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Abstract

The link between educational systems and the production regime type has been attractively explained from the labor market aspect, (e.g. Allmendinger 1989, Estevez-Abe et al. 2001, Iversen 2005) but has not been properly elaborated from the welfare state perspective. In other words, the logic of the educational institutional subsistence and appropriateness is clearly explained by functionalist theories, but a similar argumentation from the power resource relations aspect has not been developed.

The functionalist explanation argues that in states with stratified educational systems occupational status is closely determined by educational attainment, while standardization fosters less frequent job changes, since in these systems employers can rely on the standardized certificates. (Allmendinger 1989) Moreover educational institutions complement the labor market institutions: the type of the “skill specifying regime” associates with the employment and the unemployment protections in the country. (Estevez-Abe et al. 2001) The type of the vocational training (cf. stratification) is close association with the labor market regulations, forming distinct clusters of states, i.e. liberal and coordinated (conservative) market economies.
In this paper I argue that although the functionalist explanation is highly compelling, it does not take inequality aspects of the educational institutions into consideration. Both the stratification and the standardization dimensions of the education system affect the social (educational) inequality, which is unquestionably one of the most important targets of the welfare state; while stratification increases inequality, standardization reduces it.
I observe that stratification is employed in countries where “maintaining the status differential” is a priority (conservative states), while standardization is more frequent in ethnically/linguistically more divided, heterogeneous societies, where social cohesion is lacking and is a desirable goal. The proposed reasoning rests on the idea that educational systems are formed by interest groups, mainly by upper-classes: in “conservative” states the upper-class has the goal to sustain its status (c.f. Esping-Andersen 1990), but at the same time, if major problems of social cohesion are present (e.g. large minorities), the aim of the upper-classes will also be the restoration of social cohesion.  The controversy of status-maintaining vs. integration can be solved by implementing a stratified but also standardized system, where children are tracked but by standardization the state also controls the means of integrating minorities into the society.
In the paper I elaborate the above theory, and also provide some initial empirical data. 
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