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Chapter 2

Modernization, Democratization,
and the Development of
Welfare States in Western Europe

Peter Flora and Jens Alber

Introduction

The evolution of the welfare state is obviously related to a great variety of
soclal developments and changes. One of our main tasks thus consists in
attempting to construct a theoretical framework that systematizes and
relates these processes. In Part I of this chapter the concept of moderniza-
tion is examined since it emphasizes the multidimensionality and interre-
lfned“eSS of developmental processes. From this analysis of moderniza-
“°f_1- a sectoral model is developed that poses some relationships among
S0cloeconomic and political developments and the evolution of welfare
State policies and institutions. More specific hypotheses are then elabo-
fated on the basis of Stein Rokkan's theory of European political
development.

The modern European welfare states really began in the last two decades
of the nineteenth century. Part 11 of this chapter describes these beginnings
through examining the introduction of social insurance systems through-
out Europe and the growth and structural change of public social expendi-
tures in three countries. The later growth of the European welfare states is
sompared mainly through the evolution of the social insurance systems
that are of central fiscal and institutional importance.
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33 THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

Finally, Part [1] here attempts to explain the emergence of these systgms
through the socioeconomic processes of industrialization and urbanlzanon
as well as through the political developments of suffrage extension .and
parliamentarism, In addition, the possibility of diffusion processes, an idea
studied in more detail in Chapter 4, is analyzed.

I. Theoretical Considerations in the
Development of the Welfare State

A. Classical C oncepts and an Analytical F ramework of Modernization

The concept of moderniz
cept of development as wel

ral changes, which are insti-
Growth processes are related to two

of the productive forces, thus
producing strains and confljcts.

In the tradition of Durkheim. structural-functi
fundamental process characterizing modernizat
cialization ang fragmentation is intimately re|
growth and affects all social structures, activit
Fundamentally. differentiation involves a loose
and a growing mobility of men, goods, and idea
ment of extensjye networks of exchange and gre
As differgntialion advances ang breaks down traditional forms of social
Organization, i changes ang €xacerbates the problem ofintegration, which
was Durkneim's main i - Hesuggested two types of solutions to this
problem: i echanical solidarity based op affinity of
values, be nd through organic solidarity that simul-
taneously f social Segmentation ang strengthens the
impersona individuals. We follow here Parsons’ cri-

onal differentiation is the
ion. This increasing spe-
ated to the processes of
ies, and individual lives.
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Figure 2.1 o
An Analytical Framework of Modernization
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40  THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

tique of Durkheim? that these two solutions to the problem of integration
do not represent two distinct stages of development, but coexist in modern
societies.

In modern, highly differentiated societies the mechanical element of
integration lies in the core institution of citizenship. This has been formu-
lated most clearly by T. H. Marshall: “Citizenship is a status bestowed on

those who are fu]) members of a community. All who possess the status are
equal with respect to the rights an
cpdowed.”“ Marshall distinguishes bet

been accompanied by geographical integration, or a “nationalization” of
the specialized institutions. “Citizenship is by definition national.” Of
opee the sequence, form, and degree of institutionalization of citizenship

r1ghls~have varied widely from country to country and still do.
Besides the core

European societies have dey

these three organizational

of Citizenship (see Figure 2.1). Civil rights are related to markets (the right
to own Property and to ente

residence) as well as to associations (f i

. reedom of

right to assemble. and freedo ) They goarmarin s nd fith

m of association). They guarantee a sphere of
I with political rights fo

ly, social rights are also
_ - Originally, they were pro-
n local communities or functional associa-

i iety is used
as the three main organizational sectors of socnety(lsee Figure2.2) In the
sectoral model of the development of welfare states
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. . th
replaced much earlier through the estabhghment of public schools and the
institutionalization of compulsory education.

b
Within this framework then. the development of the welfare state may be

analyzed according to at least the following three aspects:

i jati indivi d house-
L. the processes of differentiation (the differentiation oflﬂdny;;jcu;i;;(:lr howse
. hold income, of working and living place) creating speci

/ ' the state; ]
roblems that must be solved by <ation for) the
2 f’he evolution of social rights as a consequence of (or compen

instituti izati itical rights:
institutionalization of political rig ) ¢ markets (and to
3. the increasing control, substitution and supplementing 0

iati / racies.
some degree of associations) by state bureauc

1
B. Modernization and the Welfare State: A Sectoral Mode

1 i itions and Political
L. Problem Pressure: Changing Socioeconomic Condition

Mobilization

iati bureaucracies
isti i l1ations, and state
inction bet ween lllarkCtS. assocC

- ; tors. In
model, markets and associations are further divided into tl“;os S:(‘;S:Ereatmg
the first subsector of markets (1) those ,devek)p-megti"he sZcond subsec-
specific welfare and security problems are summarlzets‘ assumed to lead to
tor of markets (1) includes the develOPmemal-as~pecsubSect0r(l). associa-
social mobilization processes. In the first associative ed with welfare and
tions in the widest sense are included that are C%?]C:::lcond subsector (11)
security problems independently of thf; state. | support and articulate
embraces those associations that mobilize political supp
demands for welfare assurances from the state. industrializationand

Under Markets I four main problems genera}eq by loffamilVand house-
urbanization and affecting the immediate associations ’

hold are specified:

le. industrial accidents).

labor contract (for example. child

I changing working conditions (for ex?mg

2. the development of a free or unrestraine
labor, working hours); .

3. income securitgy for disabled persons w.“ho;[ prr(;%ﬁ;
for those not or no longer engaged in t Toped' or
housewives, old persons) or for the unemp yon{rolling- supplementing 0

4. the provision of certain (public) goods by Cnh to some degree education).
substituting for private markets (housing, health.

ate an objective problem
ly exerted on the
hat respond to

i invalidity),
rty (sickness. mnval
ctyive process (children.

. cre

These problems are in turn assumed tossure direct
Pressure. To assess the intensity of the pre associations t
government, however, the activities of those
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these problems, such as churches and private cha.rity organizations (POO(;
relief), mutual benefit and cooperative societies (insurance, hO‘%S'“g) an

trade unions (unemployment assistance) must be con.51d.er.ed. This as.soclla-
tion filter will often greatly modify and tyPica'“Y diminish the objective
problem pressure. For example. the countries with strong Prote§tantl5ftate
churches developed early a notion of state responsibility for public we are%
whereas in the religiously mixed and Catholic.coun.trfes theitrz.idltxonﬂ(:e
private charity and the principle of subsidiarity, giving pnon.tf); to ces
responsibility of smaller collectivities, remained strong. Thus, di ertenma

in the existing associative structures and their historical developmen , tey
explain some of the differences in the development of the welfare s a'bl.

Under Markets 11, at least two developments may have been re§ponSflth:
for mobilizing major parts of the population: (1) the concentratlo;l.od .
labor force in cities. industries, and enterprises as a consequence o indu
trialization and urbanization and (2) the growth of i“fprmatlon;}?d e;(opct’i;
tations as a consequence of expanding communication. tlrsuctured
mobilization may find its political expression in various ane
forms such as public protest and collective vio!ence orinir
forms like voting, unionization, and the creation of politi
interest groups.

Since the origins of the modern welfare states
“social question™ and the labor movement, diffe - rtant for
coherence of working class parties and trade unions are most lmpxten‘ dif-
explaining variations in welfare state developments. Tosome ? re]igioﬂ&
ferences in the strength of labor movements are a function 0 R
linguistic and/ or ethnic cleavages that might have deflected at;? states!
support from class issues and retarded the deve'lopm_em of we a;e also
Alternatively, strong working class intern.atlon.alllsm mayorking class
impeded welfare state developments by factionalizing the vyts and thus
movement, above all by dividing socialists and communis
decreasing opportunities to gain executive power. he objective prob-

The problem pressure thus consists of two e]e.ments. t el-t' Jal - biliza-
lem pressure and the pressure generated by socna.l and poli 1lc stical
tion. The distinction between these two aspects is not merel)l'laNor does
since the effects of both can vary widely as discussed in Part res“ they may
this suggest that governments simply act inresponse to presfjuact ;0 prevent
Notact atall or they may anticipate some of the problems an
their full realization.
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social problems and police state policies designed to repress political
mobilization processes. In practice, of course, these alternatives were often
combined. Their clear differentiation is possible only with the establls-h-
ment of modern welfare and police institutions compared to the earl.ler
institutions of a poor police and a health police. A second major alternative
lies in the way governments tried to solve social problems. They could
choose between direct intervention through labor legislation, factory
inspection, the establishment of compulsory insurance systems, and the
provision of public goods(housing, health, education) on the one hand and
associative solutions through subsidizing private charity and voluntary
insurance and strengthening trade unions on the other. The result was
probably greatly influenced by the political strength of existing associa-
tions and the efficiency of their programs.

At a more general level. government intervention has probably
shaped predominantly by two basic developmental processes: first
creation of state bureaucracies and thus administrative capacity. An early

and strong bureaucratization and centralization may have promoted wel-
fare state development because of

paternalist traditions. [t may als
democracy and thus impeded
creation of mass democracies re
introduction and extension of s
of parliamentary responsibilit

ments and governments) are of major importance in the development of
J ¥ 1 ; N

- Of course. additional factors toexplain differen-
fare states could be cited, particularly cultural

been
. the

o have thwarted efforts to institutionalize
welfare state development, Second, the

and the long-term growth a ;
and public revenues,

missing for most Europea
that while this model p

inﬂuicrncing the develop it does not sufficiently
spectty their extent ang character. This is especially trye for the relation-
ships between the objective problem pressure and the associative struc-

tures. and their combined impact on government responses, There ish rdly
any theory from which 1o formulate a systematic set of hy —
the relationships between socioeconomi(;
welfare states.

organization an

0ints to possible relationships b

€tween factors
ment of the welfare state,

al mobilization.
4in Figure 2.2).
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. ) ean political
however, we can utilize Stein Rokkan's theory of Europ P

ifi ‘potheses.
development to formulate more specific hypo

] Welfare
C. Rokkan’s Stage Model and the Evolution of the European Welf
States

; i roaches to the
Stein Rokkan’s theory® attempts to mt'egra;e Varr(;(v)vl:;agfpthe European
study of political development to e?(p]qln t edgtheir O nal restructur-
national states. their external consollda'uo‘n.af‘n e first, - theoretical
ing (or consolidation). It essentially consists 0' tvtcm}:d empiricaltypologi?s
conception of stages of political development; sclfive St;ges (for cxample, in
Which try to explain variations in these respec tension of suffrage. cleav-
territorial consolidation. the introduction and ex

ages, and party systems).

1. Stages of Political Development | development
itical de

Rokkan distinguishes four stages or prOblemSi(:lt;:iF:i()CIan even cumulate
that may form relatively distinct phases or may chO ses are primarily thrusts
to cause developmental crises. The first two pha to subject it to military-
from the center toward the periphery. attemp}lngbuildmg) control and to
economic (state formation) and cultural (nat?ﬁe Jast two stages originate
create subjects (of the king and later the state). enter and are aimed at an
Predominantly from the periphery toward the (Ci redefinition of citizenship
internal restructuring through the extensionan

(participation and redistribution):

is phase
3 d military states. This p the
. he development of fiscal and mr " the elite jevel.
" fr:\(:(iel‘v’;(s)r;’)’:l)i,tli(égl?rczonomic and cul;}{al xg;ﬁg? trleosr:?'urces (tax burealcl:l’(i:}
1 nizations for the mobihza ) 4 the maintenan
2;':Sa)t.lolrl:eoic?rl:sg(z:lidation of the territory (armies) a
internal order (police and army)-

2. Nation Buildin: or the building or gfo“;ac
refers to the establishment of d'lremhcz?xgh comsCrip
sectors of the peripheral po_pglauon t rdization. +shment
Media, religious and linguistic standar democracies and the establ] cludes

3. Participation or the development of mass el'tical rights. This phase in et
of citizenship through the equalization of polt lation, the institutlonaln?a o

growing participation of the peripheral pop‘]]iamenl‘SL and the creation

of civil and political rights (franchise. par

political parties. ‘

Redistribution or the development O.b

social citizenship through the I.’CdlSlrl

This phase involves the creation of p! N

health, education, housing) and public pxa

nomic conditions through progressive ta

1 ase

th of national states. Thl; l[;t:ger
between the clite an ‘

. t armies, schools, mas

he establishment of
goods and benefits.
. ity.
social securt
. fare systems (SOCt -
ubhcl"c‘:/ieels for the equalization otfse
ltion and transfer payments.

welfare states andt
ution of resources.
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A primary question is how the development of the first three stages has
created general conditions that either promote or retard the development
of welfare states. The relationships posed in the preceding section can 'be
viewed now with respect to variations in these phases: these include varia-
tions in the early creation of state bureaucra
the problems of territorial consolidation (s
old cultural cleavages (nation building) that
“welfare issues™; and variatio
larly in the stren

cies that are closely related to
tate formation); variations in
later may have detracted from
ns in the structure of party systems, par}icu-
gth and coherence of working class parties ( participation).
2. Institutional Variations

We are particularly concerned with th
their consequences for the evolution
introduction and extension of the fr

enactment of parliamentary responsibility will probably create a setting
promoting the development of the welfare state. This is because opportuni-
ties increase for economically disadvantaged groups to articulate, aggre-
gate. and repres

ent their interests and demands, and eventually to gain
executive power, M

ore specific hypotheses about the establishment and
nature of welfare inst

itutions, however, seem dependent on the interaction
between these variables:

€ growth of mass democracies and
of welfare states. In general, the
anchise and the legal or de facto

Table 2.1

Enfranchisement, Parliamentarism, and Social Rights

[\
Par}iamentary LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES MASS DEMOCRACIES
regime
Public assistance ag Social rights as democratic
disqualifying alter— corollary of political rights
g political rig
nat1ve_t9 political and as consequence of party
and civil) rights competition for votes
—.\
Non-oar}iament- CONSTITUTIONAL~OUALISTIC MONARCHIES
ary regime

M as patern- Social welfare as authoritarian
alistic responsibilit defense against (full) political
for needy 'subjects’ citizenship and as consequence
of a competition for loyalty

Limited (manhood) suffrage

suffrage

Extended (manhood or adult)
or estate represestation
\\‘
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. i ith a limited suffrage
Hypothesis (1) Constitutional-dualistic mO“;”Chr:Z:;’L‘;;y undifferentiated
' ‘ i likely to develop rea ey ' bearing
e representation are y radition o
Or(?rlloisé:ﬁtzed srifstems of poor relief in the pat.er"ahsl;lecniﬁts are based on
2rlerzls onsibility 'for needv and obedient su!?JectS- monetary form and re-
chaprity not entitlement. They usually are n “eosnmaimain or even extend
icted rk. These regim - oduce
stricted to persons unable to wo ; ev do notin
poor reliefpin response to growing social needs. b:n they
itlement.
more differentiated systems based on ent
rop-
. I frage based onp
Hypothesis (2) Liberal democracics with a timied i‘ilfner%entionin general
eri? tax ‘o‘r social status tend to restrict go"emmenreduce welfare expendi-
and~pubiic assistance in particular. They may ?\l:.e;] to maintain or develop
tures despite growing social needs. They are like ywith benefits usually re-
relatively undifferentiated and localized systems obligatory schemes, but
srited Lo persons unable to work Thefy oppc(l)sf)ther associative efforts.
idi tual benefit an ne o ons
may subsidize voluntary mu _ - olitical citizens.
Public assistance receivers are disqualified as p

more likely to develop extended,

Hypothesis (3) Mass democracies are d on social rights and

differentiated and centralized welfare Sys{en:lsisb?)ssi:d to do so than liberal
obligatory contributions. They are more bre fffage because they 'face a
democracies or monarchies with 'llmlted su d a greater competition for
stronger and more organized working class ans and because working class
the votes of economically disadvantaged -grouscutive power. Within mass
Parties have greater opportunities to gain exresult from differences In the
democracies, however. great variations may herence of the working class
party system, above all the strzr.lfg}d:;r;gsc?n the development of state
movement, as well as from difte

bureaucracies.

e
rchies with extended Su{flr';ifd
i centrali
i ntiated and 1
lfferetions and entitlements
¢ traditions and grggter
¢ welfare activities.

Hypothesis (4) Constitutional—duallst\c(;n(Oj“':‘*j
are most likely to develop more'exten ec‘ontribu
Welfare systems based on obligatory eaucrati
because of stronger paternalistic and bur osed to publi lead to
autonomy from middle-class pressures 0pp ‘he working class that le o
They face greater organized preisut'rf;:r;ﬂ defense against funlgf”fto'f the
the de of welfare instituti ing class loya
tion rivgel:?sp?rfgtas a means to strengthen working of institu-
authoritarian state. imple typoloy

This fou?fold classification thus produceg 2:hs::rr:ii:welOpmem .Of w;l'f::::
tional settings that may promote or .retarbnc welfare institutions. !
States and produce specific variations in pu
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all European countries in the last hundred years can be assoc1.ated w!th
more than one of these types, their welfare institutions at any given pomt
will show the influence of varying developments. These hypothesc?s W.lll be
tested, at least partially in Part 111, since variations in the lnSKl(UthI.lal
development of mass democracies are probably most relevanF for explain-
ing the different beginnings of the European welfare states until World War

I. Thus, we shall now turn to a descriptive discussion of these early
differences.

II. A Comparative Description of European Welfare States

A. The Beginnings of the Modern Welfare State

While the modern welfare state
an important early history. Gast
strated the need to distinguish bet
“Poor Law” period from the sj
centuries and the “Liberal Bre
became a matter of national
¢mergence of national states a
within a framework of repressi
element of reciprocal social r
reliant on punishments than o

isa product of the last ninety years, it has
on Rimlinger? has convincingly demon-
ween two phases of this “pre-history™ the
Xteenth to the eighteenth and nineteenth
ak” of the nineteenth century. Poor relief
concern in the sixteenth century with the
nd economies. It was a “relief of the poor
on.” However, the poor laws contained an
esponsibilities, but they were much more

nrelief. The reciprocal social responsibilities
mainly referred to the relationship between individuals and their local
communities, since the execution of the national poor laws was left to local
authorities,

Whereas the old European welfare states developed very similarly during
the poor law period, 1he liberal break produced many divergences. The
core ideas of liberalism — individualistic freedom, equality, and self-help
~ Were antithetical to the former concepts of dependence and protection.

The importance of this second phase lies primarily in the coincidence of
New social problems created b

, : Y industrialization and urbanization with an
emerging phllosophy that fa

e cilitated the destruction of old protective
lnSlItUllOnS.

1. The Take-Off Period

The tgke~off of the moderp Wwelfare state occurreq in the last two decades
of the Rineteenth century. We use two measurements to delimit this break-
Lorough the increase an Structural change of public expenditures with
TeSPect to social welfare (social expenditure ratio), and institutional inno-
vations (above g, the institutionalization of social insurance systems).

ment of public socia] expenditures can only be
1es for which longitudinal studies are already
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This may justify our concentrat
basic institutiong| breakthrough
social insurance (or security) Sy
risks: industria| acc.Yents; sickne
survivors): anq unemployment.

2. The Break \virpy Liberalism

ion on socia] insurance legislation as t}_le
of the modern welfare state. Four main
stems developed in relation to diffef?nt
ss(and invalidity); old age(and invalidity,

Although there IS N0 uniform s€quencein the establishment of these f.our
Systems, in generg). social insurance for industria] accidents came first,
unemploymeny insura
can be showp by
Compulsory Systems forey
the total and average rap
imroduction (see
¢stablishin
brackets.

€countries. Table 2.2 summarizes
he first, last, and average year of
able2.4). The year of the first la'w
Y subsidized system appears in

ks, as we]) ast
also the ljs¢ of laws in T
g a Compulsory of voluntar

S

Sequence of introduction: ranks Non-compulsory
.o 04

Year of introduction

* average first last  average

AT s, A R SR - g T 19

© @ & g (8%)  (91)  (189)

SICNCSS Insumg s,y , 883 1963 1925

O @ e o & (88 (1963 (1906)

UG i 503 1 4, - 189 1046 1522

0 ® ¢ @ (2.7 (889 (6)  (19%)

RORLIMNT Insyrancy _ L N T 4 B 1967 1930
O ) @ (s (3.5)

(%6)  (19%)  (197)

1
a 1 tern Europe

nt of Welfare States 1n Wes

he DCVClOme v | 5
)\pldined by the degree to wh ch the
] \

iberal ideas
ativelv be ¢ . the libera
This sequence may tentatively nted a break with

individuals,
; m represe ibility among ind1vi
introduction of each SyStf of guilt and responsibi yla\' above all in th?
concerning the assignmen break with liberalism ognized amount 0
groups, and the state. The fnce as well as in thebreC kgwith pammomal
o sOTV insura . e brea o dividua
principle of ?ompulsor)ii)im\,' In c0mparls_017~' “:he principle of individu
state (financial) reSP(l’“S ivid |yingprimanl)(;_“t.on ion
iti s much less v - iberal tradition. , mpensa
traditions wa ts that is from the liber or workmen’s €0 prationa“
legal entitlemen > f accident insurance O since it could be os.
The introduction ,Od'ial break with libefal.'sglividually caused dambariak
constituted the. least ra 1:1 idea of hability forin represented a c.learts were
lzed by redCﬁmngthelo ers’ liability, howBVf’r}; tindustrial acmdefn s
Two aspects of emp 0);' ition. The first was tha dustrial production. tro-
rather than a mere rede minevilable element of ”:)n court trials) and 1::ings
increasingly viewed as a? uilt (with its reliance o for the loss of_ ea_rl.t ¢
Weakening the notion o oematic compensa o ndividual ham];zﬂs
ducing the principle o he other aspect was tha isks among all empioye>
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together three different risks of long-term character: invalidity. old age,
and the death of the family breadwinner (survivors). Of these. old age has
generally been the first (together with invalidity) and by far the most
important. Besides controlling and subsidizing voluntary schemes. the
state intervened primarily in establishing either compulsory public insur-
ance schemes or demogrant (noncontributory) universal pension schemes

financed by general revenues.
l{nemployment insurance was usually introduced last because the
notion of state support for the “undeserving poor™ required the most
radical break with liberal and patrimonial principles. Due to the special
difficulties of solving unemployment through insurance techniques (see
Chapter 5), public assistance programs persisted with subsidized voluntary
find compulsory insurance schemes. Three countries still have only subsid-
;‘Z:‘c'i volur?tary schemes (Denmark, Finland, Sweden), whereas five others
Netie:f]:;ilgedlgs(l)wh schemes for a long period (Belgium 1907-1944, the
Ny 1924-13976 6-1949, Norway 19.06-‘1938, France 1905-1967, Switzer-
systeme 1 ). Only four countries introduced compulsory insurance
rom the outset (Austria, Germany, ltaly, the United Kingdom).

This step usually was completed
Norwa)./ and Switzerland did not extend their
.kers un.tll the-]9508. The third step was marked
tn:dtt}ismal achents toinclude new risks such as
Switrerlan | ¢ exception of the United Kin dom and
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Sickness insurance, at the time of its introduction, was usually limited to
industrial workers and a few categories of employees below an income
limit. By 1913, when the Netherlands passed a law on compulsory insur-
ance, all countries had taken legislative action to provide some kind of
insurance scheme. In the next step coverage wasextended to groups such as
agricultural workers or higher paid employees. In the countries with com-
pulsory schemes, this step usually occurred in the 1920s. The consolidation
of the schemes through the provision of medical benefits, either introduced
for the first time (the Netherlands 1941) or improved and extended to new
groups, represents a third step. With the exception of the pioneer Norway
(1909), medical benefits were generally extended to family members
between 1930 and 1945, while their extension to pensioners usually came
about a decade later, between 1941 (Germany) and 1955 (Italy). Asin the
case of industrial accidents, the extension to self-employed persons marks
the last and fourth step, mainly in the years after 1950.

In the introductory phase of pension insurance, coverage was usually
limited to workers and certain groups of employees, with benefits limited to
old age and/or invalidity payments. A first major modification occurred
when survivors’ benefits were included: Germany was first in 1911 with
most countries following by 1930. However, introduction in Switzerland
and Sweden did not occur until 1946, with other Scandinavian countries
following as late as the 1950s and even 1960s. Another consolidating step
consisted in the inclusion of self-employed persons. Here, the old age
insurance schemes in Scandinavia covered the entire population from the
very beginning, while the other countries moved toward this goal only after
World War I1. The introduction of periodic adjustments of pensions to
price or wage levels, and the combination of fixed (national minimum)
benefits with earnings-related pensions may be understood as a fourth and
last significant step. Most countries introduced pension adjustments only
after World War I1 and between 1955 and 1965. While countries with
earnings-related pension programs moved towards supplementary flat-
Tate pensions, such as the Netherlands (1956), Italy (1965), and, in a sense,
also Germany (1972), countries providing flat-rate pensions, such as the
Scandinavian countries and the United Kingdom, introduced supplemen-
tary earnings-related pensions in the period of 1959 to 1966. ~

Unemployment insurance initially was typically limited to industrial
workers or specified industries. After the differentiation between insurance
benefits of limited duration and unlimited assistance benefits independent
of contributions, the major consolidating steps of the insurance syste'ms
consisted in the extension of the schemes to wider groups, including
agricultural workers, and the introduction of dependants’ benefits.



54 THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

2. Stages in Social Insurance Legislation

Considering the general chronological development of all these schemes,
it is possible to distinguish four phases or stages of social insurance
legislation:

. Aclassical introductory phase from the early German legislation until 1914. By
the outbreak of World War , all twelve countries had some kind of workmen’s
compensation schemes, ten had introduced either compulsory or subsidized
voluntary sickness insurance programs, eight countries provided for old age,
while only five had established some kind of unemployment insurance.

2. A phase of extension between the two World Wars. Social insurance was
adopted in additional countries and was extended to cover new risks (espe-
cially unemployment and occupational diseases) as well as new groups (parti-
cularly nonemployed persons such as family members and pensioners), thus
adding the idea of a national minimum to the older concept of just wage
substitution. At the start of the second World War, the majority of the twelve
countries had made accident and sickness insurance compulsory, all countries
had introduced some kind of unemployment insurance, and, with the excep-
tion of Switzerland, they all provided for old age.

A phase of completion immediately after World War II. In this phase, exten-

sive reforms in several countries (Belgium, France, Sweden, Switzerland, the

United Kingdom) made the catalogue of covered risks complete, so that by

1950 all nations had rather comprehensive programs for all the four main risks.

All countries had a compulsory pension insurance or demogrant scheme;

flevgn possessed compulsory accident insurance, nine had compulsory sick-

ness insurance, while seven had adopted compulsory unemployment insurance.

4. A phase of consoalidation and reorganization after 1950. Two major changes
occurred in this phase. The first consisted in extending social insurance to
self-em_ployed persons, often accomplished through the establishment of uni-
vgrsal nsurance systems. This step was to some degree related to Lord Beve-
ridge’s idea of national solidarity as the core principle of social security. The
second change was constituted by a coordination, and even unification, of
existing schemes ba_sed on a more comprehensive conception of social security.
By 1?65. all countries except Germany had extended their pension and sick-
ness insurance schemes to some categories of self-employed, and, beginning in
the 1960s, several countries tried to reorganize and unify their social security

systems (particularly ltaly from 1965, the Netherlands from 1966, Norway
from 1970, Belgium f;

rom 1970 and Germany from 1972).

3. Measuring the Scope of Social Insurance Systems

Suanmanve data on the extension of social insurance coverage partly
reflect tllxese broad legls'latlve phases. In order to facilitate a comparison of
national scheme extensions, an index of social insurance coverage has been

developed that consists of a weighted average of the percent of the labor
force covered by the four s

tentatively derived from t):t.ems‘ The weights given to the four systems,
significance, are: 1.5 for of €ir varying financial as well as sociological
unemplo m;nt » 1.9 lor old age insurance coverage, 1.0 for sickness and

A\ nsurance coverage, and (.5 for accident insurance cover-
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Figure 2.4
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Table 2.3
Parameters of the Growth of Social Insurance Coverage

1890 1895 1900 1905 41910 1975 1920 1925 1930 1935 190 %5 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970

7.3 104 18.1 25.2 284 35.0 40.9 53.2 56.2 66.2 75.1 88.2 .3 97.8

5.8

5.1

2.0

Mean index values

2-5

741

8.2 1341

9.7

3.0

6.6 5.8 12.3

3.2

7.7 7.7

31

1.5

Mean percentage growth
per quinquennial period

3.0 0.7

9.5 2.6 1.7

6.6

2.7 5.7

5.1

1.3 b6 2.1 ka2 A

1‘0

0.5 0.7 0.8

Median percentage growth

No. of countries above
mean percentage growth

17.8 39.8 39.5 38.9 43.1 53.8 57.5 58.0 70.7 87.4 71.h 68,7 745 56.0 65.4 60.1 56.1

Range

4.9 10,8 10.7 10,2 12,2 18.6 174 18.2 20,9 25.1 23.6 22.6 21k 8.9 19.6 17.9 5.6

Standard deviation
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age. The percent covered by subsidized voluntary systems only is divided
by 2. Figure 2.4 shows the growth of social insurance coverage between
1890 and 1970 in each country compared to the European mean.

The mean index value demonstrates a steady rise in social insurance
coverage over this period. After a gradual and modest increase up to 1910,
coverage expands quickly in the interwar period and after World War Il up
to 1960 and then levels off. Judging from the mean and median quinquen-
nial percentage growth of coverage in the twelve countries, the period from
1945 to 1960 stands out as the phase of major extension. The years from
1925 to 1930 and from 1935 to 1940 also witnessed rapid growth, but only
the decade from 1950 to 1960 has seen a major and general extension of
social insurance coverage. In single countries, the growth of coverage in
general has been relatively steady, with only a few periods of very rapid
extension (Germany 1885-1891, the United Kingdom 1906-1911, Sweden
1913, Italy 1919, Denmark 1933, Norway 1936-1940, Finland 1939, Bel-
gium 1944-1946, Switzerland 1947-1948, the Netherlands 1951-1957,
Sweden 1955, Norway 1956, Italy 1955-1960, and Finland 1963-1964).

Looking at the differences among the European countries and judging

from the standard deviations of the country index values, we can see that
the classical introductory phase before World War I was relatively homo-
geneous. Most countries kept the initial scopes of the systems limited, and
only Germany and Denmark stood out as pioneers. The second phase of
extension between the two world wars witnessed the greatest divergence
with the Scandinavian countries of Sweden, Denmark. and Norway, as
well as the United Kingdom, extending the scope of their systems, while
Finland, Switzerland, France, Belgium, and Italy lagged far behind. The
greatest divergence occurs in 1935. The phases of completion and consoli-
dation after World War 11 demonstrate a slow convergence still character-
ized by the lead of the Scandinavian countries and the United Kingdom
that all have national insurance schemes in at least one of the four systems.
This group is followed by five countries with index values close to the mean
with compulsory insurance systems of a more limited coverage (Italy,
France, Austria, Belgium, Germany). Switzerland, which still mainly relies
on subsidized voluntary insurance, is last with an extraordinary low index
value. The international differences began to diminish especially in th'e
1960s, when several countries approached complete coverage of the resi-
dent adult pepulation. Given this nearly complete extension of the scope of
social insurance schemes, further developments are better revealed by the
€Xpenditure data in Chapter 9.

II1. Determinants of Social Insurance Legislation

) In this closing part, we attempt to explain the great variations in the
Introduction and institutional development of social insurance systems.
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Table 2.4

r Il major social insurance laws, we selected seventy-four that ) .
From all major social insurance laws, Y Core Social Insurance Laws in Western Europe

appeared to establish the institutional core of the four insurance systems in
each of our twelve countries (see Table 2.4). In general, a core law is defined
as the introduction of a compulsory system covering a majority of indus-
trial workers. Subsidized voluntary systems were counted as functional
equivalents if they persisted for longer periods or had a high coverage. An
important subset of these seventy-four laws is formed by the first forty-
eight laws (4 insurance systems x 12 countries) establishing a compulsory

or subsidized voluntary system (excluding insurance schemes for very
limited and special groups).
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Three independent variables are used in our attempt to explain the
v.ariations in social insurance in Western Europe. Considering the great
time span and the large number of countries to be analyzed, these variables
must be simple. The first two variables refer to the basic elements of
problem pressure, socioeconomic development and political mobilization,
where:}s the third refers to constitutional development that shaped govern-
ment intervention. All three variables define broad societal contexts in
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This variable includes the two fundamental developmental processes of

industrialization and urbanization. The underlying assumption is that

thesc; processes generate and intensify social problems leading to the intro-
duction of social Insurance (security

N 1 1ns ) systems, especially in the context of a
capitalist organization of production. Industrialization (I) is measured by
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; ctor, an_d' urbanization (U) by the percentage of the total population

invu_\g In cities of twenty thousand or more inhabitants (a criterion facilitat-

ng mternauopal comparison and a sharper distinction between urban and

rural population than the standard definition).10
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3. Constitutional Development

This variable is only used to explain social insurance legislation until
World War I and consists of two dimensions. The first is the extension of
suffrage with respect to social stratification or social class, so that sex and
age are held constant. This is calculated as the number of enfranchised
males expressed as a percentage of the male age group defined by the
respective electoral laws.”? The second dimension of constitutional devel-
opment refers to parliamentarism. Here, the political regimes before World
War | are simply classified as constitutional-dualistic monarchies or parlia-
mentary democracies. 13

We.shall now turn to an examination of these internal factors that might
explain variations in the introduction and evolution of the social insurance
systcrx.ls‘ First, however, we examine whether external factors, primarily a
q:ffu51op process in which countries imitate and adopt institutions from an
Innovative pioneering country, might not have played a significant role.

B. Examining the Diffusion Process C oncept

That the introduction and evolution of social insurance systems in our
twelve countries might be interpreted as a kind of diffusion process is
suggested in Reinhard Bendix's conception of modernization; “a basic
e!ement of modernization is that it refers to atype of social change since the
e‘ghteepth century, which consists in the economic and political advance of
f_om‘e‘li)loneelrmg society and the subsequent changes in the follower socie-
elve; thlen :el:ecise,tGgrmany obviously was the pioneering country. How-
SUffi~ciem proofa(‘; t a}tl other countries followc?d chronologically is not
German examole '5aTthl es¢ countries were decisively influenced by the
development ig o.th e cruc¥al question is whether and to what extent the
ot established 1 €r countries would have been different if Germany had
note that Severs TOCl}z:l Insurance systems in the 1880s. We should first
cussed ot (he al other European. countries, similar projects were dis-

€ same time or even earlier. Thus, the idea was not completely
able to expect that another country besides Germany

all Western Furo
whether the deve
different without

lopment ; € can develop an alternative test of
pment in these countries would have been significantly

.

zation process, ig a far r::crliiated to Bendix’s conception of the moderni-
3 L3S, - n
Pioneered in introduc g one. It holds that because one country

tNg a specific institution at a certain level of develop-

Industrializaticn and Urbanization

Socio-economic Development:
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ment, other countries will adopt this institution in general at a lower level of
development. Thus, if we define here level of development as the level of
socioeconomic development on the one hand and the level of political
mobilization on the other, we could hypothesize that the follower societies
that introduce these institutions later in chronological time establish them
earlier in developmental time, i.e. at lower levels of socioeconomic develop-
ment and political mobilization.

This hypothesis is clearly rejected by examining the two scatterplots in
Figures 2.5 and 2.6 in which all seventy-two!s core laws are recorded with
respect to the year of enactment, the level of socioeconomic development
reached in that year (Figure 2.5), and the level of working-class mobiliza-
tion in the same year (Figure 2.6). The follower socicties established their
systems usually at a slightly higher level of socioeconomic development
and generally at a much higher level of political mobilization.

Figure 2.5
Social Insurance Legislation and Levels of Socioeconomic Development
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To test the hypothesis in more detail, the whole set of seventy-two social

seT3104 insurance laws has been subdivided iqto e':ight subsets: the first laws and all

ISTUNUUWOD pue ‘3STTRTOOS ‘oT3RIOOWS] TRTOOS IO core 'lgws for each of the four social insurance systems. The releyant

SUOT3OdTE TRUOTIEN UT 3SED S230A JO sbejusoiag coefficients for these subsets are presented in Table 2.5. The standardized

regression coefficients show that the general conclusion holds for all

subsets: 12 of the 16 coefficients are clearly positive and the other 4 are

practically zero. In general, these coefficients and the percentage of

explained variance are much lower in relation to socioeconomic develop-
ment than in relation to political mobilization.

In Western Europe, the follower societies have thus introduced social
insurance systems at consistently higher levels of political mobilization and
at slightly higher and rather similar levels of socioeconomic development.
A similar pattern was earlier found by David Collier and Richard E.
Messick with respect to the timing of the adoption of the first social security
program in each country. Among the European nations, they found a
“moderate but consistent tendency” for late adopters to adopt programs at
successively higher levels of modernization as indicated by the labor force
in the agricultural sector.!? In contrast to Collier and Messick who take this
pattern as evidence for a diffusion process “up a hierarchy of nations,” we
interpret this result as evidence that diffusion processes alone cannot
account for the establishment of national social security programs.
Although diffusion processes may have affected the course of national
decision making, the example set by a pioneer country does not apparently
provide sufficient incentive to adopt social insurance schemes independent
of internal socioeconomic problems and political mobilization. Wg there-
fore turn our attention to the analysis of some internal prerequisites for
social security legislation.
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Figure 2.6
Social Insurance Legislation and Levels of Political Mobilization

C. The Importance of Socioeconomic Development and Political
Mobilization

( ) Subsidized voluntary insurance

Do thresholds of socioeconomic development or political mobilization
exist that make the establishment of social security programs highly probz}—
ble or even mandatory? Looking first at the range of socioeconomic
development at the time of adoption, one can see that the three lov{est
ranking countries (Finland 1917, Sweden 1891, Austria 1887, neglecting
the exotic value of Finland 1895) introduced their first social insurance
schemes at a mean level of 5.29 (= In1 x U) corresponding to a'leyel of 17.5
Percent industrialization and 11.5 percent urbanization..Bn.tam, as the
highest ranking country on the other hand, established its first systems

compulsory accident insurance
compulsory pension insurance

< A between 1906 and 1911 at a level of 54 percent industrialization (probably
5 the maximum) and around 60 percent urbanization (a level reached u}
8 Europe in 1970 only by the Netherlands). With respect .tO_the_ level 0
§’ political mobilization of the working class, the range of variationis similar

with extreme values at 0 percent and 50 percent of total votes.
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Even if the extreme values are disregarded, the spread remains very wide.

)
ts z % We may thus conclude that the variation in developmental levels at the time
N 52 55 of the establishment of social insurance systems is too great to allow any
“gé ‘gg ”0@3 %E 5§ ii EN“ é% E«Z §§ fi Ef Ef generalization about thresholds. Of course, it is obvious that predom-
53 3 &< inantly agricultural societies probably will not adopt social insurance sys-
- 2 s tems, just as highly industrialized and urbanized societies will have such
s Eig £ 3l - schemes. Given the weak explanatory power of the threshold concept with
$.8%% B RO Tt ms F vl omm one &8 g8 3 respect to single developments, it is important to analyze whether socio-
PUEEE TT 0099 9999 5N Hry 89 55 89 95 &9 economic change and political mobilization combine to influence social
5 EER O R insurance introduction.
8§ sk £ s 5 If this is the case, we would expect that countries that introduce social
: -85 8y gy é_‘g_ S5 58 2 . 3% mg ms 5e 58 50 i insurance schemes at relatively low levels of socioeconomic development
# EE "9 99 Ed S8 £ FE 39 54 58 Fs S8 s are characterized by relatively high levels of political mobilization of the
23 ’; sA3 £ working class pressing for such institutions. Simiiarly, countries that intro-
e Vf % éé E, § ? é i d.uce social insurance schemes at relatively low levels of political mobiliza-
2 g . § Eoss en m 2, 58w g S tion are characterized by relatively high levels of socioeconomic develop-
2 ég B 32555958588 & $38 93 9% 29 92 ay g8 ment producing social problems that necessitate the introduction of such
WD I g 2 f5 5 T T T ' i institutions. In either case, countries introducing social insurance schemes
-; & = gi at relatively low or relatively high levels of both socioeconomic develop-
2 g o E 5 5 2 ment and political mobilization, should be the exception, rather than the.
w & 8 2 23 3 23% g & rule.
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Figure 2.8
Social Insurance Legislation in the Context of
Socioeconomic Development and Political Mobilization
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It could be, however, that the above hypothesis is meaningful only in
relation to various subsets of the 72 laws, the combination of which may
obscure the hypothesized relationship. This is made probable by the fact
that all countries developed their systems not in one, but in several steps.
The differentiated hypothesis, therefore, would look like Figure 2.9.

Figure 2.9
A Differentiated Hypothesis for Social Insurance Legislation
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In order to identify the possible subsets, we first simplify the analysis by
combining two or more laws of each country (in the first scatter plot
Surrounded by lines) that are characterized by similar levels of develop-
ment and mobilization and/or temporal proximity (the problematic
Sfoupings have dotted lines). This reduces the number of cases t(_) 33
Insurance legislation periods for which the mean values of the combmfed
laws are then considered. To test now the more differentiated hypothesis,
three subsets are constructed:

I by grouping together those insurance legislation periods whlgh are comparai
ble among the countries with respect to their sequence in the nationa
evolution of social insurance legislation and to time periods; )

2 by calculating the respective regression lines for the three subsets, startn;_%
L‘Vith those insurance legislation periods for which the hypothesis seems to i

est; e

3. by maximizing the percentage of variance explained by the regression lmgs}:n
aprocedure of trial and error, including and; or excluding those steps Wit Z
relatively greater distance from the regression line. This procedure P;OVCC
that the inclusion and/ or exclusion of the values did not esseqtlal!y chang
the regression coefficients but only the coefficients of determination.

i 1
Thus, three subsets have been constructed that represent approximately
three time periods (with few exceptions):

oo oA R
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Figure 2.10

Social Insurance Legislation in the Context of Socioeconomic

Development and Political Mobilization

1 _9 [=]

D s tun, 1 BUOT}E
funzay pue *1sTier0g ‘aNR10usg TE1205 oy SU0T308(y
! t 1euoTy!

33600 Survaow a4y o W3e211g04 1831104

N UT 3seq sagop g0 aﬁz;uauad)

U = Percentage of Population in Cities of 20.000 + inhabitants)

Socio-economic Development: Industrialization and Urbanization

(in (I x 1)z I = Percentage «f Labour Force in Industrial Sector;

A'ﬁ laws @ 2 laws o 1 law

M & and more laws

The Development of Welfare States in Western Europe 69

Subset Time-Period Mean Level of Mean Level of Regression Coefficient

Socioeconomic Political Coefficient of Determi-
Development Mobilization nation
L 1880-1900 6.12 5.3 12.07 0.85 7
IL. 1900-1920 6.77 22.7 -13.49 0.81 10
IH. 1920- 7.25 38.8 -16.19 0.86 9

The main period of social insurance legislation in each county is sur-
rounded by a line (dotted lines for countries with two such periods).

Figure 2.11
The Sociopolitical Paths of Social Insurance Legislation
in Three Time-Periods
1

1II

Regression lines of
subsets of social
insurance legislation

L Subsets
Political

Mobilization
1
—d)

g
Sociceconomic Development

Simplified, the three subsets yield the structure in Figure_ 2..1 1. For our
argument, the middle subset (II) is the central one, since it includes the
main social insurance legislation periods of five countries (Finland,
Sweden, Italy, Switzerland, the United Kingdom) in addmoq to two
countries with the first of two main legislative periods (B_elglum? the
Netherlands). With respect to this group of countries, the differentiated
hypothesis seems to have some validity. This means that we shf)uld here
consider the introduction of social insurance schemes as a funfmon of the
combined effects of growing social problems (socioeconomic deve‘l(qp'
ment) and an increasing political pressure (mobillz’at}on _of the wo; mg
class). Although differing widely in levels of industrialization and ur }?nl
zation on the one hand and political mobilization on the ot.her. t .ese]
countries enacted social insurance laws at similar levels of .SOC]OPOlmca
development. We are not able here to explore the differences in the ln.ter:c-
tion of socioeconomic and political development in greater detau‘l‘.l teﬂ
¢xplanation will probably have to be sought in the consequences of 2 g
VeIsus an “early” industrialization and urbanization (Finland, SWT C(fj‘;
Italy versys the United Kingdom, Belgium, the Netherlands, Switzerian

e AR 557 £ S5



70 THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

for the mobilization of the working class, but also in the'impact of cultural
cleavages upon the labor movement (Switzerland, Belgium, the Nether-
lands). The plausibility of the differentiated hypothesis for this group of
countries is not undermined by the fact that some introduced minor social
insurance schemes earlier (Finland, Sweden, Italy) or later added some
laws to supplement the established systems (Sweden, Finland, the Nether-
lands, the United Kingdom).

In need of explanation, however, are those cases where the main periods
are characterized by relatively low or relatively high levels of both develop-
mental dimensions (Subsets [ and 111). Group [ is of special interest, since it
includes those introductions of social insurance schemes that, compared to
the central Group 11, definitely came “too early.” The different slope of its
regression line suggests that the hypothesized relationship is irrelevant
here. In the following part, therefore, we shall attempt to explain the

“deviance™ of these cases by referring to differences in constitutional
developments.

D. The Role of Constitutional Developments

With respect to these early developments, we can hypothesize that the
constitutional-dualistic monarchies tended to introduce social insurance
schemes earlier (in chronological and developmental time) than the parlia-
mentary democracies for several reasons, First, they had a greater need to
Solld{fy the loyalty of the working class since they were competing with a
growing and hostile labor movement that threatened the legitimacy of the
nonparhgmentary political regimes. Second, the constitutional-dualistic
mon_ar.chle.s had already developed stronger state bureaucracies capable of
adm‘“‘“?““g suchsystems and preserving a paternalistic heritage. Finally,
these regimes were dominated by landed interests that were able to shift the
costs of social expenditures to the urban upper and middle class by taxes on
l\:g?;iqrfgacrl]:sspizoqtf sﬂ(_i employers’ insurance contributions and to the
tions. selt by indirect taxes ang compulsory insurance contribu-

In Table 2.6, three levels

rtical axis (0 - 35 percent,
percentages of the respective

of enfranchisement are distinguished in the
40 - 70 percent, 75 + percent, representing the
male age group who could vote), and the two
ty . . . N )
d)i?fisr:ftreg‘]‘,“?s are d}ffer@tlated In the horizontal axis. This produces six
Nt political settings in which the various countries are located for the

g):rr:::nding years. The period stems from 1883, when the first law in
y was enacted, to 1914, excluding the specific impact of World War
L. The first social Insurance | i .

Table 2.6
Constitutional Development and Social Insurance Legislation
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actual laws by the number of potential laws, assuming that each country
could have introduced four first laws (one in each of the four insurance
systems).

Comparing the ratios, the following conclusions may be drawn:
(1) In subset I, the propensity to introduce social insurance schemes was
much higher in the constitutional-dualistic monarchies (Austria, Den-
mark, Germany, Sweden) than in the parliamentary democracies. The
respective ratios are 69 percent to 18 percent. The difference remains even if
one defines the subset in strictly chronological terms as the period until
1901. Here, the ratios are 63 percent to 21 percent. Furthermore, three of
the five laws in the category of democracies were enacted in Italy, which
poses problems in being classified as a parliamentary democracy at that
time. It was only later, not until 1914, that the democracies compensated

for the advance of the authoritarian regimes and narrowed the gap in ratios
(80 percent to 76 percent).

(2) This difference in the propensity to introduce social insurance schemes
seems to be primarily a function of the type of regime and not the level of
cnfranchisement. In order to compare the two types of regimes at various
levels of enfranchisement properly, one has to weigh the respective ratios of
actua.l law§ to potential laws by the number of years that a country
remained in the respective category, thus calculating an annual average
ratio of s_ocial insurance realization. The ratios show that at both levels of
enfrancl‘lfsement for which comparisons can be made (0-309% and 75+%
male .S““fage) the propensity to introduce social insurance was considera-
bly higher in authoritarian than in democratic regimes (1.20 to 0.29 and
1.01t00.57). Only the category ofparliamentary democracies with 40 to 70
percent male suffrage disturbs the picture, but this is because of the heavy

::\f!uen;e ofGr.eat Britain that introduced all four systems. If this category
['OL(?:; tned with the 75 percent and more suffrage, the ratios become 1.01

(i31;2522‘3‘hr’eﬂrlrlzment.ar'y ‘%emocraci§s the extension of suffrage clearly
difficult. to :enepre‘]l'sny to lntrOduie Insurance systems. Although it seems
increased where su:'lfme about a “suffrage threshold,” the propensity
constitutional-duali fage was over 50 percent of the male population. In the
level is not o 1stic monarchies. however, the influence of the suffrage

clear. On the one hand. the ratio is higher in the category witha

lower s o .

le\'elr;;lig?ri;(c;ég:no l.tO D. while on the other, the countries with a higher
en : .

prehensive systems. generally introduced more important and com-

The greater i
inlmduie Socialpir:?spensny of the cgnstltutional-dualistic monarchies to
urance schemes is even more remarkable considering
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the differences in socioeconomic development. Calculating the average
level of socioeconomic development for each category (mean In1x U for
all years in which social insurance laws were enacted) shows that parlia-
mentary democracies introduced social insurance not only later, but usu-
ally also at relatively higher levels of industrialization and urbanization:

Male Suffrage | Constitutional-Dualistic Monarchies Parliamentary Democracies
0-30 mean In I x U = 5.66 mean In I x U =622

40 - 70 7.49 ; 7.00
75+ 6.39 6.72
All 6.09 6.89

If the establishment of social insurance systems by the early adopters is
related to constitutional developments, the question as to what influenced
the “deviant” group that introduced their schemes in the period after .1920
(Subset I11 in Figure 2.11) remains. In contradiction to our hypothesis on
the combined effects of socioeconomic developments and political mqblll-
2ation, these countries established their insurance programs at relatively
high levels of both types of problem pressure. This is especially true for
France, to some degree for Belgium, but maybe also for the Netherlands
which falls outside the group. ¥ L

To explain the late adoption of social security in these countries, it is
Probably necessary to consider such variables as government instability
and cleavage structures, especially within the labor movement. Erequent
government turnovers probably account for much of the French history of
delayed social security legislation, whereas cross-cutting cleavages onuld
Probably help to explain the developments in Belgium and the Nether-
lands. We should be aware. however, that categorizing Countries as late
adopters simply because of the timing of their legislation may be mislead-
'Ng. It is very possible that the laggards in the establishment of insurance
Systems were in fact pioneers with respect to the adequacy of protection.
Thus, the latecomers may have initiated systems at higher levels of cover-
age and/or compensati(;n, whereas the early adopters may have OPI)’
gradually extended their schemes. An analysis of the more recent period
Would therefore require the inclusion of much more refined dependent
Variables describing the scope, the level and duration of beneﬁt;. and so
forth for the systems. To do this for all insurance systems here s 1mposst;-
t?le, but Chapter § attempts to describe at least the most recently estab-
lished System —unemployment insurance—in these terms.



The Development of Welfare States in Western Europe 75

4 THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

133}43 ur awayos AJosyndwod uo mey _ 3984J9 UT awayos KJejUNTOA pOZIpPISqns WO Mey

VN SNSRI

.-

1]
| SR,

"3AlyoJe (IMTH :20J4n0g *(eiep uotielndod Butsstu ‘suotydadxa may e Ul f40) sajeulys? ajeotput ATrensn uorje(ndod ayy jo sabejusssad Butssiy
cuotyeinded 1e303 3y jo pue uotjerndod aatyoe ATTROTWOUD32 By] 4O JU32Jad UT SIWAYIS FIUBLNSUT SS3UXITS KJejunion PAZIpIsSans 40 AJOSTNGUOD JO S43QWaW 3ATIOE JO saquny

o6l oW 6 58 WSSl oL sl oy %6 oL Bk 09 95 B A6 L gh 0% 02 oL
4961 2L 84l 0 ¢8 04 04l 248 2L 08L ¢ 6L W LG 8L L9t 06 8oL Ly G 6 68 LS WL 4961
oL 4 6 | 62 o %9 L G w w2l 2L 9k sa ey 0L 9% S 2y 48 6 26 0961
56l 4 8 62 9L [ mwin G4 % 6L 9 9 L 94l ol 9L Gy 26 9¢ 68 &y b R YA GGl
0%l ¢ 22 8 % < ) % 59 o g [ w66 Ly 68 02 9 9% U % o 0564
SHoL [ 8L Sy 0oL LG LLL 8 9 0 8% (WA 8% ® 49 i 0 1] 2 26 Sl
0L ¢ s 0% 0 98 8% 60U 62 L9 L oLg L4 5L £ 64 08 0§ 62 8S 22 94 0L
<ol ¢ ¢ 0% ) 2 68 2 1 a k% w |l o % 2 by o g2 92 € nog bt
056l e 04 ¢ 8 Ly 68 02 84 Qg Iy o U % 2 65 ¢ 8 62 65 [ o g o6l
a2l 2 w2 by % 68 0 8 2 8 I T:Y) Ly £ 9 62 15 w1z 261
0261 2 4 L 9 6L A 6 12 0% 16 fL 82 0% 9 82 9% 6 U 0261
SLL 2 oz ) Qo 5 o 1o o % P2 9 22 % 8 4l SLL
0LsL 2 4 - = 9 2 o w22 [ANY) 9 2 1 8 U 0Lt
<061 Loy nog o4 g 12 oo ¢ 9 0z 9 Lo S06L
006L Log ¢ 9 A7) $ q o 8 9 8l S 6 0061
S8l | v s 2y 8 4 ¢ 9 a6 8 %81
o6sl T Lo 5 oo | oz g 068
L T w2 sl
088l I 088L
'
Jesyp 1 kL] 25 M oN 39 3¢ n 11 19 -2} 4834
JURINSU] SSIUNIS dIqNJ JO SIIQUIILN dAI}IY
8°C 2IqEL
193340 Ul weishs aoueansul roﬂaeslr 398312 ut awayds A3riigett s,ekoqdus .-J...ul

*IATYIIR QIMIH :304n0G
»(e3ep votieqndod Bursstu ‘suotidadxa mey e uy *J0) S33RWTISA 91eITPUT Atensn uotiendod ay3 40 sebejuasiad Buissty *uoTjeindod [e303 ayy 4O Ju30J30 UT pue
uotjeqndod aATyoe AT[e0TWOUO3S By} 40 JUAdJed UT SEWALDS (UOT}ESUBdUOs $,uauyom) AITTIgeT] s,JakoT0ud 4o aduesnsut satTunful [euoTiednadn KJos[ndwoo J0 SJaquaw Jo Jaguny

0l6L 09 ¢4 <6 09 9 % 92 %9 08 09 % Sl ve UL Lh % $h o8 0l6L
G96L 82 19 w6 09 8 9l 92 L £ oL 62 19 -] % 9l Ty 68 w9 4961
0961 9 4 o 2% wo6S 9% 9 w19 L2 99 82 49 woLG 92 9% 0% 9L ah % 0961
5561 €2 8y Ch 68 52 09 9% 6L wWom §2 95 62 85 w2 05 §2 6y oy 2y 18 00L (2798
0%L 02 ¢y h 06 ¢2 4§ 2% 4L ¢2 8§ 05 < 08 12 ¢4 UL 04 9 % 24 L6 0%L
Sl 6L 0% &L [T % 0 Gh 05 99 05 8L % (TS 04 06 Sl
0L 9 % 8L Sh 62 29 8L 4y 04 6 0% oL 'S 05 W 88 0461
a6l a1 12 Gy L2 9 Ly 05 4 0 9L & [ % b4 8 U Ge6L
%6l 8L 8¢ L Sy 92 4§ L2 L 0§ 0s 0% U g a6l 2 0% B 6L 0£6L
&26L 9L 2 L 44 §2 LS [TA 0% 0% [19 6 6L 2L 62 05 L2 G261
026L L 0261
GL6L SibL
L6 oL
S06L S06L
0061 0061
g68L %8l
681 068L
cg8L Se8L
088L 0881
634 7S [ 3% [3 M 11 2] [ 7] oN v 39 1694

asurinsu] saunfu] [suonedndd() jo SIIQUIIN IANIY
L'TalqelL



The Development of Welfare States in Western Europe 77

76 THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

193449 uT 9oueJnsut KJosndwod uo mej _ 123443 U1 32uRJnSUT KJBIUNTOA PIZIPISGNS UD Me]

-
\
| I

“OATYIJE (IMIH :304n0S *(elep uolieinded BulssTu ‘suoTideoxs ma) e ut ‘40) sejew1yss ajestput K{rensn uorgendod ayj jo sobejuacsad butssty
uotzeindod Te3oy ay3 jo pue uotje(ndod antjoe AT{ROTWOUOD BY3 JO Ju0s3d UT Sawayas 3oueunsut juauko[dusun AIR3UNTOA PezTpTSYNS Jo KaosTndwos jo ssaquaw jo Jaquny

06t L2 45 2 2 6 8l 9¢ 09 84 I 8¢ 8¢ 8L G nl 92 <9 % g2 Ll 04 0l6L
G96L 02 24 62 29 o L2 %2 LS S low 2 49 LU w09 AR« €265 05 9961
096L 8L L 82 69 [ 92 &S 9L L% 9 02 46 8 6L [ 9L & 096L
SGhL [ 92 ¢4 L2 2 9% L9 [T 02 ¥4 6 L8 2 LS a4 % SG6L
0%L 9 & 0z ¢4 A L2 02 04 L9l A 4 6% S8 w85 [ A 0%6L
GHblL oL G4 A4 0¢ 9% bl 4 62 W% w62 Sl
0%l ¢ L 2 Gy Lo a2 09 4 9 4 L oL 0% _ LR 0L
6L _ Ir. |m 8t 9¢ fL 82 A Kk 82 L2 9 9 % %9 R ] Ll g2 6L
o561 TEwm s a aw ouow P R S B B T
o261 L I: Im <4 (4 L b6 92 66 8 8l _ 8 6L b2 L GebL
o6l T 5 cliErales ey L @
SL6L [ A 9 2 ] [ 0 9 SLéL
oLbL Lo |.~ i“.. l.~ .Im .I_l A4 0 0 oL6L
061 o ‘_r 00 G
006 - - 006L
g68L %ol
068L 68l
S88L se8L
08sL 0891
Jeay n 19 s nw 1I 14 w n 34 30 oN 44 Jeag
dueansuj juswfojdwauy) Jo sPQUIPN A1)y
01°7 3qeL
103439 UT awayds Kiosindwos uo 32'._’ 199}}3 UT auayds KJejun{oA pazipIsqns uo mef -2
S2ATYOJR (IMIH :334n0g *Sawayds juesDowap-1was Japun
s013eJ AJetoTjauaq aJe s)exdesq ut saunbiy °(etep uotierndod Butsstu *suotidacxs mMa) e ut ‘40) sejeutyse ajeotput Aifensn uorjerndod ayy yo sabejuadsad ButssTy
suotjerndod Te303 ay3 o pue uotieindod antire AT[EOTWOUOID Y} 4O JUBDISO UT SBWBYIS FOURINSUT uotsuad KJejunton pazipisqns Jo Ksosinduoo Jo sioquew Jo Jaguny
0261 oLt o4t aaL ¥ 8l 9% 86 o9l 0lL Gl 06 ool % 18 00L 0l6L
961 oL on 9L % 9 Ly 66 09l 0LL o4 %6 00L % 6l 0oL S96L
0961 05 Lo 0L o9L 9% & Ly 66 25 HL L9 69L o1 9 68 ) L% 28 0% ¢6 0961
as6L 25 0Ll 19 62 ML 9 % 84 00L Gy % L2 2 9 o4 82 69 o I 7A Zy 68 a1
0%6L Ly 200 G Lt 09L @ LS L LOL %ol @ 19 8t €2 (s [ 5 69 0L 06l
Gl 95 0L oL 0% 05 601 6 UL &2 99 Hoin ] %4 59 L2 Sl
0%L LS % 9L 0% Ly KL 95 2L 92 %9 HoYL 49 04 ¢ 89 €2 Ly 0461
Ge6lL L9 2 Lk €9 %L w2 M L1 12 Ly <9 A 8L 4 6L
g6l 6L 0% Ly 06 i % 9 29 LEL oL 2% SO ] a MMM.
[COE 2
o : 124 mM 8 A 026L
0261 " o6 g a6
a6l ¢ w 6t
oo ‘ Le 64 g 5061
el g 0064
o § 8L
%681 9 068L
066 _. ] G891
G88L | omaL
088L
Jeag I 8] oN w w1 30 b1 L) 3 IT 13 .3 Jea)

sueINSU] UOISUIJ d|GNJ JO SIAQWIIN ANV

6°C 3qelL

NN



78

s~

THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE STATES

Notes

See Flora 1974,

See Parsons 1971.
See Parsons 1960,
Marshall 1965, p. 84.
Marshall 1965, p. 72.

The elements of Rokkan’s theory are scattered in various publications. The
most important are: Lipset and Rokkan 1967, Rokkan 1970; Rokkan,
Saelen, and Warmbrunn 1973; Rokkan 1974a, 1974b, and 1974c.
Rimlinger 1971, p. 59.

F(_)r Germany, cf. Andic and Veverka 1964: and Weitzel 1968; for the United
Kingdom. Peacock and Wiseman 1961: and for Sweden, Hok 1962.

Cf. Perrin 1969,

An indicator of socioeconomic development is constructed by taking the
natural logarithm of the product of both percentages: In (I x U). The product
instead of the mean is used, because we assume that the impact of medium
levels of industrialization and urbanization on the generation of respective
sqcnal pro_blems is higher than the impact of relatively high industrialization
with relatively low urbanization (e.g., Switzerland) or vice versa (e.g.. the
Nethe_rlands). The raw data can be found in Flora 1975,

A major problem lies in the simple addition of the votes for the various
parties. Further explanatory attempts wi

rclquve homogeneily of the labor movement and also to include more
indicators me

asuring different aspects of the mobilization of the working
class. The dat

a on election results have been taken from Mackie and Rose
1974, The following parties have been included:

Austria:  Social Democrats (1907-1971), Communists (1945-1956).

Belgium: Workers Party Socialist Party (1894, 1900. 1912, 1919-1971).
Liberal-Worker Party Cartels (1894, 1912, 1946, 1950-1958).

Communists (1925-1971)
Denmark: Social

doci Democrats (1884-1971), Communists  (1920-1971),
Finland. Soc!al Peoples Party (1960-1971). Left Socialists (1968-1971).
nd: - Social Democrats (1907-1970). Communists (1922-1970).

Franc, Soc!al_Democ_ralic League (1958-1970).
rance:  Socialists Socialist Party (1893-1968). Radical Socialist Party
{1967). Independent Socialists ' Socialist Republicans (1906-

:g;g; Communists (1924-1968). United Socialis: Party (1962

Germany:  Socia) Dechrals (1871-1969), Communists (1920-1953). Inde-
pendent Socialists (I9I’~)-I928).

ltaly: Socialist Party (1895-1968), Refor
Indgpcndent Socialists (1913-1921
Social Democrats (l948~l968).

Neth : ;.
etherlands: zgg:: PDer'nocrats (1888-1967), Communists (1918-1967).
}qzx afF)l(l9I8-A1925)_ Re\’olutionary Socialist Party (1929-
AN ). Pacifist Socialist Party (1959-1967).
our Party (1894-1969). Social Democratic Party (1921-

1924), i o
1%9;. Communists ( 1924-1969), Socialist People’s Party (1961-

Sweden: Social Democratg
Co

mist Socialists (1913-1919),
). Communists (1921-1968).

Norway:

. (1902-1970), Left Socialists (1917-1921).
Mmunists (l92l-l970). Socialists (1936-1944).
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Switzerland: Social Democrats (1896-1971), Communists (1922-1971)

United Independent Labour Party (1895), Labour Party (1900-1970).

Kingdom: Communists ( 1922-1970).

12, These age groups have been reconstructed using the data of the population
censuses and estimating the age distributions for the intercensus years. The
raw data on the enfranchised male population can be found in Kohl 1977

13. The data on the political regimes are taken from von Beyme 1970. The
difficulties of classification have an institutional and a chronological aspect.
As tothefirst, Italy and Switzerland are classified as parliamentary democra-
cies, although they may be seen as representing a “mixed type” and a “third
type” (of directorial democracy). As to the second, difficulties arise when the
parliamentary responsibility of government was introduced de facto but not
de jure (Norway 1884 and Denmark 1901 seem to be clear cases, but Sweden
1917 may be disputed). The following classification has been used: n
constitutional-dualistic monarchies: Austria, Denmark until 1901, (Fin-
land), Germany, Norway until 1884, Sweden until 1917; (2) parliamentary
democracies: Belgium, Denmark since 1901, France, Italy (7), Netherlands,
Norway since 1884, Sweden since 1917, Switzerland, United Kingdom.

14, Bendix 1967, p. 331. )

15. For this reason, the analysis by Collier and Messick 1975 is not very
convincing. )

16. Seventy-two instead of seventy-four laws are used in the analysis because two
laws passed under the fascist regime in Italy are excluded sinqe they could not
be classified with respect to the level of political mobilization.

17. Collier and Messick 1975, p. 1310. ) .

18. Norway seems to be a special case, since one of its two main periods came
“too early” (1906-09). and the other “too late” (1936-38) with respect to the
combined levels of problem pressure.
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Chapter 3

The Development of Welfare States
in North America

rmor
Robert T. Kudrle and Theodore R. Ma

Introduction

con-
fare state have
Many discussions of the development of thet\;’::: of Western Europe.
\rasted the experience of the Unitec St'au:is gvtla:tes has been a “laggaf% n

im i Unite ¢ have been
Th ace claim is that the us factors
theedce?/?lgl;;)rggxln of programs found elsewhere.! Vario

ism, a demo-
e of feudalsm,
cited as contributing to the difference: the absenc

king class, 2
i a large WOTKI
cratic political system that emerged prior to

. 2
L igh per capita jncome.”

relatively low level of status differentiation, agg hhlgs rr:zceived little atten;
The other major North American state, Cana e]i"are ate policy. !n rece}l]l
on n the growing comparative e Orlzwve begun o0 investigate t e
years, however, American policy aflaIYStS a for the United States. Th.IS
Canadian experience to extract policy lessons have been implementedhm
o tsually imvolved areas in which PO 08 CF e nited States. Other
-anada before being debated and lerduc: 1 look at Canada can llumi
investigators have argued that a more cle}re l(l)licy.3
nate the past development of U.S. PUbSlc vFv,elfare state . two

Our comparison of Canadian and u.S. toristics distinguish mef o
attempt to identify both what unique chara features set them apart 10
North America countries and what common etion of the paper will pl?ce
the countries of Western FEurope. The flrst'SCCn intemational perspectlvier;
the introduction of major social programs mzian-AmeriCan differences
The second discusses some of the major Cana

developments will
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