed percentage of the total number
of sentences in the document. A score on a policyity thus reflects the space this
priority occupies in the party manifesto.

Using these party-manifesto data, a scale wasedtdxy subtracting the attention
for four policy priorities expressing support foaditional leftist policies of welfare state
expansion and market intervention (‘Controlled exow’, ‘Economic planning’,
‘Nationalisation’, and ‘Welfare state expansionrh four policy priorities expressing
support for neo-liberal economic policies of wedfatate limitation and laissez-faire
policies (‘Free enterprise’, ‘Economic incentivé&conomic orthodoxy’, and ‘Welfare
state limitation’).

In order to create an indicator for the generagl@f support for neo-liberal
policies for each country in each election yeag,ttean of all political parties was
calculated. Doing so, we weighted for their shdréhe vote to account for their relative
importance (cf. XXX2). Higher scores on this scstlend for more support for neo-liberal

policies in a given country and year.
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Support for new-rightist policids measured in a similar vein as support for neo-

liberal policies. The attention for three policyqities expressing support for left-wing
rejection of moral traditionalism and approval aftaral diversity (‘National way of life
negative’, ‘Traditional morality negative’, and ‘darprivileged minority groups’) was
subtracted from two policy priorities expressingsort for right-wing policies of
restoration of the moral order (‘National way délpositive’ and ‘Traditional morality
positive’)? In order to construct an indicator for the genstgiport for new-rightist
policies for each country in each election yeag,wieighted mean of all political parties

was calculated. (cf. XXX2).

4. Results

First we test the hypothesis that incarceratioasr@ave risen in North America, Western
Europe, and Australia (hypothesis $ince it is unclear for which countries this
presumed trend holds, we have analysed trendgparate countries as well as the

general trend.

[Insert table 1 about here]

As table 1 indicates, temporal changes in imprisammates vary from country to

country. Strikingly, no general trend seems totekii®e phenomenon of penalisation is

not characteristic for the west as a whole in émeytear period under observation.

Nevertheless, imprisonment rates have only sigmtiy declined in Denmark, and have
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risen in various countries: not only in the oftescdssed case of the United States, but
also in Australia and in European countries sucB@snany and the Netherlands. Thus,
Wacquant seems patrtially right. Although no unigédevelopment can be discerned,
incarceration has been on the rise in various westacieties indeed.

The above indicates that imprisonment rates dagdhaver time. The question is
whether this temporal variation can be explaine\acquant’s theory of economic neo-
liberalisation. To assess the tenability of thisaity, we test the hypotheses derived from
it by means of multi-level analyses so we can sgpahe variance in imprisonment rates
at year level from the variance at country levek(table 2 for details). This is useful
since Wacquant’s theory concerns a temporal progdsdenability obviously depends on
its ability to explain variance at year level.

Model O indicates a multi-level structure existd¢ha data: 62 per cent of the

variance is located at the country level, whilep@8 cent is located at the year le¥el.

[Insert table 2 about here]

In model 1, we added the concrete aspects of edonmn-liberalisation discussed by
Wacquant — indicators for expenditures on welfaedbits, welfare generosity, and
flexible labour — in order to test hypotheses 2 andccording to hypothesis 2 low
welfare generosity and low expenditures on welbmeefits are positively related to
imprisonment rates, whereas hypothesis 3 prediptsdive association between flexible
labour and imprisonment rates. None of these timeieators of economic neo-

liberalisation has a significant effect on imprismnt rates, and there is no explained

12



variance at year level at all. This means thaglstéiningof the welfare state and rising
temporary employment are not related to imprisortmegies. Hence, both hypotheses are
refuted.

In model 2, we added the indicator for supporttifi@ neo-liberal discourse that
according to Wacquant underlies the process ofligatian. According to Wacquant’s
theory, support for neo-liberal policies is potivcorrelated with imprisonment rates
(hypothesis % Since this variable neither has a significafeatfon incarceration rates,
nor leads to any explained variance at year ¢k last hypothesis pertaining to
economic neo-liberalisation is rejected as well.iddicators for neo-liberalisation fail to
significantly explain temporal variation in imprizsment rates, suggesting that
Wacquant’s materialist explanation is empiricalitenable.

What is striking is that none of the indicatoreeobnomic neo-liberalisation show
a significant positive trend for the ten-year pdnimder scrutiny. In this period the
expenditures on welfare benefits did not declirea(Bon’s = -0.08,_p= 0.54, N= 63),
and welfare benefits did not get less generousr¢Bea r=-0.06, p= 0.64, N= 63).
Neither did a process of flexibilisation of labagacur (Pearson’sx 0.09, p= 0.48, N =
63), nor did levels of support for neo-liberal eaomc policies rise (Pearson’s=r0.21, p
=0.10, N = 63). These findings (see appendix H&ails) are at odds with accounts of
scholars who argue that a process of neo-libetais@ias taken place (e.g. Korpi, 2003),
but resonate with the work of Pierson (1991: 17 ¥an Oorschot (2006), who found
that social expenditures in various western coesthiave, to date, not declined at all or
have even risen slightly (cf. Brooks and Manza,6)0h short, economic neo-

liberalisation most likely fails to explain any tporal variation in imprisonment rates

13



because such a process did not occur in the pender observation. Contrarily, support
for new-rightist policies did rise significantly this period (Pearson’s=0.29, p= 0.02,
N = 63), and might therefore provide a better exaten.

To assess the validity of the alternative explamatelating to the rise of a right-
wing political culture, we added the indicator smpport for new-rightist politics in
model 3. Contrary to models 1 and 2, this modelg@dao be a significant improvement
at 5% levef As predicted by hypothesis 5, this variable hpssitive effect on
imprisonment rates: the highest incarceration ratefound in those countries and those
periods in which new-rightist politics are mostmiaent. Note that primarily temporal
variation is accounted for: the explained variaacgear level is 33 per cent, whilst that
at country level is 18 per cent. Put differenthg tisein new-rightist politics explains
rising incarceration rates.

To separate the year-level variance from the cgtlatrel variance in
imprisonment we have used multi-level analyses. éle#, the analyses presented are
based on somewhat a-typical data — the numberaokyzer country is rather low.
Therefore we replicated the analyses using OLSiphelltegression to test the robustness

of our findings. As table 3 clearly shows, thislggethe same results.

[Insert table 3 about here]

The assumption of uncorrelated observations uniderl@LS multiple regression is

violated in this analysis, but since the multi-lexealyses yield similar results our

findings seem to be robust.
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Penalisation can be explained by a new-rightistipal culture, whereas none of
our indictors for economic neo-liberalisation hag anpact. However, it remains to be
seen whether these cultural developments can baiegg by the economic processes
discussed by Wacquant (hypothesis®oes a linkage exist between support for new-
rightist policies and welfare generosity, expen@isuion welfare benefits, flexible labour,
and support for economic neo-liberal policies? &abkheds light on these matters by
presenting bivariate relationships as well as stedided multiple regression coefficients.
Even in the bivariate analysis, which providesrtiwst lenient test, Wacquant’s
materialist logic does not hold. No significantat@nship is found between new-rightist
policy preferences and the indicators for welfagaagosity, expenditures on welfare
benefits or neo-liberal discourse, while, surpggmflexible labour is negativelselated
to the former, whereas a materialist theory sucWasquant’s would predict a positive

association.

[Insert table 4 about here]

All'in all, these findings suggest that we are gdl@vitnessing an independent

politico-cultural backlash that explains penalisatiNaturally, economic neo-liberal

policies can go hand in hand with new-rightist grdt ones, as the case of Reaganism

illustrates. However, our findings indicate tha#gh can be disentangled analytically as

well as empirically.

5. Conclusion and discussion
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Our findings indicate that there is no generaldrehpenalisation in the west. However,
incarceration rates have risen since the early 4890arious countries. Two theories to
account for this temporal variation in imprisonmeates are put forward in this paper: on
the one hand Wacquant's materialist theory focgssima process of economic neo-
liberalisation, and on the other hand a theory drgwn the rise of a new political
culture.

None of our indicators of economic neo-liberalmathas any effect on
imprisonment rates. Even in our broad analyses;hwaie better suited to test
Wacquant's comprehensive theory than research yir@lising on welfare
expenditures (see Beckett and Western, 2001; Cawaaid Dignan, 2006; Downes and
Hansen, 2006), no empirical support for a matesti@kxplanation was found. Moreover,
no evidence was found for the presumed processasfognic neo-liberalisation that lies
at the core of Wacquant’s theory: in a ten yeailopegxpenditures on welfare benefits
did not decline and the welfare state did not gs$ lgenerous. Neither did a process of
flexibilisation of labour take place, nor did lesealf support for neo-liberal economic
policies increase. In short, all of our findingd pviacquant’s theory seriously in doubt —
at least for the period that most closely resemiblesime span indicated in his recent
work (2006: 16).

Contrarily, the alternative theory focusing on tise of a new political culture
centred on cultural issues was empirically corrabext. The rise of a new-rightist
political culture provides an explanation for pesetion, while economic neo-

liberalisation does not: penalisation seems todveqd a broader new-rightist current
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emphasising social order in the nation. In thetlmfiVacquant’s materialist line of
reasoning, it is important to note that supportrfew-rightist politics is not caused by
economic neo-liberalisation. While indicators of thtter shows no temporal trend at all,
the former has risen significantly in recent desa@e XXX2). That previous research
indicates that this new-rightist rise is most seviarcountries where support for new-
leftist politics was strong in the 1960s and 19@($X6) underpins that penalisation can
be understood as being part of a right-authorigpialitico-cultural backlash aimed at
restoring order in the nation.

As our findings indicate that this process is noteh by economic insecurity, it
is likely that an explanation could be providedrisyng levels of cultural insecurity. In a
cultural transformation that can be labelled afiéxve modernization’ (Giddens, 1994),
‘postmodernization’ (Bauman, 1995) or ‘detraditibpation’ (Heelas, 1996), moral
authorities such as the church have lost their tadcen-for-granted legitimacy for many
in the west. The cultural insecurity brought ablmythis decline in clear-cut guidelines
for thinking, feeling, and acting, has most likédymed the breeding ground for an
authoritarian outcry for social order (see for amste Srole, 1956; McDill, 1961,
Lutterman and Middleton, 1970; Middendorp, 1991;%8{ who all demonstrate a clear
relationship between cultural insecurity and authganism).

Given the theoretical implications of our findinpsit there is no relationship
between penalisation and economic neo-liberalisatie argue they merit further
scrutiny. For instance, studies could focus on aveltate retrenchment and
imprisonment within countries. One could, for exdngtudy whether in a strongly neo-

liberalising context such as the Netherlands (®ains1996; Korpi 2003; Van Oorschot
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2006) the economic insecure formerly dependent @feve benefits, but now less or not
entitled, have greater chances of being imprisofbs would provide further insight

into the tenability of the materialist theories partvard by Wacquant and others.
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Notes

! As this title is not available in English yet, Wwase our argument on the French editRumir les Pauvres
(2006).

2 New-rightist protests against the counter culsirely existed even in the 1960s and 1970s, althoug
most of these remained marginal and politicallyrgaaised phenomena at the fringe of society baek th
(Ransford 1972, Lyons 1996, Klatch 1999).

3 Examples are the FPO in Austria, the Schweizeeidtbikspartei (SVP) in Switzerland, the Progress
Party (FrP) and the Danish People’s Party (DF)@mmark, the Progress Party (FrP) in Norway, the
Vlaams Blok (renamed to Vlaams Belang in 2004)lan#ers, Belgium, the Republikdner in Germany,
Front National in France, and — much more recear tiny of the foregoing — the Lijst Pim Fortuyn B)P
and Geert Wilders’ Freedom Party (PVV) in the Ne#reds.

* We have centred the scores on this variable drudradrs around the mean.

® These statistics are available for 2004 as watl pecause the other data sources do not coveyahis
our analyses only cover the period 1992-2001.

®The exact issues used in the scales and a sheriptEm of the items can be found below (copiezhir

Budge et al., 2001).

Item Iltem nr.  Description

Controlled per412 General need for direct government confreconomy; control over prices,
economy wages, rents, etc; state intervention into the egoo system

Economic perd04 Favourable mentions of long-standing ecoaqtainning of a consultative or
planning indicative nature, need for government to creatd suplan

Nationalisation  per413 Favourable mentions of gomemt ownership, partial or complete including
government ownership of land

Welfare state per504 Favourable mentions of need to introducéntaia or expand any social service

expansion or social security scheme; support for social evisuch as health service or

social housing
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Free enterprise

Economic
incentives
Economic

orthodoxy

Welfare state
limitation
National way of
life positive
Traditional
morality
positive
National way of
life negative
Traditional
morality
negative
Under-
privileged

minority groups

per401

per402

perdl4

per505

per601

per603

per602

per604

per705

Favourable mentions ofdméerprise capitalism; superiority of individual
enterprise over state and control systems; favéeirakntions of private
property rights, personal enterprise and initigtiveed for unhampered
individual enterprise

Need for wage and tax policies to inducerenise; encouragement to start
enterprises; need for financial and other incestisugch as subsidies

Need for traditional economic orthodoxy, eegluction of budget deficits,
retrenchment in crisis, thrift and savings; suppartraditional economic
institutions such as stock market and banking sysseipport for strong
currency

Limiting expenditure on social servicesawial security; otherwise as "welfare
state expansion”, but negative

Appeals to patriotism and/or nationalisnspsumsion of some freedoms in order
to protect the state against subversion; suppoedtablished national ideas
Favourable mentions of traditional morauieal prohibition censorship and
suppression of immorality and unseemly behaviowintenance and stability of
family; religion

Against patriotism and/or nationalism; ofpas to the existing national state;
otherwise as “national way of life positive”, biggative

Opposition to traditional moral values; sanpfor divorce, abortion, etc.;

otherwise as “traditional morality positive”, buggative

Favourable mentions to underprivileged nitiesrwho are defined neither in
economic nor in demographic terms, e.g. the hapgied, disabled,

homosexuals, immigrants, refugees etc.
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" In order to investigate trends in time we calcuddtee zero-order correlation between year and
imprisonment rates. As indicated by numerous stulienitoring over-time changes, for instance
investigating trends in inequality (Marks & McMitia2003), happiness (Veenhoven, 2005; Veenhoven &
Hagerty, 2006), secularisation (Crockett & Voa9)@0Q opinion polarisation (Evans and Bryson 2001;
Mouw and Sobel 2001), class voting (Nieuwbeertab)98ssortative mating (Katrnak, Kreidl & Fénadova,
2006) or BMI (Katzmarzyk & Davis, 2001; Leit, PofeGray, 2000; Garner, Garfinkel, Schwartz, &
Thompson, 1980), the use of the Pearson’s prodootent correlation — widely known as Pearson’ss -

a standard way of assessing temporal changes.

8 The total variance is 0.74 + 0.46 = 1.20. The @etage at country level is 62 (100%0.74/1.20), a8d
(100* 0.46/1.20) at year level.

® The decline of -2ll is 30.75 — 24.01 = 6.74, whiskenough since the critical value in tf&distribution

is 3.8.

21



References

Bauman, Z. (1995), Life in Fragments. Essays irtrRodern Morality.Oxford:

Blackwell.
Beckett, K., and Western, B. (2001), ‘Governing i8bklarginality: Welfare,

Incarceration, and the Transformation of StatedyglPunishment & Society,

3/1: 43-59.

Brooks, C., and Manza, J. (2006), ‘Why Do Welfatat&s Persist?’, The Journal of

Politics, 68/4: 816-827.

Budge, I., Klingemann, H.-D., Volkens, A., Barg,ahd Tanenbaum, E. (eds.) (2001)

Mapping Policy Preferences: Estimates for Parféectors, and Governments

1945-1998 New York: Oxford University Press.
Cavadino, M. and Dignan, J. (2006), ‘Penal Poliag olitical Economy’, Criminology

and Criminal Justicé/4: 435-456.

Crockett, A. and Voas, D. (2006), ‘Generations @flthe: Religious change in 20th-

centruy Britain’,_Journal for the Scientific StudiyReligion 45/4: 567-584.

Clark, T. N. (1998), ‘Assessing the New PoliticalltDre by Comparing Cities Around

the World’, in T. N. Clark and V. Hoffman-Martinogds., The New Political

Culture,93-194. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Clark, T. N. (2001), ‘The Debate over “Are Socidasses Dying?”, in T. N. Clark and

S. M. Lipset, eds., The Breakdown of Class Politlc®ebate on Post-Industrial

Stratification,273-319. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Universitg$s.

22



Dalton, R. J., Flanagan, S.C., and Beck, P.A. (1, 9Bk ctoral Change in Advanced

Industrial Democracies: Realignment or Dealignméhticeton NJ: Princeton

University Press.
Downes, D., and Hansen, K. (2006), ‘Welfare andishument in Comparative

Perspective’, in S. Armstrong and L. McAra, ederdpectives on Punishment:

The Contours of Contrpll33-154. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Evans, J. and Bryson, B. (2001), ‘Opinion Polar@atimportant Contributions,

Necessary Limitations’, American Journal of Socgyd 06/6: 944-960.

Flanagan, S. (1979), ‘Value Change and Partisam@han Japan: The Silent Revolution

Revisited’, Comparative Politic§1: 253-78.

Flanagan, S. (1982), ‘Changed Values in Advancdddtrial Societies: Inglehart’s
Silent Revolution from the Perspective of Japartesdings’, Comparative

Political Studies14: 403-44.

Flanagan, S. (1987), ‘Value Change in Industriai&tes: Reply to Inglehart’, American

Political Science Revievg1: 1303-19.

Fleishman, J. (1988), ‘Attitude Organization in theneral Public: Evidence for a

Bidimensional Structure’, Social Forcé&s,/1: 159-184.

Frank, T. (1998), The Conquest of Cool: Busineskute, Counter Culture, and the Rise

of Hip ConsumerismChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Garner, D. M., Garfinkel, P.E., Schwartz, D.and ifipgon, D.M. (1980), ‘Cultural

expectations of thinness in women’, Psychologicgb®tts 47/2: 483-491.

Giddens, A. (1994), Living in a Post-Traditionalcgay. In U. Beck, A. Giddens & S.

Lash, eds., Reflexive Modernisation: politics, ttith and aesthetics in the

23



modern social ordeb6 - 109. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Greenberg, D. F. (2001), ‘Novus Ordo Saeclorum?ofn@entary on Downes, and on

Beckett and Western’, Punishment & Socje&iii: 81-93.

Hechter, M. (2004), ‘From Class to Culture’, AmarcJournal of Sociolog¥10/2, 400-

445,

Heelas, P., Lash, S., & Morris, P. (eds.) (199@&tr&ditionalization. Critical Reflections

on Authority and ldentityOxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd.

Hudson, B. (2002), ‘Punishment and Control’, inMaguire, R. Mirgan & R. Reiner,

eds., The Oxford Handbook of Criminolgg?B83-263. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.
Ignazi, P. (1992), ‘The Silent Counter-Revolutiblypotheses on the Emergence of

Extreme Right-Wing Parties in Europe’, Europeanrdaliof Political Research

22/1: 3-34.

Ignazi, P. (2003), Extreme Right Parties in Westeunope Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Inglehart, R. (1977), The Silent Revolution: Chawpgi/alues and Political Styles among

Western PublicsPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Inglehart, R. (1997), Modernization and Postmodetmon: Cultural, Economic, and

Political Change in 43 CountrieBrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Katrnék, T., Kreidl, M., and FOnadova, L. (2004)rends in Educational Assortative
Mating in Central Europe: the Czech Republic, SkiwaPoland, and Hungary,

1988-2000’, European Sociological Revj&2/3: 309-322.

24



Katzmarzyk, P.T. and Davis, C. (2001), ‘Thinnesd body shape of Playboy

centerfolds from 1978 to 1998’, International Jalrof Obesity, 25: 590-92.

Kitschelt, H. and McGann, A. J. (1995), The RadRalht in Western Europe: A

Comparative AnalysisAnn Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Klatch, R. E. (1999), A Generation Divided: The Neeft, the New Right, and the

1960s Berkeley: University of California Press.
Korpi, W. (2003), ‘Welfare-State Regress in Westeunope: Politics, Institutions,

Globalization, and Europeanization’, Annual Revieinsociology 29: 589-609.

Leit, R.A., Pope Jr. H.G. and Gray, J.J. (2000ult@al Expectations of Muscularity in

Men: The Evolution of Playgirl Centerfolds.’ Intetronal Journal of Eating

Disorders 29/1: 90-93.
Lutterman, K. G. & Middleton, R. (1970), ‘Authoriianism, Anomia, and Prejudice.’,
Social Forces48/4: 485-492.

Lyons, P. (1996), New Left, New Right and the Legatthe SixtiesPhiladelphia:

Temple University Press.

Marks, G.N. and McMillan, J. (2003). ‘Declining mpeality? The changing impact of
socio-economic background and ability on educatiofustralia’, British Journal
of Sociology 54/4: 453-471.

McDill, E. L. (1961), ‘Anomie, Authoritarianism, Bjudice, and Socioeconomic Status:

An Attempt at Clarification.’, Social Force39/3: 239-245.

Middendorp, C. P. (1991), Ideology in Dutch Po#itidhe Democratic System

Reconsidered 1970-198Assen/Maastricht: Van Gorcum.

25



Mouw, T. and Sobel, M.E. (2001), ‘Culture Wars &oinion Polarization: The Case of

Abortion.’, American Journal of Sociolody06/4: 913-943.

Nieuwbeerta, P. (1996), ‘The Democratic Class $fieign Postwar Societies: Class

Voting in Twenty Countries, 1945-1990Q’, Acta Soogica,39/4: 345-383.

Pierson, C. (1991), Beyond the Welfare St&iatbridge: Polity Press.

Ransford, H. E. (1972), ‘Blue-Collar Anger: Reansdo Student and Black Protest’,

American Sociological Revie®7/3: 333-46.

Rempel, M. and Clark, T.N. (1997), ‘Post-Industfallitics: A Framework for
Interpreting Citizen Politics Since the 1960s’MnRempel and T. N. Clark, eds.,

Citizen Politics in Post-Industrial Societi@&s56. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Roszak, T. (1969), The Making of a Counter CultiReflections on the Technocratic Society

and Its Youthful OppositiarNew York: Doubleday.

Sainsbury, D. (1996), Gender Equality and Welfaetels Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Scruggs, L. (2004), ‘Welfare State EntitlementseD@ét: A Comparative Institutional
Analysis of Eighteen Welfare States, Version Ir&rieved from

http://www.sp.uconn.edu/%7Escruggs/wp.htm

Srole, L. (1956), ‘Social Integration and Certaior@laries: An Exploratory Study’,

American Sociological Reviev21/6: 709-716.

Tomé& K., Kreidl, M. and Fénadova, L. (2006), ‘Tdsnn Educational Assortative
Mating in Central Europe: the Czech Republic, SkiwaPoland, and Hungary,

1988—-2000." European Sociological Revie&¥/3:309-322.

26



Van Oorschot, W. (2006), ‘The Dutch Welfare St&ecent Trends and Challenges in

Historical Perspective’, European Journal of SoSedturity 8/1: 57-76.

Veenhoven, R. (2005), ‘Return of inequality in modsociety? Test by dispersion of

life-satisfaction across time and nations’, Jouofdllappiness Studie§; 457-

487.
Veenhoven, R. and Hagerty, M. (2006), ‘Rising happs in nations 1946-2004; A reply

to Easterlin.’, Social Indicators Reseaitd 421-436.

Veugelers, J. W.P. (2000), ‘Right-Wing ExtremisnCantemporary France: A “Silent

Counterrevolution™?’, Sociological Quarter1/1: 19-40.

Von Hofer, H. (2003), ‘Prison Populations as Po#tiConstructs: The Case of Finland,

Holland and Sweden’, Journal of Scandinavian StiglieCriminology and Crime

Prevention4/1: 21-38.
Wacquant, L. (1999), “Suitable Enemies”: Foreighand Immigrants in the Prisons of

Europe’,_ Punishment & Societ§/2: 215-222.

Wacquant, L. (2001), ‘The Penalisation of Povery ¢he Rise of Neo-Liberalism’,

European Journal on Criminal Policy and Resedth 401-412.

Wacquant, L. (2002 [1999]), Prisons of PoveMjnneapolis: University of Minnesota

Press.
Wacquant, L. (2005), ‘The Great Penal Leap Backwhrcarceration in America from

Nixon to Clinton’, in J. Pratt et al., eds., TheviNBunitiveness: Trends, Theories,

Perspectives3-26. Cullompton, Devon: Willan Publishing.

Wacquant, L. (2006), Punir les pauvres: Le nouggawernement de l'insecurité sociale

Marseille: Agone.

27



Wacquant, L. (2008), Punishing the Poor: The NewedBament of Social Insecurity

Durham: Duke University Press, forthcoming.

Wilkins, L. T. and Pease, K. (1987), ‘Public DemdadPunishment’, International

Journal of Sociology and Social Poljc/3: 16-29.

Zijderveld, A. C. (1970), The Abstract Society: Alliiral Analysis of Our TimeGarden

City: Doubleday.

28



Tables

Table 1 Trends in imprisonment 1992-2001 (Pearsoniy

Country Mean Trend N
Australia 102.00 0.99** 4
Austria 83.75 0.09 4
Belgium 78.00 0.99** 4
Canada 124.00 -0.54 4
Denmark 63.75 -0.90~ 4
Finland 58.25 -0.56 4
France 84.25 -0.58 4
Germany 86.50 0.97~ 4
Great Britain 110.00 0.95~ 4
Ireland 63.00 0.69~ 3
Italy 87.00 0.27 4
Netherlands 73.75 0.99** 4
Norway 57.25 0.38 4
Sweden 64.00 0.38 4
Switzerland 78.75 -0.42 4
United States 614.75 0.96* 4
Total 115.13 0.01# 63

~p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01 (two-tailed test for sijoance)
# controlled for differences in country means tiistionship is identically strong and
non-significant.

Table 2 Explaining imprisonment in 16 countries (192-2001), ML multi-level analyses

Independents ModePO Model1 Model 2  Model 3
Constant 0.03 -0.01. 0.03 -0.01
Expenditures on welfare benefits -- -0.05 -0.10 0.10
Welfare generosity -- 0.01 -0.01 -0.04
Flexible labour -- -0.05 0.00 0.00
Support for neo-liberal policies - - 0.06 0.08
Support for neo-rightist policies -- -- -- 0.10**
R? country level 0 0.02 0.08 0.18
R? year level 0 0 0 0.33
R? -- -- -- --

2l 33.25 32.54 30.75 24.006
Adf 0 3 1 1

N 63 63 63 63

* p<0.05 **p<0.01, (two-tailed test for significaer
$Variance country-level 0.74 variance year leveb0.4
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Table 3 Explaining imprisonment in 16 countries (192-2001), OLS multiple regression analysis

Independents B
Constant --
Expenditures on welfare benefits -0.23
Welfare generosity -0.16
Flexible labour 0.09
Support for neo-liberal policies 0.08
Support for new-rightist policies 0.44***
R*(adjusted) 0.43

N 63

~p<0.10; * p<0.05 **p<0.01, (two-tailed test for sifcance)

Table 4 The relationships between support for neoightist policies and indicators of economic neo-
liberalisation (Pearson’s rand OLS multiple regression analysisN=63)

Zero-order correlations B
Flexible labour -.30* -.24~
Welfare generosity -.22 .01
Support for neo-liberal policies .16 .09
Expenditures on welfare -.19 -.12
benefits
R (adjusted) .05
N 63 63

~p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01, (two-tailed test for mifjcance)
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APPENDIX 1

Table 5 Means and trends of the independent variabk in 16 countries (1992-2001; Pearson’ r

Support for new-

Support for neo-

Welfare generosity

Expenditures on Flexible labour

rightist policies liberal policies welfare benefits

Country Mean Trend Mean Trend Mean Trend Mean TrendMean Trend N

Australia 33.75 .83 70.58 =37 19.95 -.97* 16.93 .88 4.25 .86 4
Austria 12.00 .34 79.20 .62 28.65 40 25.48 .23 6.43 .81 4
Belgium 6.80 -.89 -29.20 =8¢ 32.78 -.04 26.03 -.39 4.79 97* 4
Canada -13.18 .67 55.15 .62 25.05 -.29 19.00 -.97* 11.07 97* 4
Denmark 18.98 .37 31.58 .07 36.00 -.89 27.28 -.36 9.46 -.81 4
Finland 11.78 .03 -123.50 .93~ 32.75  -.99** 26.40 -.97* 14.74 -.97* 4

France 21.83 .64 37.03 -98* 29.20 -.98* 27.78 43 11.79 97* 4
Germany 17.85 .89 -13.75 74 28.28 -.97* 26.23 .51 11.06 .88 4
Great Britain 19.28 94~ -2.68 =72 21.18 51 20.03 -.44 15.60 .67 4
Ireland 9.10 .87 -29.50 .87 23.47 .92 15.60 -.95 7.07 22 3
Italy 15.75 .73 60.45 7 24.40 a7 21.70 .83 6.97 .92~ 4
Netherlands -17.93 .82 2.58 =04 32.60 .84 21.95  -.99* 9.35 .99** 4

Norway 19.70 91~ -27.03 .95* 41.00 71 23.90 -.52 8.71  -.99* 4
Sweden 13.78 27 884 .62 35.18 -.53 31.83  -.99* 12.22 .75 4
Switzerland 11.78 =77 4.75 =04 23.63 -.91~ 17.80 91~ 12.19 -.99** 4
United States 55.80 48 33.70 =94 18.98 -.80 15.13 -.16 452  -99* 4
Total # 14.91 .29*  15.57 21 28.39 -.06 22.80 -.08 8.79 .09 63

~p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; (two-tailed test fogsiificance)

# controlled for differences in country means tigarted trends are identically strong and (nonr)Baant.
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