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Welfare state developments in Europe:
a brief synopsis
» Take off phase (1880s-1920s)

® establishment of first compulsory social insurance schemes
» Consolidation (1920s-1940s)
» Expansion (1945s-1975s)

¥ Universalization of coverage
® Benefit upgrading

¥ Establishment of second pillars (e.g. pensions)

» Crisis and reform (1975 —)




The two Models

Bismark and the occupational logic
(1882-1889)

Vs.

Beveridge and the universalist logic
(1942)




External and Internal Boundaries
of the Welfare State

* External boundaries of social protection systems = coterminous with state boundaries

Internal boundaries 2 Who is covered???
Benefits and services can be:
= universal (whole citizenry)
=occupational ( productive sectors and occupational hierarchies)

" means-tested ( the poor and the needy)

Different redistributive implications!




An European Social Model
or Different Social Models?

*European welfare states display a different mix of universal, occupational and means-tested
benefits and services.

*Further some tend to use more cash transfers and others are more inclined to use services.

Are European welfare states entirely different from one another or can we identify some
commonalities?




Regimes Types” (Esping-Andersen)

s»systems of relationship between state social policies, labour markets and households

“*resting on a complex of legal and organizational features
“»operating with a distinct logic of stratification and societal integration
Decommodification:

“the extent to which individuals are not entirely dependent on their market position to survive;
hence, the extent to which they can enjoy adequate living conditions, should they lose their job
or not be able to work”

De-stratification:

“the extent to which the welfare state creates a community of equals in respect to social risks
and needs”




Beyond de-commodification:
the notion of de-familization

Since the Nineties a significant body of literature has developed to build a more systematic
comparative examination of the gender dimension of welfare regimes (ie A. Orloff, J. Lewis, ..).

the feminist concept of “defamilization” denotes the provision of social care services outside

the family (by either state or market)




The “Five” Welfare Regimes (l)

CONTINENTAL EUROPE: SOUTHERN EUROPE:

*Bismarckian insurance schemes: <Occupational insurance + national health

insider/outsider divide services @ = insider/outsider divide

*transfer heavy, lean on services *Transfer heavy, very lean on social services

°male breadwinner model *high familialism

Germany, Austria, France 'Weak/n)on existent safety nets (= very high
poverty

Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece




The “Five” Welfare Regimes (Il)

ANGLO-SAXON EUROPE: NORDIC EUROPE:

=Beveridgean “encompassing” schemes, weak  "Strong universalism

universalism 'Selr_vi_ce)rich (including active labour market
_ _ _ policies
=Qccupational/fiscal welfare for the middle

classes "Dual earner model = high female employment,

gender equality

"Means-tested benefits for the poor (including  =low poverty, high inclusion

working poor) = poverty cum exclusion .
g poor) > p Y "Incentive problem

UK, Ireland (USA, Australia, New Zeland) =Difficulty in expanding low-end service sector (
because of their high cost)

Denmark, Sweden, Norway




The “Five” Welfare Regimes (lll)

Central/Eastern Europe:

Transition from socialist collectivism (productivist welfare model) to mixed models (social

insurance + residual safety nets, poor services, female earner/carer model) - high poverty and

exclusion




Some Statistical Data...




Figure 1: Expenditure on social protection as percentage of GDP, 2008
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Fonte: Eurostat, 2011, dati 2008




Spesa per protezione sociale in rapporto al Pil per tipo e spesa media pro capite per prestazioni
sociali nei paesi Ue - Anno 2013 (valori percentuali, assoluti e media Ue)

35 33,7 33,3 [
— 31,6 31,3 31,2 :F
30,2 30,0 29,8 29,8 3
30 — R (=2}
=2 - 20.000
25
20,2 - 15.000

20 17,7 17,6

15,3 14,8 14,8 14 4

15

10

& 8§ & 3 & & & & & ® 9 © © & g o & & & T g & T & & & O O
(=] =4 ~ h=] k=] N = = = = [~ S N 5 ] = ~ c = = =
§ 2 2 &4 5§ 8 2 3= g5 58 g 208 8 g8 282858 3 g ¢
< Q =
L £ & & < @ = S 2 & » 2 € = & 2 08 e 5§ g 58 4 s 3
& (5 © ir 8 & 2 » g =T S5 35 x
o © g o 2 = » o
o o g =
O >
o
[}
['4
mmmmm Prestazioni sociali Costi amministrativi
mmmmm Altre spese e Prestazioni sociali Ue
Spesa per prestazioni sociali pro capite Spesa per prestazioni sociali pro capite Ue
(scala destra) (scala destra)

Fonte: Eurostat
(a) | dati di Grecia e Polonia sono riferiti al 2012 perché quelli 2013 non sono disponibili.




Spesa per prestazioni di protezione sociale in alcuni paesi Ue - Anni 2005-2013 (valori pro capite)
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Total general government expenditure on social protection,
2016 (%of GDP)
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Prestazioni sociali in natura e prestazioni sociali condizionate a prova dei mezzi in alcuni paesi
Ue - Anno 2013 (valori percentuali)
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Fonte: Eurostat
(a) | dati della Grecia sono relativi al 2012 perché quelli del 2013 non sono disponibili.




Prestazioni in natura e prestazioni condizionate alla prova dei mezzi sul totale delle prestazioni sociali per la

funzione famiglia e ammontare pro capite della spesa per la medesima funzione (a) (b) - Anno 2013 (valori percentuali e
assoluti)
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Fonte: Eurostat

(a) Nella figura & rappresentato, per la funzione di spesa ‘famiglia/figli’, il peso delle prestazioni in natura sul totale delle prestazioni (asse delle y) e la
quota delle misure per cui I'accesso & condizionato alla prova dei mezzi (asse delle x); I'area dei cerchi corrisponde, per ciascun paese, alla spesa
pro capite sostenuta per la medesima funzione.

(b) I dati della Grecia sono relativi al 2012 perché quelli del 2013 non sono disponibili.




Figura5.7 Indicatore di rischio di poverta dopo i trasferimenti e differenza tra I'indicatore di rischio di poverta prima e dopo i
trasferimenti in alcuni paesi Ue - Anni 2005 e 2014 (valori percentuali)
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Fonte: Elaborazioni su dati Eu-Silc




Unemployment in the EU, the Eurozone, Japan and the US 2000- 2017
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NEET (not in employment,education or training)
nei paesi dell’lUE

strong deteriorat|




Unemployment (% of total benefits)
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Source: Eurostat (2015); (*)= 2012, 2013 not available




Family/Children (% of total benefits) - 2013
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Source: Eurostat (2015); (*)= 2012, 2013 not available




