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Abstract:
This paper argues that we are witnessing a dual transformation of the German welfare
state leading to a regime shift. Increasingly the state reduces its commitment to secure
the achieved living standard of former wage earners, which has been the key normative principle of the German welfare state in the post-WW II era. At the same time the
state is expanding its role in providing public support and services for families. Based
on these changes we can no longer speak of a welfare state rooted in the principles of
a conservative welfare state regime; moreover, the institutional design increasingly
encompasses elements that reflect the principles of a liberal-communitarian approach
to welfare. This transformation seems to have significant implications for the political
and social sustainability of the German welfare state.
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1.

Introduction

During the ‘golden’ era of post-WW II capitalism, social policy in Germany
on the one hand was based on publicly guaranteeing the achieved living standard of
workers through social insurance programs during old age, sickness, and unemployment. On the other hand, it relied on the unpaid work of women to provide social services within the family. This design mirrored the ideal category of a “conservative
welfare state regime” (Esping-Andersen 1990) very closely. But, is this characterisation still valid 30 years after the golden post-war era has come to an end? If the architecture of social policy in Germany has changed, in which direction did it develop?
Can we perhaps even speak of a regime change?
The typologies developed by regime theory still heavily influence welfare
state research (cf. for an overview Gelissen/Arts 2002). Most comparative research as
well as case studies on social policy development in Germany have remained focused
on the work-welfare nexus. In general, these studies emphasize slow and very incremental changes, which are said to be the result of path dependence and the specific
institutional makeup of the German polity, i.e. having two welfare state parties and a
large number of veto players (cf. Pierson 2001a). In this paper I will argue contrary to
the notion of a société bloquée that, we in fact are witnessing a dual transformation of
the German welfare state (Seeleib-Kaiser 2002; Bleses/Seeleib-Kaiser 2004). This
dual transformation is achieved through a withdrawal from publicly guaranteeing the
achieved living standard of workers and an expansion of family-oriented social policies. Hence, Germany can no longer be characterized as a conservative welfare state,
but increasingly should be categorized as a liberal-communitarian welfare state.
This paper will proceed in the following manner: First, I will present some
theoretical and methodological remarks. Second, the norms and institutions guiding
German social policy developments up to the 1970s will be presented. In the third
part, I will proceed with an analysis of the social policy development since the mid1970s. Finally, I will address the issue of welfare state sustainability.

1
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2.

Theoretical and Methodological Remarks

For some time welfare state research and the initial welfare state regime theory
itself was largely limited to the work-welfare nexus. Although more recent studies
have included the welfare-care dimension in addition to the work-welfare nexus, these
analyses have remained rather static, i.e. comparing welfare state arrangements across
countries, but not over time (Esping-Andersen 1999). Yet, in order to verify welfare
state continuity or regime change, we have to choose a longitudinal approach. Following these arguments it is necessary as a first step to define a ‘welfare state regime’. A
welfare state regime can be defined as ‘a complex of legal and organizational features
[that] are systematically interwoven’ (Esping-Andersen 1990: 2), based on specific
norms and aims to insure against social risks. Hence, a regime shift can be identified
if new institutional arrangements and processes are implemented that lead to a
changed institutional logic.
How do we measure welfare state regime change or continuity? Whether we
can identify change or continuity obviously rests on the operationalization of the dependent variable (cf. Clasen/Siegel 2007). It has to be stressed that socio-economic
outcome variables, such as income inequality measures, labor force participation rates,
or fertility rates, are not sufficient indicators to measure welfare state regime change
or continuity. Moreover, we have to focus on policy output. Taylor-Gooby (2002)
suggests that the method employed to analyze change might significantly influence
our findings. According to him (Taylor-Gooby 2002: 597) quantitative analysis tends
to “place greater emphasis on continuity and resilience”,1 whereas case study analysis
is likely to provide “greater insight into shifts.” An obvious solution to this dilemma
is to combine quantitative data with qualitative analysis. Furthermore, we need to
measure change along as many dimensions of the welfare state regime as possible. In
the following empirical analysis I have chosen the dimensions of overall welfare state
spending, the level of decommodification and status protection within the pension and
unemployment insurance programs, as well as family policy.

1

As Clayton and Pontusson (1998) have emphasised, we should be especially careful in using
expenditure data, since this can be affected by a number of variables independent of policy,
such as the demographic composition of the population and economic growth.
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The dimension of time is crucial in any analysis of change and continuity.
Since changes usually occur in an incremental fashion, the sum of many incremental
changes might stay unrecognized if the time span analyzed is too short. Theoretically,
the sum of many seemingly incremental changes may constitute a significant policy
shift or even a regime change. The theory of path dependence, so dominant in recent
welfare state analysis, has neglected such a potential development. Moreover, it has
emphasized processes of increasing returns that, without exogenous shocks, lead to
institutional continuity (Pierson 2000). Based on such an approach, incremental policy
changes might be interpreted as path dependent, although they may indeed constitute
the beginning of a new path. Whether they do, or do not, we will only be able to find
out, if we adopt a long-term perspective. The same holds true for arguments that
amend the crude path dependence theory by introducing the concepts of “institutional
layering” and “institutional displacement” (Streeck/Thelen 2005). For my research I
have chosen the end of the ‘golden’ welfare state era in the mid-1970s as the reference
point.

3.

Norms and Institutions in Historical Perspective

The historical development of the German welfare state led, on the one hand,
to a wage earner-centered social policy (applying de facto largely only to male breadwinners) and on the other hand, to a sphere of unpaid welfare work provided by married women. The wage earner-centered social policy was rooted in the general acceptance of specific normative preconditions. First, the worker must be accepted as an
insurable individual; in other words, he is no longer seen as part of an anonymous
proletariat. Secondly, the risks to be insured must, in principle, not be perceived as
being attributed to any fault of the individual, despite the fact that the risks affect
workers individually. Following on from these two preconditions is the conditio sine
qua non, whereby an individual cannot freely choose between income from work and
social income. Accordingly, persons of a working age must effectively demonstrate
that they are willing to work in order to receive social benefits. Finally, the level of
social income to which the individual is entitled is based on his prior wage earnings,
thereby extending wage differentials − a result of market mechanisms − into the realm
3
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of social insurance benefits.2 According to the logic of this social-insurance approach,
only people unable to meet these criteria should have to rely on tax-financed social
assistance benefits in times of need. This normative design of the German welfare
state clearly emphasizes the historically-rooted differentiation between social policies
for workers and social policies for the poor (Leibfried/Tennstedt 1985).
While most West-European and North American welfare states of the 1950s
can be categorized as “patriarchal welfare states” (Pateman 1988), the division of labor between the sexes was most clearly institutionalized in the “strong male breadwinner model,” into which Germany squarely fit (Lewis/Ostner 1994). The normative
view, which had its roots in the late 19th century, held that it was the ‘natural’ role of
mothers to care for their children. This view still guided parliamentary deliberations
on the equality of women in the workplace as well as the introduction of child allowances in the 1950s (Moeller 1993). Following on from these norms, the foremost aims
of the German social insurance schemes were inter-temporal redistribution within the
life course (not inter-personal redistribution), and the entitlement of derived social
insurance benefits to family members.
The leitmotiv of post-war social policy expansion was to secure the ‘achieved
living standard’ of the male breadwinner and his family during old age, disability,
sickness, and unemployment. Accordingly, the pension reform of 1957 raised the oldage benefits on average by about 65 per cent and indexed them to future increases in
gross wages. In this way, retirees would benefit from any future increases in living
standards which unions had subsequently achieved through collective bargaining. In
short, pensions were locked to the development of gross wages (cf. Schmähl 1999;
Schmidt 1998: 81-84; Frerich/Frey 1996: 46-49). The central aim of the 1957 pension
law was − in the words of Josef Schüttler, the CDU politician and responsible committee correspondent to the German Parliament − ‘to achieve a clear distinction between insurance and social assistance . . .. [The old-age insurance benefit] was to be
transformed from a minimal allowance of the past into a benefit for the future which
could maintain the living standard’ (Sten. Prot. 2/184: 10181).3 By the mid-1970s, the
net-income replacement ratio reached 70 per cent for a standard pensioner (Eckrent2
3

This section draws heavily on the theoretical concept developed by Vobruba (1990).
Between the late 1950s and early 1970s, annual pension increases oscillated between five and
ten per cent (Alber 1989: 84).
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ner), i.e. a person with a prior average income and a work history of 45 years
(Schmähl 1999: 405). The decreasing proportion of senior citizens dependent on social assistance highlighted the overall success of the reformed pension insurance system (Leisering/Leibfried 1999).
If we examine the institutional arrangements for insuring against the risk of
unemployment, we uncover a similar design: the unemployment insurance system was
normatively bound to insure the worker’s standard of living should he lose his job.
This normative view dominated the political debates as well as the various policy
measures up until the mid-1970s. In the late 1960s, for example, even members of the
Liberal Party (FDP) in Parliament supported substantial increases in the level of unemployment benefits. Once again, the unemployment benefit was intended to replace
wage income and was supposed to be clearly separate from social assistance benefits
(cf. Sten. Prot. 5/95: 4335 ff.). By the mid-1970s, the replacement income for those
individuals receiving the regular unemployment insurance benefit reached 68 per cent
of prior net earnings. This level was to ensure a relatively stable income for workers
during spells of unemployment. ‘Suitable work’ was defined in such a way that an
unemployed worker did not have to accept a job offer which either paid less or was in
a different occupational field to his previous job (Sengenberger 1984: 334; Clasen
1994: 101).
In the ‘golden’ era of post-World War II capitalism, social policy experts were
convinced that an improved social insurance system would eventually cover the standard social risks of workers to the point whereby social assistance in terms of providing a minimum existence would ultimately become residual (Giese 1986). Although
the reformed social assistance law of 1961 entitled individuals to a minimum cash
benefit, it was not designed to cover general risks, but primarily to focus on helping
persons with individual problems living on the fringes of society.4 This attitude towards social assistance clearly underscores the importance of insuring against standard social risks and using the various social insurance systems to guarantee the
worker’s standard of living. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, benefit levels were
increased significantly, and eligibility restrictions as well as work rules for the ‘employable poor’ were liberalized (Adamy/Naegele 1985: 97-100).

4

Cf. Leibfried/Leisering et al., 1995: 216.
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Since it was the responsibility of the ‘non-working’ mother to provide the necessary social services for family members,5 − and thereby forgoing paid employment
− the male breadwinner’s wage had to be high enough, in principle, to support the
whole family above the subsistence level. In the late 1940s and early 1950s, collective
bargaining agreements in the manufacturing, mining, and public sectors included additional allowances for children. With a few regional exceptions, wages based on
these contracts were sufficient to lift an unskilled male breadwinner and his family
above the social assistance level as long as there were no more than two children in
the family (Achinger et al. 1952, Tables 10, 15, 17).6 Consequently, the state introduced a child allowance for families with three or more children in 1954, which was
significantly modified in 1964. This modification also included the introduction of a
means-tested child allowance benefit for the second child (Frerich/Frey 1996: 116118).
For mothers with young children, employment outside the family or outside
the family business was only considered legitimate, if additional income was required
out of economic necessity. Public opinion analysis at the time suggests that the majority of women who pursued work outside the home did so out of economic necessity
and would rather have stayed at home if they had had the option.7 Based on these
normative principles, the state largely refrained from providing social services, moreover, state childcare facilities were considered to be harmful to the personal development of children, especially pre-school children. They were even viewed as an attempt to “rob parents of their children while forcing women into wage labor. Any
mention of group day care was also associated with the Nazis, who shared the communists’ goal of transforming children into loyal servants of the state” (Moeller 1993:
176 f.). In the early 1970s less than one per cent of all children below the age of three
and about 30 per cent of children between the ages of three and six had access to publicly financed childcare.8

5
6

7
8

For an overview of the family ideology and family policies until the 1970s see Neidhardt
1978.
It was feared that higher wage supplements by employers for workers with larger families
would result in discrimination in hiring and dismissal of these workers (Achinger et al. 1952:
45).
For a critical assessment of these surveys cf. Sommerkorn 1988: 122 ff. and Kolbe 2002: 66 f.
Based on the principle of subsidiarity, most childcare was actually provided by religious and
other non-state institutions.
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To summarize: During the ‘golden’ era, social policy intervention by the state
was characterized mainly by statutory insurance schemes, which aimed to allow the
worker and his family to enjoy their former standard of living during the worker’s retirement and during spells of unemployment and sickness. The insurance schemes
also aimed to grant derived social benefits to the worker’s family members. The decommodifying potential of the social insurance system depended largely on the status
of the individual worker in the employment system and on his achievements. The
family played an important role as the primary provider of social services, which
meant that the role of married women was largely limited to that of housewife and
mother, the party responsible for providing unpaid welfare work and for bearing and
rearing children. Hence, the ‘public’ sphere of the social insurance system was heavily dependent on the hidden ‘private’ sphere of unpaid housework and childrearing
duties. The extent of de-familialization was very low. Finally, the German welfare
state was based on the principles of social integration and cohesion, not on redistribution between classes, or the alleviation of poverty (Goodin et al. 1999).

4.

Policy Change and Continuity since the Mid-1970s

Whereas most welfare states are commonly perceived as having actively responded to socio-economic challenges, comparative welfare state research has characterized the German welfare state as having been largely resistant to change. If this
were indeed the case, we would find the features of an ideal conservative welfare state
still guiding German social policy today. However, I will argue to the contrary that we
have in fact been witnessing substantial institutional changes. The many seemingly
incremental policy changes within the various realms of social policy culminated to
an overall policy transformation, which constitutes a regime change. Such a regime
change, however, does not necessarily imply that Germany is moving toward either a
liberal welfare regime or social democratic welfare regime. Moreover, this transformation seems to be leading to the establishment of an entirely new model, one that
does not fit the ‘old’ typologies developed by Esping-Andersen (1990, 1996, 1999).
The regime change is characterized by a dual transformation, i.e. a decreasing emphasis on the guarantee of the achieved living standard of workers through wage earner7
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centered social policies and by an expansion of family-oriented policies (SeeleibKaiser 2002; Bleses/Seeleib-Kaiser 2004).
An analysis of spending in Germany shows that about one third of GDP is
spent for social policy purposes, similar to the level reached in the mid-1970s. Such a
perspective however conceals major efforts towards limiting social expenditures in
the 1980s, which were reversed by the process of unification (see Fig. 1).
Fig. 1: Social Spending in Germany as a Percentage of GDP: 1975-2005
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Starting 1991 data for unified Germany. Data for 2004 preliminary, 2005 projections.
Source: BMAS 2006: Tab. 7.2.

It is important to reiterate that macro-spending data can not properly gauge
possible transformations of the institutional welfare state framework. Transformations
do not necessarily lead to a dismantlement of the welfare state (cf. Gilbert 2002). In
fact continued high spending may conceal significant institutional changes. A more
detailed analysis of the various social-spending categories since the 1990s reveals an
increase in spending on pensions, a slight increase in spending for family policies,
while spending for employment-related efforts have declined moderately (see Fig. 2).
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However, these shifts in spending per se would not justify speaking of a dual transformation.

Fig. 2: Social Spending by Category as a Percentage of GDP
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Note: Data for 2004 preliminary, 2005 projections.
Source: BMAS 2006: 7.2.

If we control spending by region for the time period from 1991 to 2003, we
witness continuously high and increasing spending in the East, while in the West
spending stayed more or less stable since the mid-1990s. The high level of social
spending in the East is financed through West-East transfers – constituting a high
level of regional redistribution. These West-East transfers are largely channeled to the
East through transfers from the “Western” unemployment and old-age insurance
funds, which in sum totaled 25.8 billion EURO in 2001 (BMAS 2002: Tab. III; Tab.
III, 112; Tab. III, 16).9 This is to a large extent the result of the heavy reliance on social

9
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Accordingly, without these West-East transfers either the social insurance contributions or the
tax-financed subsidies for these systems in the West could have been reduced.
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Fig. 3: Social Spending in East and West as a Percentage of GDP: 1991−2003
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Note: Data for 2002 preliminary, 2003 projections.
Source: BMGS 2005: 193.

Fig. 4: Social Insurance Contributions
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Source: BMAS 2006: Tab. 7.6, 7.7.

10

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

Although as a percentage of GDP, social insurance contributions ‘only’ increased by 2.8 percentage points between 1975 and 2005, the percentage of employers’ contributions relative to the gross wage of individual employees rose by more
than five percentage points, increasing the cost of employment. In order to limit the
increasing costs for employers, the government has implemented a variety of measures to shift back part of the financing from social contributions to general revenues,
one example being the introduction of an ecological tax.10 Subsequently, financing
through general taxation has increased from a low of 31.6 percent in 1990 to 38.9 percent of the overall outlays in 2003, while the percentage of social insurance contributions has dropped from a high of 66.7 percent to 59.9 percent (BMGS 2005: 197).

4.1.

Withdrawing from the Publicly Guaranteed Achieved Living
Standard
Major institutional changes have surfaced in the qualitative analysis of the

pension and (un)employment policies, which constitute the core of the wage earnercentered approach. The sum of the numerous incremental policy changes in both programs has amounted to a withdrawal from the principle of guaranteeing an achieved
living standard. Within the field of unemployment insurance, the policy changes have
included not only reductions in the wage replacement ratio, but much more importantly, re-definitions of the reference wage, contribution periods, and suitability requirements. In addition to these explicit measures, implicit disentitlement has led unemployed workers to being increasingly dependent on tax-financed, means-tested
benefits instead of on contribution-based benefits designed to guarantee the previously achieved living standard (Seeleib-Kaiser 1996; Heinelt/Weck 1998).11

10

11

The revenues from this tax were estimated to amount to 57 billion EURO in the years
1999−2003 and are ear-marked by statute for the old-age insurance fund. Without the revenues from the ecological tax the employers’ contributions to the old-age insurance fund would
have been 0.75 percentage points higher in 2002 (Truger 2001; BMF 2002: 10).
For a brief summary see Seeleib-Kaiser/Fleckenstein (forthcoming).
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Fig. 5: Percentages of registered unemployed receiving unemployment insurance and unemployment assistance benefits: 1991-2004
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Note: Own calculations based on annual averages.
Source: BMAS 2005a: Tab. 2.10+8.14.

Finally, late in 2003 the federal government enacted a comprehensive reform
of unemployment compensation payments. According to the new rules, the regular
‘Unemployment Compensation Payment I’, i.e. the earnings-related unemployment
insurance benefit, was limited to a maximum of 12 months. The extended benefit duration for unemployed workers 55 years and older was reduced to 18 months from the
previous 32 months (Bleses/Seeleib-Kaiser 2004: 63). Workers who have exhausted
their unemployment insurance benefit and are needy as well as all other needy unemployed workers − namely, persons between the ages of 15 and 64 who are able to
work for a minimum of three hours daily − are entitled to the ‘Unemployment Compensation Payment II’. Unlike the ‘old’ unemployment assistance benefit, which was
based on a mix of means testing and social insurance principles, this new payment
constitutes a flat and fully means-tested benefit. In principle, its level is set at the
monthly social assistance level. Consequently, this reform resulted in substantial
benefit reductions for those unemployed workers, who had previously commanded a
comparatively high income and had been eligible for unemployment assistance payments after their regular unemployment insurance benefit expired. Furthermore, the
suitability requirements have been considerably tightened for those receiving the Un12
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employment Compensation II benefit, in effect defining any job offer as suitable (cf.
Seeleib-Kaiser/Fleckenstein forthcoming).
A similar shift in policy design characterized the active labor market policy
(ALMP). Whereas in the past, (re)training and public employment measures were
primarily aimed at status-equivalent re-employment of unemployed workers, now
ALMP is increasingly geared towards a much more market-oriented policy dominated
by ‘activation measures’.
Figure 6: Participants in Measures of ALMP, 1991−2003
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Source: BMAS 2005: Tab. 8.14A.

These measures include subsidized re-employment in non-standard employment relationships and subsidized self-employment (BMWA 2003). Workfare measures for unemployed individuals who receive social assistance benefits already had
been intensified since the 1980s (Seeleib-Kaiser 2004). Comparatively speaking, active labor market policies in Germany at the beginning of the 21st century have been
changing in a way similar to those implemented in other West European welfare states
a few years earlier (cf. Clasen 2000; Clasen/Clegg 2003). These developments in active and passive labor market policies fundamentally contradict the key principle of an
ideal-type conservative welfare state, namely preserving the socio-economic status.
Institutionally we can initially identify a process of layering, which eventually lead to
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the institutional displacement of the social insurance arrangements for the long-term
unemployed.
Significant changes within the pension policies will primarily affect future retirees. This is not to say that the current standard (male) pensioner has not also been
affected by a number of benefit curtailments, enacted since the mid-1970s. Without
these changes the net replacement rate for a standard pensioner12 would have risen
from about 70 to about 90 percent (Alber 2001).13 However, substantial changes for
future pensioners have been implemented since the late-1990s. The Pension Reform
Act of 1999, enacted in 1997, included significant benefit reductions for future retirees, which would have lead to a replacement ratio of 64 percent for a standard pensioner in 2030. Although, the implementation of this law was suspended after the
Red-Green coalition government came to power in 1998, a major reform was enacted
in 2001. This reform included a partial privatization of the public pay-as-you-go system14 and the abolishment of the special occupational disability benefit.15 These
measures will lead to an increased reliance of future pensioners on means-tested transfers, private or occupational pension benefits, as well as other sources of income. Future pensioners are no longer given the ‘guarantee’ to a public old-age or disability
benefit that will maintain their achieved living standard (Seeleib-Kaiser 2002); for
many future senior citizens the pension benefit will not be significantly higher than
the social assistance benefit. Based on the 2001 reforms, the replacement ratio for a
standard pensioner will decline from 70 to 64 percent by 2030. The introduction of an
additional sustainability factor in 2003, will lead to further substantial benefit reductions. According to the pension expert and former government adviser Winfried
Schmähl (2003), the net replacement ratio for a standard pensioner will decline to
about 54 percent in 2030, forcing once again an increasing number of pensioners to

12
13

14
15

A standard pensioner is defined as a person who has contributed to the old-age insurance system for 45 years based on average earnings.
Both the highly respected principle of legal certainty within the German judicial system and
the contribution-based pension benefits, which are considered to be legally endowed property
rights, preclude significant systematic benefit retrenchment for current old-age benefit claimants.
For a more elaborated analysis of this reform see Hering 2002 and Lamping/Rüb 2001.
Workers unable to continue to work in ‘their’ occupation were entitled to receive this special
disability benefit. Now workers have to be fully disabled to receive a disability benefit.
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have to rely on means-tested old-age benefits.16 In order to minimize old-age poverty,
the state introduced tax-financed subsidies for workers who voluntarily enroll in certified private or occupational pension systems (Nullmeier 2003) and a tax-financed,
basic old-age assistance. Although means-testing is still applied in determining the
eligibility to this benefit, the state liberalized the principle of subsidiarity by disregarding the income of children, with the exception of those earning more than €
100.000 annually, in assessing the need (Buhr 2003).17 In early 2006, the coalition
government agreed to increase the retirement age from 65 to 67 years by 2029
(Bundesregierung 2006: 61).18 Further substantial changes in the pension system have
been introduced for caregivers, which will be discussed in the section on family policy below.
The withdrawal of a publicly guaranteed achieved living standard, the introduction of a tax-financed basic pension benefit, as well as the partial privatization of
the pension system, have substantially transformed the German pension system. The
pension system, once the core element of the conservative German welfare state, increasingly incorporates ‘liberal’ features. From an institutional perspective we can
speak of a layering process that over the next two decades will most likely lead to an
institutional displacement of the current pension system for a large part of the population.
To summarize: In both core transfer programs the extent of the social insurance principle was reduced and means-tested, tax-financed provisions expanded. Occupational status protection was also significantly reduced for the unemployed and
disabled. Increasingly, pensioners, unemployed as well as disabled workers will have
to rely on market income or means-tested transfer benefits. We can thus speak of a
clear trend towards a liberal approach in regards to these social programs.

16

17

18

In a press release accompanying the most recent OECD (2007a) report, the organization highlights that Germany should keep the development of pensions for low-income workers under
close scrutiny and possibly implement policies to prevent an increase in old-age poverty
(OECD 2007b).
Based on this program elderly and disabled in need are entitled to a benefit 17 percent higher
than the regular social assistance benefit and support for reasonable housing and heating costs.
In 2003, approximately 250.000 persons received this benefit (Lampert/Althammer 2004:
329).
The measure was formally enacted in March 2007 (FAZ, March 9, 2007)
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4.2.

Expanding Family-oriented Benefits and Services
The greater emphasis on market forces and the promotion of self-reliance

within the unemployment and pension programs are one side of the social policy reforms. Largely parallel to these changes, new family policies were introduced and existing programs expanded. Traditionally the family did not receive much state support
beyond a relatively low child (tax) allowance and the entitlement to derived social insurance benefits. Care was largely considered a private affair, namely the responsibility of a married woman who was not actively engaged in wage labour. In the realm of
traditional family support it has to be mentioned that the child (tax) allowance was
substantially expanded in the 1990s. Currently parents are entitled to a monthly child
allowance of 154 Euros for every child (cf. Bleses/Seeleib-Kaiser 2004: 80; 82).
Starting in the mid-1980s, family-oriented benefits have been introduced into
the formerly strictly earnings-related pension system and subsequently expanded. Instead of basing old-age pensions solely on social insurance contributions or on derived benefits for survivors (based on the earned benefits of a male breadwinner) −
both core principles of a conservative pension system − benefits are now also dependent on the number of children an individual has raised. Currently, the time devoted to
child rearing will be recognized as a fictive contribution to the old-age insurance system for the duration of three years per child − equivalent to 100 percent of an average
contribution. Furthermore, if a parent should choose a part-time position to reconcile
employment with the desire to at least partially care for the child personally, the state
will contribute to the pension fund to make up for the ‘lost’ contribution up to a limit
of 100 percent of the average contribution until the child is 10 years old (Bleses/Seeleib-Kaiser 2004). Through the recognition of (a limited) time spent as a caregiver, the state creates individual entitlement rights and reduces the dependence of the
predominantly female caregivers on derived social insurance benefits of male breadwinners (Meyer 1998),19 while the level of derived benefits itself has been substantially curtailed over the years.
To reconcile employment with the desire to care for small children personally,
the state enacted an entitlement to unpaid parental leave for the duration of three years
19

Pension credits were also introduced in the Long-term Care Insurance for people caring for the
elderly.
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(1986). Concomitantly the state introduced and subsequently expanded a means-tested
parental benefit to two years (initially limited to 10 months) after the birth of a child.
This benefit gave both fathers and mothers the opportunity to continue to work or opt
out of the labor market and commit themselves to child rearing for a limited time period. The employer must guarantee the parent’s reemployment in a similar position
and with equivalent remuneration following the parental leave. Parallel to the parental
leave, parents were allowed to work in a part-time position with a weekly work
schedule of up to 19 hours without loosing their entitlement to the parental benefit
(Münch 1990: 59 ff.).
Declining birth rates, especially among academically educated women, has recently reinforced the perception among the elite of the need to expand family policies
further. This perceived need has triggered a substantial modification of the parental
leave benefit along the lines of Social-democratic approaches in Scandinavia: Starting
January 1, 2007, parents are entitled to an earnings-related parental leave benefit with
a wage replacement ratio of 67 percent of their previous income (capped at a maximum of € 1.800 per month) for the duration of 12 months (with an additional two
months if the other partner takes these – in Scandinavia these are often referred to as
‘Daddy Months’). This benefit is specifically focused towards the middle to highincome groups, as the parental leave benefit in the past was a flat rate, means-tested
benefit, which could be received in addition to social assistance. Under the new regulations all those parents not previously employed will be entitled to a flat monthly
benefit of € 300 (BMFSJ 2006).
From 1992 on, the opportunities for working parents to take leave during their
child’s sickness were also substantially improved. Each parent is now entitled to a
maximum of 10 days’ annual leave to deal with spells of a child’s illness up to the age
of twelve. Working parents with more than one child are each entitled to a maximum
of 25 days’ leave; single parents are entitled to 20 days’ leave per child up to an annual maximum of 50 days. During these periods of leave, parents are entitled to receive a sickness benefit equivalent to 70 per cent of the gross wage, paid for by the
sickness insurance funds (Lampert/Althammer 2004: 248).
The introduction of the parental leave, the child-rearing credits within the pension system, and the leave for working parents to care for their sick children substan17
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tially increased the compatibility of employment and family responsibilities. Yet, one
major social problem was left unresolved: how to reconcile the responsibilities of
family and employment after the end of the three-year parental leave period, bearing
in mind the insufficient childcare facilities for children between the ages of three and
six? In 1992 the government enacted the right to a place in a childcare facility for
every child between the ages of three and six effective 1996.20 Due to implementation
problems as well as the initial reluctance of local authorities to comply, the law was
fully implemented only after a further transition period in 1999. Between 1992 and
1999 an additional 600,000 places in childcare facilities were created for this age
group (Bäcker et al. 2000: 212).
Although the provision of childcare facilities has improved substantially for
three to six-year-olds during the past decade, the improvements for the other age
groups have been modest (see Tab 1). Based on a law effective since January 2005,
municipalities are in a first stage legally required to provide day care for all those
children under the age of three whose parents work or are enrolled in education and
training. However, this law does not grant individual entitlements. This program is
supposed to be financed through the ‘savings’ achieved by merging the unemployment aid and social assistance programs and transferring the responsibility for the unemployed fully to the federal level. The annual budget is estimated to be € 1.5 billion
(BMFSFJ 2004). Based on a recent compromise between the political parties of the
current grand coalition government, it is planned that in a second stage publicly financed care for children under 3 will fully meet the need in 2013, at which time the
government will also grant an individual entitlement to child care for every child. It is
estimated that the number of places will reach 750,000 by that time, increasing coverage to 35 percent (FAZ, May 15, 2007).

20

The idea behind the law was that mothers should not be ‘forced’ to have an abortion due to
insufficient childcare.
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Tab. 1:

Supply of Childcare Facilities (number of places as a percentage of age
group): 1975-2006

Year

Age
0 < 3 Years
3 − 6.5 Years
1975
<1
66
1986
1.6
69.3
1990
1.8 (54.2)
69.0 (97.7)
1994
2.2 (41.3)
73.0 (96.2)
1998
2.8 (36.3)
86.8 (111.8)
7.0
89.5
2002
4.2 (37.0)
90.6 (105.1)
8.6
92
2005/06 9.6 (39.8)
N/A
13.7

6 − 12 Years
N/A
3.0
3.4 (32.4)
3.5 (22.6)
5.9 (47.7)*
12.6
*
6 (67.6)
14.3
N/A

*)
Ages 6-10.
The numbers in brackets are for the territory of the former East Germany and the numbers in
italics are for unified Germany. Data over the years are not fully comparable.
Sources: 1975: Alber 2001, Tab. 9; children below 3: Neidhardt 1978: 234; 1985-1990:
BMFSFJ 1998: 200; 1998: BMFSFJ 2002: 129; 2002 and 2005/06 children below 3 BMFSFJ
2006b: 15; 2002 children 3-6 and children 6-10 Deutsches Jugendinstitut 2005: 128, 145.

Although observers might argue that these expansions of family policy are still
insufficient to create equal opportunities for both parents equally to engage in employment and child-rearing, it has to be stressed that compared to the traditional
wage-earner centered pension and unemployment programs family policy was significantly expanded. This included improvements in transfers and services as well as
granting working parents entitlements to time enabling them to care for their children
personally. To sum-up: the state has partially socialized functions that previously had
been considered to be private, while at the same time supported private/personal care
arrangements.

4.3.

From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare?
These policy developments clearly demonstrate that social policy in Germany,

once the proto-type of the conservative welfare state regime, has undergone profound
changes. The formerly important elements of status protection and publicly guaranteed achieved living standards are on the retreat. Furthermore, family-oriented policies are expanded. In other words, social policy in Germany has increasingly incorpo19
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rated elements from both liberal and social-democratic welfare state regimes and connected these to communitarian principles. The reach of means testing often identified
as a dominating principle of liberal welfare states is clearly expanding within the
German social policy arrangement. Due to the secularized remains of the once influential catholic social teachings, communitarian elements − for example, the important
role of the family – seem to be particularly strong in Germany. In contrast to the situation in Scandinavian as well as in liberal welfare states, a majority of political actors
in Germany believe that parents should not be ‘forced’ into paid employment, while
having public or private child-care arrangements take care of their children. Moreover, parents should have the right to decide whether to care for their small children
personally or send them into child-care centers. While this approach clearly enhances
the autonomy of parents, compared to the strong male breadwinner model, the increase of autonomy is not achieved by an unidimensional process of defamilialisation, but rather through a process, which in addition includes measures to
support families irrespective of their particular family arrangements. For Germany,
this constitutes a marked change from previous normative arrangements, which prescribed the role of the married woman as housewife and mother.

5.

Can the German Welfare State Survive?

Within the social science literature the crisis of the welfare state has been diagnosed for the past three decades, and the German welfare state has not been an exception. Discussions in regards to the sustainability of welfare states are frequently
limited to economic dimensions – focusing primarily on the viability of current financing structures under future conditions of rapidly aging societies and ever more
globalized ‘national’ economies. Furthermore, at the core of these debates are often
neo-classical assumptions about the functioning of markets. Recent reforms of the
German welfare state have largely been justified as a necessity resulting from economic pressures and demographic developments; it was argued that without significant reforms the welfare state would become economically unsustainable (cf. SeeleibKaiser 2001a, b; Bleses/Seeleib-Kaiser 2004).
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In contrast to the debates about welfare state crisis, we witness quite a substantial resilience of welfare states in Western Europe, with indications of formerly more
peripheral countries seemingly joining the European Social Model (cf. Kaelble/Schmid 2004). Although past welfare state resilience is not necessarily a reliable
predictor for the future sustainability of the German welfare state, it should make us
more cautious of the crisis diagnosis. ‘Real’ institutional contexts in regards to the
specific variety of capitalism and the political system, and moreover the preferences
of the citizens are often neglected in the crisis literature. As the ‘varieties of capitalism literature’ (Hall/Soskice 2001) has shown, different forms of capitalism might
‘necessitate’ different approaches to social policy. Institutional political contexts, such
as constitutional requirements or lock-in effects of past decisions, might block ‘necessary’ reform adjustments. Yet, the most important element of a ‘sustainable’ policy
within a democratic system is political legitimacy, without it, seemingly sustainable
approaches from an economic perspective might turn out not being sustainable after
all as they undermine democratic legitimacy. Overall, the social protection systems
within OECD countries enabled these countries to adapt to structural change and can
be understood as “an asset of society, which needs to be nurtured through adequate
investments and by sharing the costs of this investment collectively when benefits accrue to society at large. Achieving sustainable development within each OECD society hence requires assuring the sustainability of these institutions … This requires not
only assuring the financial sustainability of existing programmes, but also adapting
programmes to new constraints, responding to new aspirations of individuals, and balancing new and old demands on social protection systems” (Mira d’Ercole/Salvini
2003: 23). Finally, we need to be cautious and take into consideration that economists
and social scientists have not been very successful in predicting or reliably forecasting
future developments. In order to address the issue of sustainability we have to differentiate at least between three dimensions: a) socio-economic sustainability; b) political sustainability; and c) social sustainability.
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5.1.

Socio-economic Sustainability
Discussions about the socio-economic dimension of sustainability are usually

based on assumption extrapolating past trends into the future. However, history is full
of surprises and many social scientific predictions of the past turned out to be wrong.
In this respect, I only want to mention German unification, which has had considerable effects on the financing of the German welfare state. Funds of approximately
four percent of GDP are transferred annually from West to East to finance unification
(iw-trends 1/2003: 16). Despite all the crisis diagnoses, the German political economy
was quite successful in mastering this huge redistributive effort.
At the centre of the debate about sustainability are usually the old-age pension
systems. Very often the ratio of pensioners to employees, which currently is about
1:2, is used demonstrate the unsustainability of the pension program, due to the fact
that without any further changes to the pension program this ratio would decline to
1:1 by 2030 (Lampert/Althammer 2004: 490). However, if we analyze the overall dependency ratio ([pop. below the age of 15 + pop. above 65] / pop. between 15 and
65), we arrive at somewhat less alarming figures, the ratio rising from 0.47 in 2000 to
0.66 in 2030.21 It is very likely that even these scenarios will not be reflective of the
real situation in 2030. First, in March 2007, the parliament enacted a law to incrementally increase (starting in 2012) the retirement age from 65 to the age of 67 by 2029.
Secondly, it seems likely that more people will want to, and effectively can, work beyond the official retirement age in the future, a process which is supported by the EU
anti-discrimination regulation.
Taking the increase in retirement age into account, it is expected that the pension fund will accumulate surpluses in the medium term, funding a sustainability reserve on which the system will start to draw by 2015 (Bundesregierung 2006: 43).
Until 2019, the contribution rate to the pension system will remain below 20 percent
of gross wage and the transfer out of general revenues will vary between 23.7 and
24.7 of overall outlays (cf. Bundesregierung 2006: 42, 44). Finally, it has to be mentioned that the current financial difficulties of the pension fund are largely due to
German unification, as the ‘West’ German pension insurance funds will accumulate
substantial surpluses until 2019 (see Tab. 2).
21

Own calculations based on BMGS 2003b: 55.
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Tab. 2: Surplus/Deficit (Billion EUROs) in the Pension System
Year

West

East

Germany

2005

6.4

-10.4

-4.3

2006

13.7

-10.6

3.1

2007

8.6

-11.0

-2.5

2008

9.9

-10.4

-0.4

2009

11.2

-9.8

1.3

2010

13.6

-9.1

4.4

2011

15.0

-8.8

6.2

2012

15.2

-9.0

6.3

2013

13.0

-9.6

3.4

2014

10.9

-10.3

0.7

2015

10.3

-10.7

-0.4

2016

10.2

-11.0

-0.8

2017

9.5

-11.6

-2.0

2018

8.6

-12.2

-3.6

2019

7.4

-12.9

-5.4

Source: Bundesregierung 2006: 44.

Within the unemployment insurance system, we also witness high transfers
from the West to the East. According to analysis by the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) the transfer amounted to about six billion Euros in 2003 (Blos 2006).
The need for these huge transfers is largely the result of the extremely high unemployment rate in the Eastern region (see Fig. 7).
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Fig. 7: Unemployment Rate (1991-2004)
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Crucial for the sustainability of any welfare state, which is still significantly
based on earnings-related, pay-as-you-go social insurances, is the ratio of those in
employment covered by social insurance and those receiving insurance-based benefits. Over the past decade, we have witnessed a declining number of employees covered by social insurance, while at the same time the number of social insurance beneficiaries has been rising (see Fig. 8). Hence, if the policy objective in the future is to
continue to rely on social insurance contributions based on the earnings of employees
(excluding the self employed and civil servants) to finance the system, this trend
needs to be reversed, in order for the system to be sustained. To achieve such a turnaround, economic growth can be an important variable, as has been demonstrated by
the comparatively strong economic growth since 2006, leading to social insurance
surpluses after years of deficits. According to estimates an extra 100.000 full-time
jobs translate into a net gain for the social insurance programs of about 1.5 billion Eu-

24

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

ros (Benoit 2006).22 In addition, if policy makers would consider income from any
form of employment as the basis for social insurance contributions (as it is the case
e.g. in the US), this could further increase the sustainability of the pension system.

Fig. 8: Total Employment, Employment Covered by Social Insurance
and Social Insurance Transfer Recipients
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Note: Social Insurance Transfer Recipients = Pension + Unemployment Insurance Benefit Recipients.
Source: BMAS 2006.

In regards to socio-economic sustainability the second most important process
mentioned in the literature is the process of globalization. In an era of globalization,
the financial sustainability of the welfare state relies heavily on the capacities of the
state to tax or raise social insurance contributions, both of which are limited by
“voice” and “exit” (Hirschman 1974) or to be more specific the threat of “exit” of its
citizens and corporations. However, in this context it has to be emphasized that the
Achilles’ heel of the (West) German economy has been its reliance on international
markets ever since the 1950s (Abelshauser 1983, 2003). Although the 1970s brought

22

The economic ‘boom’ since 2006 has created an increase of more than 300.000 full-time jobs,
covered by social insurance (cf. Arbeitsagentur 2007).
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some fundamental changes,23 these did not seem to negatively influence the performance of the German export sector during the 1980s, when the German economy
achieved increasing trade surpluses. The trade surplus initially plunged in the early
1990s due to the German unification process, but quickly recuperated in the following
years. In contrast to the competing US and British economies, Germany was able to
once again secure increasing trade surpluses at the turn of the century, demonstrating
high competitiveness, which to a large extent is due to the fact that Germany is not
primarily competing on cost.24 Furthermore, comparative research on the effects of
globalization has shown that domestic variables are more important in determining
social policy, but depending on the operationalization of the independent and dependent variables it can also have statistically significant expansionary, retrenchment and
curvilinear effects (Brady et al. 2005).

5.2.

Political Sustainability
Political legitimacy is core to any sustainable social policy approach in a de-

mocratic state. Contrary to theoretical assumptions based on a process of increased
individualization, empirical evidence shows that the differences among various socioeconomic groups with regard to their support for the welfare state are in fact very
small; 91 per cent of unemployed individuals, 86 per cent of all pensioners, 84 per
cent of all public employees, and 82 per cent of those employed in the private sector
support the institutional core of the welfare state, namely, the public responsibility to
provide income security to cover the core social risks (Roller 2002a: 16; Fuchs/Roller
2002: 612). Furthermore, various survey data show a strong continuous overall support (intensity) for the welfare state, which was even further strengthened by German
unification, as indicated by a significantly higher support rate in the east (cf. Andreß/Heien 2001; Roller 1999a). Asked which public programs or policy domains
should be cut in times of austerity, an overwhelming majority (more than 70 per cent)
23
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Firstly, the Bretton Woods system of fixed exchange rates was replaced by a floating system,
which led to a substantial appreciation of the German mark. Secondly, companies with very
low personnel costs in the emerging economies of Asia began to compete with German companies at an increasing rate. Thirdly, due to the liberalization of capital markets, assets could
move much more freely around the globe, thereby enhancing the ‘exit option’ of companies to
relocate to low cost economies.
For an overview of the economic development and the globalization discourse see SeeleibKaiser (2001a: 60-71; 2001b).

26

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

named public administration, defense, and transfers to the EU, whereas, on average,
only 18 per cent were in favor of cuts in various social policy areas (Roller 1999b:
30).25
Notwithstanding the overall support for the welfare state, the support might
vary across the spectrum of social policies (extensity). In analyzing the core wage
earner-centered policies, we can identify a drop in support only for those measures
designed to maintain the living standard of the unemployed and to create jobs, although the support continues to be substantial (see Tab. 3). In 2000, 18 percent of the
electorate supported cuts in unemployment compensation, whereas only 5 per cent
were in favour of benefit reductions in the pension program (Roller 2002b: 517).
Based on these data one might argue that the support for a social democratic welfare
state, in which the institutional responsibility for full employment lies with the state,
has dropped somewhat. Nevertheless, it is important to note that a clear majority still
perceive job creation to be the responsibility of the state (cf. Roller 2002a: 17).

Tab. 3: Public Support for State Responsibility in Various Policy Areas of the Welfare
State in Per Cent
Health Care
1985 98 (N/A)
1990 96 (99)
1995 97 (99)

Living Standard of Living Standard of Create Jobs
the Elderly
the Unemployed
97 (N/A)
85 (N/A)
82 (N/A)
95 (99)
79 (94)
74 (95)
96 (98)
80 (92)
74 (92)

Percentages for West Germany. Numbers in brackets are percentages for East Germany.
Source: ISSP 1985, 1990, 1996 calculated by and cited in Andreß/Heien 2001, p. 171.

Upon further examination of the old-age system, we find that it enjoys strong
support among the public. According to a survey conducted in 2001, 91 per cent of all
respondents said they preferred a pension system which would guarantee senior citizens an adequate living standard, based on their previous wage income. Only 35 per
cent agreed with the statement that public pension benefits should cover only basic
needs and that citizens should be obliged to additionally insure the risk of old age
through other, private means.26 More than 60 per cent said they supported a continuation of the current (2001) pension benefit levels, even if this meant raising social in25
26

Data is for western Germany only.
Data refers to West Germany only.
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surance contributions. And only slightly more than 30 per cent were in favor of stabilizing social insurance contributions if associated with a reduction in benefit levels
(Kohl 2002: 490 f.).
Assuming the attitudes will not significantly change in the near future, we can
argue that the political legitimacy of government intervention in the realm of social
policy and thus the political sustainability has declined as the government pursued
policy reforms that were deemed to improve the socio-economic sustainability, without the necessary popular support of the public (Seeleib-Kaiser 2003).

5.3

Social Sustainability
Closely associated with socio-economic and political sustainability is the issue

of social sustainability. In other words, is the welfare state producing social outcomes
that are in tune with its long-term overall sustainability? Although within the EU
Germany still has one of the lowest poverty rates (only Denmark and Sweden have
lower rates) the percentage of the population in poverty (defined as less than 60 % of
the median income) has significantly increased over the past decades (see Tab. 4). The
highest risk of poverty encounter the unemployed, among whom the rate increased
from 33.1 to 40.9 percent between 1998 and 2003. Although also very high, the poverty rate among lone parents (35.4 percent) has not increased during the past five
years; pensioners have a below average poverty rate of 11.8 percent (Bundesregierung
2005a: 21).
Tab. 4: Poverty Rates: 1973-2003
Year
1973
1978
1983
1988
1993
1998
1998
2003

Poverty Rate

West
11.0
12.2

East
17.1
19.3

Gini coefficient
8.7
9.0
11.0
11.8
12.0
13.1
Germany
12.1
13.5

West
0.257
0.258

East
0.211
0.226

0.242
0.242
0.246
0.250
0.262
0.264
Germany
0.255
0.257

Note: Poverty Rate based on 60% of median income (weighs according to new OECD scale). Starting
1998, 60 % of median in unified Germany.
Source: Bundesregierung 2005b: 102.
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Furthermore, the statistics show that Germany is still quite divided when it
comes to poverty; in former East Germany almost one-fifth of the population lives
below the poverty rate. If we base our analysis not only on the indicator income, but
also on the perception of those living at the risk of poverty and their values, a new
study by the Friedrich Ebert Foundation identifies 25 percent of East Germans (and 4
percent of West Germans) belonging to an excluded underclass with no hope of upward mobility (Schmidt 2006). For any democracy these are alarming figures, which
should be taken into account when evaluating the sustainability of the welfare state or
welfare state reform trajectories.
Two further interwoven developments question the social sustainability of the
German welfare state: the underperformance of public schools and the unsuccessful
integration of ethnic minorities or immigrants. Specifically, poor performance of the
General Secondary Schools (Hauptschule) and a high level of stratification characterize the system, making it extremely difficult for children with a working-class or ethnic minority background to attend a Grammar School (Gymnasium), which leads to
the Abitur – in general still the precondition to enter a university. In the early 2000s,
almost 20 percent of students leaving school without any diploma are students with
ethnic minority/immigrant background, while only 3.4 percent of those graduating
from a Gymnasium had an ethnic/immigrant background. Furthermore, ethnic minority youth are overrepresented among the group without any vocational training (approximately 36 percent), which in Germany is still crucial for those who have not
graduated from a university to successfully participate in the labor market (Bundesregierung 2005a: 87 ff.). The unemployment rate of those without any vocational
training certificate was 24.6 percent in 2004, whereas the rates for those with such a
certificate or a university degree were 9.9 and 4.0 percent respectively
(Reinberg/Hummel 2005).
Ultimately, these trends lead to a polarization of society, which undermines
the sustainability of the social policy trajectory set out in the history of the German
welfare state with its emphasis on social cohesion. Furthermore, in an economy highly
reliant on human capital, these results also question the long-term socio-economic
sustainability.
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6.

Conclusion

If we take regime theory seriously, Germany can no longer be conceived as
the prototype of the conservative welfare state regime. Moreover, the country seems
to increasingly fit into the category of a liberal-communitarian welfare state regime.
Such a welfare state regime is defined by the prominent role of the market, largely
needs-based and means-tested social policy benefits, and a strong public responsibility
for the family. The comprehensive transformation of the German welfare state only
becomes evident, if we include the work-welfare nexus as well as the care-welfare
dimension in our analysis and take a long-term perspective.
The research presented in this paper demonstrates that a solely quantitative
analysis of spending data, often used in comparative studies, would not have justified
speaking of a transformation. Moreover, a detailed qualitative analysis of the changed
eligibility criteria and benefit levels as well as the regulatory framework concerning
the relationship of employment and family life was necessary to evaluate welfare state
change and continuity. In the important domain of pension politics, the analysis of the
enacted statutory rules for future retirees unveiled major changes leading to a withdrawal of the public guarantee of the achieved living standard, while scrutinizing the
decommodification potential of the old-age insurance scheme for current pensioners,
justified if one wants to evaluate the adequacy of current benefits, would largely reflect continuity. In terms of labour market policy we have to include eligibility criteria
such as benefit duration and the variable of suitability in our analysis. In addition to
the process of implicit disentitlement, changes along these two dimensions are at the
core of the process towards the increased means testing of benefits. Within the domain of family policies, we should not limit our analysis to benefits and services, but
include the dimension of labour market regulations affecting the relationship of employment and family work.
Finally, globalization and demographic change – often cited as the key challenges for welfare states – do not seem to severely undermine the sustainability of social policy in Germany for two reasons: firstly, these challenges are often exaggerated; secondly, policy makers have taken the demographic challenges into account in
their recent reforms of pension and family policies. Based on the analysis presented
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above, addressing the dimensions of political and social sustainability might turn out
to be more important for the overall long-term sustainability of the German welfare
state than the economic dimension.

31

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

References:
In addition to the references listed below, the paper has drawn on reporting in the
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ) and parliamentary proceedings (Sten. Prot.).
Abelshauser, Werner (1983) Die Wirtschaftsgeschichte der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland 1945-1980. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.
Abelshauser, Werner (2003) Kulturkampf. Berlin: Kulturverlag Kadmos.
Achinger, Hans; Archinal, Siegrid; Bangert, Wilhelm (1952) Reicht der Lohn für
Kinder? Schriften des Deutschen Vereins für öffentliche und private Fürsorge.
Frankfurt a.M.: Deutscher Verein für öffentliche und private Fürsorge.
Adamy, Wilhelm; Naegele, Gerhard (1985) ‘Armenpolitik in der Krise.
Bestandsaufnahme und Entwicklungstrends’ Stephan Leibfried and Florian
Tennstedt (eds.) Politik der Armut und die Spaltung des Sozialstaats. Frankfurt
a.M.: Suhrkamp, 94-121.
Alber, Jens (1989) Der Sozialstaat in der Bundesrepublik 1950-1983. Frankfurt a.M.;
New York: Campus.
Alber, Jens (2001) Recent Developments of the German Welfare State: Basic Continuity or Paradigm Shift? ZeS-Arbeitspapier 6/01. Bremen: Zentrum für
Sozialpolitik der Universität Bremen.
Andreß, Hans-Jürgen; Heien, Thorsten (2001) ‘Zerfällt der wohlfahrtsstaatliche
Konsens? Einstellungen zum Wohlfahrtsstaat im zeitlichen Wandel,’ Sozialer
Fortschritt 50, 7: 169-175.
Arbeitsagentur (2007) ‘Die Entwicklung des Arbeits- und Ausbildungsmarktes im
Mai 2007.’ Press Release 037, May 31, 2007 [http://www.arbeitsagentur.de,
download June 22, 2007].
Bäcker, Gerhard; Bispinck, Reinhard; Hofemann, Klaus; Naegele, Gerhard (2000)
Sozialpolitik und soziale Lage in Deutschland, Bd. 2: Gesundheit und
Gesundheitssystem, Familie, Alter, Soziale Dienste. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher
Verlag.
Benoit, Bertrand (2006) ‘Social security surplus will cheer Merkel,’ in: Financial
Times, October 11, 2006: 7.
Bleses, Peter; Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2004) The Dual Transformation of the German
Welfare State. Basingstoke: Palgrave.
Blos, Kerstin (2006) ‘Soziale Sicherung – Solidarisch über alle Grenzen,’ IABKurzbericht. No. 11.
BMAS (2002) Materialband zum Sozialbericht
[http://www.bma.de; downloaded 30 July 2002].

2001.

Bonn:

BMAS

BMAS (2005) Statistisches Taschenbuch 2005. Arbeits- und Sozialstatistik. Berlin:
BMAS [electronic version].

32

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

BMAS (2006) Statistisches Taschenbuch 2006. Arbeits- und Sozialstatistik. Berlin:
BMAS [electronic version].
BMFSFJ (1998) Zehnter Kinder- und Jugendbericht. Deutscher Bundestag, 13.
Wahlperiode, BT-Drs. 13-11368.
BMFSFJ (2002) Elfter Kinder- und Jugendbericht. Deutscher Bundestag, 14.
Wahlperiode, BT-Drs. 14/8181.
BMFSFJ (2004) A bis Z zum Kindertagesbetreuungsausbaugesetz. BMFSFJ: Berlin.
BMFSFJ (2006) Das Elterngeld von A – Z. BMFSFJ: Berlin.
BMFSFJ (2006b) Kindertagesbetreuung für Kinder unter drei Jahren. Bericht der
Bundesregierung über den Stand des Ausbaus für ein bedarfsgerechtes Angebot
für Kinder unter drei Jahren. BMFSFJ: Berlin.
BMGS (2003a) Statistisches Taschenbuch 2003. Arbeits- und Sozialstatistik. Berlin:
BMGS [electronic version].
BMGS (2003b) Bericht der Kommission für Nachhaltigkeit in der Finanzierung der
sozialen Sicherungssysteme. Berlin: BMGS.
BMGS (2005) Sozialbericht 2005. Berlin: BMGS.
BMWA (2003) Wirtschaftsbericht 2003: Brücken in den Arbeitsmarkt. Bonn:
BMWA.
Brady, David; Beckfield, Jason; Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2005) ‘Economic globalization and the welfare state in affluent democracies, 1975-2001,’ American Sociological Review, 70, 6: 921-948.
Buhr, Petra (2003) ‘Wege aus der Armut durch Wege in eine neue Armutspolitik?’
Antonia Gohr and Martin Seeleib-Kaiser (eds.) Sozial- und Wirtschaftspolitik
unter Rot-Grün. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag, 147-166.
Bundesregierung (2005a) Lebenslagen in Deutschland.
Reichtumsbericht der Bundesregierung. Berlin.

2.

Armuts-

und

Bundesregierung (2005b) Lebenslagen in Deutschland. 2.
Reichtumsbericht der Bundesregierung – Anhänge. Berlin.

Armuts-

und

Bundesregierung (2006) Rentenverischungsbericht 2005. Berlin: BMAS.
Clasen, Jochen (1994) Paying the Jobless. A Comparison of Unemployment Benefit
Policies in Great Britain and Germany. Aldershot et al.: Avebury.
Clasen, Jochen (2000) ‘Motives, Means and Opportunities: Reforming Unemployment Compensation in the 1990s,’ Maurizio Ferrera and Martin Rhodes (eds.)
Recasting European Welfare States. London: Cass, 89-112.
Clasen, Jochen; Clegg, Daniel (2003) ‘Unemployment Protection and Labour Market
Reform in France and Great Britain in the 1990s: Solidarity versus Activation?’
Journal of Social Policy 32, 3: 361-381.
Clasen, Jochen and Siegel, Nico (2007) Exploring the Dynamics of Reform – The Dependent Variable Problem in Comparative Welfare State Analysis. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar.

33

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

Clayton, Richard; Pontusson, Jonas (1998) ‘Welfare-State Retrenchment Revisited:
Entitlement Cuts, Public Sector Restructuring, and Inegalitarian Trends in Advance Capitalist Societies’, World Politics, 51, 1: 67-98.
Deutsches Jugendinstitut, Dortmunder Arbeitsstelle Kinder- und Jugendhilfestatistik
(2005) Zahlenspiegel 2005. Kindertagesbetreuung im Spiegel der Statistik.
Online
Publication
BMFSFJ
[http://www.bmfsfj.de/Publikationen/
zahlenspiegel2005/vorwort.html].
Esping-Andersen, Gøsta (1990) The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge:
Polity Press.
Esping-Andersen, Gøsta (1996) ‘Welfare States without Work: the impasse of Labour
Shedding and Familialism in Continental European Social Policy,’ Gøsta Esping-Andersen (ed.) Welfare States in Transition − National Adaptations in
Global Economies. London: Sage Publications, 66-87.
Esping-Andersen, Gøsta (1999) Social Foundations of Postindustrial Economies: Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.
Frerich, Johannes; Frey, Martin (1996) Handbuch der Geschichte der Sozialpolitik in
Deutschland – Band 3: Sozialpolitik in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland bis zur
Herstellung der Deutschen Einheit. 2nd ed. München, Wien: Oldenbourg Verlag.
Fuchs, Dieter; Roller, Edeltraud (2002) ‘Demokratie und Sozialstaat’, Statistisches
Bundesamt (ed.) Datenreport 2002 − Zahlen und Fakten über die
Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Bonn: Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung,
607-615.
Gelissen, John; Arts, Will (2002) 'Three worlds of welfare capitalism or more?' Journal of European Social Policy 12, 2: 137-158.
Gesis (2006) System Sozialer Indikatoren: Schlüsselindikatoren 1950 – 2005.
http://www.gesis.org/Sozialindikatoren/Daten/System_Sozialer_Indikatoren/key
indik.htm. Retrieved Oct 23, 2006.
Giese, Dieter (1986) ‘25 Jahre Bundessozialhilfegesetz. Entstehung − Ziele −
Entwicklung’, Zeitschrift für Sozialhilfe und Sozialgesetzbuch 25 (1986), part I:
249-258; part II: 305-314; part III: 374-382.
Gilbert, Neil (2002) Transformation of the Welfare State − The Silent Surrender of
Public Responsibility. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Goodin, Robert E.; Headey, Bruce; Muffels, Ruud; Dirven, Henk-Jan (1999) The Real
Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Green-Pedersen, Christoffer (n.d.) ‘The Dependent Variable Problem within the Study
of Welfare State Retrenchment: Defining the problem and looking for solutions.’ University of Aarhus, Department of Political Science.
Hall, Peter A.; Soskice, David (2001) ‘An Introduction to Varieties of Capitalism’ Peter A. Hall and David Soskice (eds.) Varieties of Capitalism − The Institutional
Foundations of Comparative Advantage. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 168.

34

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

Heinelt, Huber; Weck, Michael (1998) Arbeitsmarktpolitik –
Vereinigungskonsens zur Standortdebatte. Opladen: Leske+Budrich.

Vom

Hering, Martin (2002) ‘The Politics of Privatizing Public Pensions: Lessons from a
Frozen Welfare State.’ Paper Prepared for the Annual Meeting of the American
Political Science Association, Boston.
Hirschman, Albert O. (1974) Abwanderung und Widerspruch – Reaktionen auf
Leistungsabfall bei Unternehmen, Organisationen und Staaten. Tübingen:
J.C.B. Mohr.
Kaelble, Hartmut; Schmid, Günther (eds.) Das europäische Sozialmodell – Auf dem
Weg zum europäischen Sozialmodell. WZB-Jahrbuch 2004. Berlin: Sigma.
Kohl, Jürgen (2002) ‘Einstellungen der Bürger zur sozialen Sicherung, insbesondere
zur Alterssicherung’, Deutsche Rentenversicherung 9-10: 477-493.
Kolbe, Wiebke (2002) Elternschaft im Wohlfahrtsstaat. Schweden und die
Bundesrepublik im Vergleich 1945-2000. Frankfurt a.M.: Campus.
Lampert, Heinz; Althammer (2004) Lehrbuch der Sozialpolitik. 7th revised edition.
Berlin: Springer.
Lamping, Wolfram; Rüb, Friedbert W. (2001) From the Conservative Welfare State to
‘Something Uncertain Else‘: The New German Pension Politics. Centre for Social and Public Policy, Discussion Paper No. 12. Hannover: Universität Hannover.
Leibfried, Stephan; Leisering, Lutz et al. (1995) Zeit der Armut. Frankfurt a.M.:
Suhrkamp.
Leibfried, Stephan; Tennstedt, Florian (eds.) (1985) Politik der Armut und die
Spaltung des Sozialstaats. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.
Leisering, Lutz; Leibfried, Stephan (1999) Time and Poverty in Western Welfare
States. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.
Lewis, Jane; Ostner, Ilona (1994) Gender and the Evolution of European Social Policies. ZeS-Arbeitspapier Nr. 4/94. Bremen: Zentrum für Sozialpolitik der
Universität Bremen.
Mayer, Udo R. (2003) ‘Geplante Verkürzung verfassungsrechtlich bedenklich,’
Soziale Sicherheit 52, 7: 239-245.
Meyer, Traute (1998) ‘Retrenchment, Reproduction, Modernization: Pension Politics
and the Decline of the German Breadwinner Model’, Journal of European Social Policy 8, 3: 195-211.
Mira d’Ercole, Marco; Salvini (2003) Towards Sustainable Development: the Role of
Social Protection. OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Papers
No. 12. Paris: OECD.
Moeller, Robert G. (1993) Protecting Motherhood. Women and the Family in the
Politics of Postwar West Germany. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Münch, Ursula (1990) Familienpolitik in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland.
Maßnahmen, Defizite, Organisation familienpolitischer Staatstätigkeit. Freiburg
i.Br.: Lambertus.
35

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

Neidhardt, Friedhelm (1978) ‘The Federal Republic of Germany’, Sheila B.
Kamerman and Alfred J. Kahn (eds.) Family Policy − Government and Families
in Fourteen Countries. New York: Columbia University Press, 217-238.
Nullmeier, Frank (2003) ‘Alterssicherungspolitik im Zeichen der "Riester-Rente",’
Antonia Gohr and Martin Seeleib-Kaiser (eds.) Sozial- und Wirtschaftspolitik
unter Rot-Grün. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag, 167-187.
OECD (2007a) Pensions at a Glance: Public Policies Across OECD Countries. Paris:
OECD.
OECD (2007b) ‘Renten auf einen Blick 2007 – Pressemitteilung zu Deutschland.
[http://www.oecd.org; downloaded June 25, 2007].
Pateman, Carole (1988) ‘The Patriarchal Welfare State’, Amy Gutman (ed.) Democracy and the Welfare State. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 231-260.
Pierson, Paul (2000) ‘Increasing Returns, Path Dependence, and the Study of Politics’, American Political Science Review, 94, 2: 251-267.
Pierson, Paul (ed.) (2001) The New Politics of the Welfare State. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Reinberg, Alexander; Hummel, Markus (2005) ‘Höhere Bildung schützt auch in der
Krise vor Arbeitslosigkeit,’ IAB-Kurzbericht, Nr. 9/13.6.2005.
Roller, Edeltraud (1999a) ‘Staatsbezug und Individualismus: Dimensionen des
sozialkulturellen Wertwandels’, Thomas Ellwein and Everhard Holtmann (eds.)
50 Jahre Bundesrepublik Deutschland – Rahmenbedingungen, Entwicklungen,
Perspektiven. PVS-Sonderheft 30/1999. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag,
229-246.
Roller, Edeltraud (1999b) ‘Shrinking the Welfare State: Citizens' Attitudes towards
Cuts in Social Spending in Germany in the 1990s,’ German Politics 8, 1: 21-39.
Roller, Edeltraud (2002a) ‘Erosion des sozialstaatlichen Konsenses und die
Entstehung einer neuen Konfliktlinie in Deutschland?’ Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, 29/30: 13-19.
Roller, Edeltraud (2002b) ‘Die Entwicklung der Akzeptanz des Sozialstaats und der
Alterssicherung in Deutschland seit Mitte der siebziger Jahre,’ Deutsche
Rentenversicherung, 9-10: 510-522.
Schmähl, Winfried (1999) ‘Rentenversicherung in der Bewährung: Von der
Nachkriegszeit bis an die Schwelle zum neuen Jahrhundert’, Max Kaase and
Günther Schmid (eds.) Eine lernende Demokratie − 50 Jahre Bundesrepublik
Deutschland. WZB-Jahrbuch 1999. Berlin: Edition Sigma, 397-423.
Schmähl, Winfried (2003) Dismantling the Earnings-Related Social Pension Scheme
− Germany Beyond a Crossroad. ZeS-Arbeitspapier 9/03. Bremen: Universität
Bremen.
Schmidt, Manfred G. (1998) Sozialpolitik in Deutschland – Historische Entwicklung
und internationaler Vergleich. 2nd ed. Opladen: Leske+Budrich.
Schmidt, Thomas E. (2006) ‘Reden über die Unbenennbaren,’ Die Zeit, October 19,
2006: 4.
36

Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
From Conservative to Liberal-Communitarian Welfare: Can the Reformed German Welfare State Survive?

Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (1996) ‘Historische Entwicklung und Struktur der Sozialhilfeund Arbeitsmarktpolitik in Japan und der Bundesrepublik Deutschland’,
Dietrich Thränhardt (ed.), Japan und Deutschland in der Welt nach dem Kalten
Krieg. Studien der Politikwissenschaft Bd. 85. Münster: LitVerlag, 117-164.
Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2001a) Globalisierung und Sozialpolitik. Ein Vergleich der
Diskurse und Wohlfahrtssysteme in Deutschland, Japan und den USA. Frankfurt
a.M.: Campus.
Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2001b) ‘Globalisation and the German Social Transfer State,’
German Politics 10, 3: 103-118.
Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2002) ‘A Dual Transformation of the German Welfare State?’
West European Politics 25,4: 25-48.
Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2003) ‘Rot-Grün am Ende?’ Antonia Gohr, Martin SeeleibKaiser Sozial- und Wirtschaftspolitik unter Rot-Grün. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag, 347-361.
Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin (2004) ‘Continuity or Change: Red-Green Social Policy After
Sixteen Years of Christian Democratic Rule,’ Werner Reutter (ed.) Germany on
the Road to Normalcy. New York, London: Palgrave/Macmillan, 123-143.
Seeleib-Kaiser, Martin; Fleckenstein, Timo (forthcoming) ‘Discourse, Learning and
Welfare State Change,’ Social Policy and Administration.
Sengenberger, Werner (1984) ‘West German Employment Policy: Restoring Worker
Competition’, Industrial Relations 23: 323-343.
Sommerkorn, Ingrid N. (1988) ‘Die erwerbstätige Mutter in der Bundesrepublik’,
Rosemarie Nave-Herz (ed.) Wandel und Kontinuität der Familie in der
Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Stuttgart: Ferdinand Enke Verlag, 115-144.
Streeck, Wolfgang; Thelen, Kathleen (2005) ‘Institutional Change in Advanced Political Economies,’ Wolfgang Streeck and Kathleen Thelen (eds.) Beyond Continuity. Institutional Change in Advanced Political Economies. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1-39.
Taylor-Gooby, Peter (2002) ‘The Silver Age of the Welfare State: Perspectives on
Resilience,’ Journal of Social Policy 31, 4: 597-621.
Truger, Achim (2001) ‘Der deutsche Einstieg in die ökologische Steuerreform,’
Achim Truger (ed.) Rot-grüne Steuerreformen in Deutschland. Eine
Zwischenbilanz. Marburg: Metropolis, 135-169.
Tsebelis, George (2002) Veto Players − How Political Institutions Work. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.
Vobruba, Georg (1990) ‘Lohnarbeitszentrierte Sozialpolitik in der Krise der
Lohnarbeit’, Georg Vobruba (ed.), Strukturwandel der Sozialpolitik. Frankfurt
a.M.: Suhrkamp, 11-80.

37

