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upon. One of the most coherent chapters in the book, authored by Mei Lopez Trueba, on
‘The Global Dimensions of Health’, fails to mention pioneering works e.g. Meri Koivusalo and
Eeva Olliila (1998). There are similar gaps in other chapters, with the authors often sacrificing
academic rigour for pedagogic effect and normative statements.

Those new to the sub-discipline may find more of value in the book. The chapter on
climate change, although far too condensed, apparently written at the time of the Paris accords,
does provide a useful overview both of the key risks and possible policy choices, referencing
some of the complex global power politics which makes the transition to a post-carbon economy
difficult to envisage. The chapter shows the clear linkages between the issue of climate justice
and global health, migration, employment, and poverty and inequality. The chapter on ‘Global
Civil Society’ contains a focus on the World Social Forum and La Via Campesina (‘the peasant
way’) as elements of a new ‘global social justice movement’ but, again, these are dealt with only
very briefly and without direct reference to analyses deriving from these movements. Gender
issues, in relation to both the feminisation of poverty and the rise of ‘global care chains’, are
scattered across different chapters, rather than dealt with comprehensively.

Although there is an explicit normative position, throughout the book, regarding the
problems of global neo-liberal capitalism, this is set out more as a model than a deep structure,
with little analytical understanding of the importance of the new phase of financialised
capitalism and its relation to ‘fossil capital’. Eschewing a ‘global social policy manifesto’, the
book does, at least, conclude by suggesting that engagement with three themes — sharing work,
wealth, and resources; reforming the global economic system; and achieving greater global
democracy — is needed. Bob Deacon’s articulation of ‘the three Rs of global social policy’ —
redistribution, regulation and rights — as part of a “transformative global social policy” that
“would need to contemplate global redistribution in a no-growth future” (Deacon, 2014; 204)
remains, then, the terrain on which a battle for progressive global social policy, combining
“progressive global principles from above” with “social pressures ... from below” (ibid; 205),
will be fought. Unfortunately, this book adds little of value, conceptually, empirically, policy-
wise, or politically, to further that struggle.
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Citizenship, as a concept, has been fundamental to social policy analysis since its inception.
Often this has relied on the initial tripartite framework, which has been open to challenge
through increasing awareness of diversity, not just within nations but also across them. Yet
the importance of citizenship for understanding access to, and experience of, welfare support
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remains fundamental. As such, the contribution made by Edmiston in Welfare, inequality and
social citizenship offers an important revisiting of the concept in the aftermath of the financial
crisis and lingering austerity.

Framing welfare debates in relation to citizenship has been an important endeavour in
the formation of welfare systems. It ensures that an element of solidarity and collectivism
underpins the universal treatment of members of a nation and the protection of their collective
and individual rights. Yet, through his analysis of research, participants lived experiences,
Edmiston demonstrates how the concept of citizenship creates individualism and fracture the
solidaristic bonds, which once underpinned support for welfare recipients.

Identifying two worrying trends, this analysis is fundamental to rethinking a defence of
welfare provision in the coming years. First, Edmiston illustrates how narratives have shifted to
individual accounts of social problems whilst structurally generated inequalities create unequal
citizens, which underpins an increasingly commodified and individualistic series of welfare
reforms. Second, because of the first development, this fragmentation erodes the equality
of status that existed between citizens within the previous welfare settlement. Those who
fail to engage as fully neo-liberal citizens, from Edmiston’s evidence, lose their claims to
universal/collective welfare support.

This worrying trend demonstrates the rise in “anti-social citizenship”. In this context,
regressive fiscal and welfare reforms have not only fragmented the sense of citizenship but
generated different experiences depending on one’s level of affluence. Edmiston is clear in his
review of both “deprived” and “affluent” citizens, to illustrate the difference generated by the
current dominate welfare paradigm. Thus for the deprived their marginality removes their
status as equal members of society whilst, for the affluent, a sense of having a stake in society
is fostered. As Edmiston concludes this is fundamental to understanding the material interests,
individual interests and policy preferences of citizens. Rather than rely on persistent, taken-
for-granted assumptions about citizenship, which seek to balance individual and communal
interests, the analysis disrupts such complacent assumptions to illustrate how material hardship
creates an acute awareness of loss of agency whilst the affluent assume that agency can
influence circumstances. Thus the structural causes of inequality, and their reflection through
institutional arrangements and dominant welfare paradigms, shape lay understandings of
citizen lives which reinforces, for the affluent, individualised, pathological explanations of
social problems and a commitment to self-help solutions creating new challenges for efforts to
generate a welfare paradigm built upon collectivism and solidarity — on the equality of social
rights.

Whilst Edmiston makes several recommendations for future research into citizenship and
inequality, he also promotes a call to arms for a more “vocal” reform of welfare. Rather than
seek reforms through stealth redistribution, he suggests there is a need for a more overt, and
honest, debate about the nature of inequality and the vital importance of retributive welfare in
tackling the sources (and outcomes) of inequality. The passionate suggesting will resonate with
many readers of the book exactly how this is framed within wider political and policy debate
(inside and outside of academia and politics); and how this can in turn inform the lay accounts
of citizenship, which Edmiston exposes, remains a central challenge for contemporary social
reform. Without this language the key challenge which Edmiston draws out — the difficultly of
(re)creating a narrative around social citizen based on equality —becomes difficult to establish.
Part of this project requires an explicit recognition of the role of structural factors and the
impact this has on the agency of those whose material circumstances would have traditionally
entitled them to welfare support.

Overall, the book is engaging, thought-provoking and well written. It will be integral to
future debates about citizenship and welfare provision. Part of its significance will rest in the
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worrying reality it has revealed. Some common assumptions within Social Policy will need
rethinking if a successful argument is to be made in efforts to challenge austerity politics and
reinvigorate the welfare state (for those who wish to make such arguments). Additionally it
provides an important lens for the analysis of citizens’ lived-experience to be applied broadly
across a range of social problems to offer a richer account of citizen access and experience of
welfare support.
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