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Background Paper Germany

Attitudes tow ards the Welfare State and Major Conflict Lines
Christoph Burkhardt · Steffen Mau · Nadine Schöneck-Voß
This background paper provides a synoptic view of three aspects that are highly relevant towards the NORFACE project “Our Children’s Europe”. The first section deals with general attitudes towards social justice in Germany. The second section considers attitudes towards the German welfare state. The third section is dedicated to policy changes and major conflict lines that are currently prevalent in Germany. The paper concludes with a summary of the main findings.
1. General attitudes towards social justice

One of the most immediate approaches to perceptions of social justice might be to ask people whether they think that they receive their just share of the standard of living compared to other people living in the same country. This question is regularly posed by the German General Social Survey (“Allgemeine Bevölkerungsumfrage der Sozialwissenschaften”; ALLBUS), a biennial cross-sectional representative survey conducted since 1980.

Focusing on respondents perceiving injustice we can portray the following development in Western and Eastern Germany since the year 2000, which means ten years after reunification:
	Compared to other people living in Germany, just share of the standard of living?
	West
(West-Berlin incl.)
	East
(East-Berlin incl.)
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people having (much) less

	2000
	32.4
	62.8
	38.1

	2002
	32.3
	59.7
	37.5

	2004
	38.6
	67.7
	44.0

	2006
	34.5
	62.5
	39.7

	2008
	40.2
	67.6
	45.3

	2010
	35.6
	64.2
	40.8

	2014
	33.8
	55.4
	40.8


Notes: Respondents could choose among four answers: (1) “much less”, (2) “less”, (3) “just” and (4) “more than just”. No data for 2012 available; data for 2014 are pre-released. Own calculations by applying a weight for East/West comparisons (in German: “personenbezogenes Ost-West-Gewicht”). All East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: ALLBUS (various years).

Across all years slightly more than one third of the respondents living in Western Germany think that they do not receive their just share of the standard of living compared to other people living in Germany. In Eastern Germany this segment of relatively deprived persons is significantly higher: Here up to two-thirds of the respondents report on felt injustice. Remarkably, in both regions felt injustice was particularly high in 2008 – presumably a result of the financial and economic crisis.
The fourth round of the European Social Survey (ESS; 2008/2009) contained a rotating module on welfare attitudes. These (selected) four items address attitudes towards social justice:
	
	West (Berlin incl.)
	East (Berlin excl.)
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people (strongly) agreeing

	For a society to be fair, differences in people’s standard of living should be small.
	54.1
	67.7
	56.4

	Large differences in people’s incomes are acceptable to properly reward differences in talents and efforts.
	63.5
	51.4
	61.5

	When jobs are scarce, men should have more right to a job than women.
	16.1
	18.7
	16.5

	A woman should be prepared to cut down on her paid work for the sake of her family.
	44.1
	34.5
	42.5


Notes: Respondents could choose among five answers: (1) “agree strongly”, (2) “agree”, (3) “neither agree nor disagree”, (4) “disagree” and (5) “disagree strongly”. Own calculations (by applying the post-stratification weight). All East/West differences – except for the third item – are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: ESS (2008/2009).

While roughly two-thirds of the respondents in Eastern Germany tend to equate a fair (i.e. just) society with one having rather small differences in standards of living, almost two-thirds of those in Western Germany tend to accept income differences as a result of meritocratic mechanisms (see also Arzheimer 2013 on higher expectations regarding governmental redistribution among East Germans and Liebig et al. 2013 on higher approvals of meritocratic principles among West Germans). Apart from this, East Germans are less convinced that women should cut down their own work for the sake of their families – an opinion that might be grounded in traditionally higher female employment rates in the former German Democratic Republic (GDR). However, in both regions only a minority of respondents believes that men should have more right to a job than women.
In the same year (2008) the project on attitudes towards the welfare state (“Einstellungen zum Sozialstaat”; EZS) conducted their latest survey offering further interesting data on attitudes towards social justice; here are three (selected) items:

	
	West
	East
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people (strongly) agreeing

	Income differences in Germany are too large.

	88.6
	92.1
	89.1

	It is pointless to argue over social justice as circumstances will not change anyway.

	36.9
	43.0
	37.9

	The way the circumstances are makes it difficult to know what justice really means.

	65.2
	67.7
	65.6


Notes: Respondents could choose among five answers: (1) “agree strongly”, (2) “agree”, (3) “neither agree nor disagree”, (4) “disagree” and (5) “disagree strongly”. Own calculations (by applying “weight2”). The first two East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: EZS (2008).

In both regions a vast majority of respondents think that existing income differences are too large – certainly, this finding might in part result from some sort of social desirability as it requires some courage to state that income differences are acceptable. Interestingly, more than four out of ten respondents living in the former GDR seem to be rather fatalistic regarding issues of social justice, and in both regions about two-thirds of the respondents show some irritation about justice considerations in the light of existing circumstances.
Moreover, the EZS (2008) asked respondents whether social justice in Germany has increased, decreased or whether it has remained stable during the last three to four years.

	Social justice in Germany…
	West
	East
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people agreeing

	…has increased.
	5.3
	3.8
	5.0

	…has decreased.
	74.6
	78.7
	75.2

	…has remained stable.
	20.2
	17.5
	19.7


Notes: Own calculations (by applying “weight2”). These East/West differences are statistically not significant.
Source: EZS (2008).

About three quarters of the respondents in both regions assume that social justice has decreased in Germany during the last three to four years (see also Glatzer 2011 on the downward trend of felt justice in the longer run). Only almost negligible minorities of respondents believe that social justice has increased. For (slightly less than) a fifth of the respondents it has remained stable.
Summarising these findings on attitudes towards social justice we see that attitudinal differences between Eastern and Western Germany remain obvious. In general, levels of felt injustice tend to be higher among people living in the former GDR.

Noll and Weick (2012) report on increasing income disparities in Germany from 1992 (Gini coefficient: 0.26) to 2010 (Gini coefficient: 0.29) and emphasise that perceived inequality and injustice may impair subjective well-being.
 In the same vein Liebig et al. (2014: 996) point at East/West differences (based on SOEP data) regarding perceptions of income inequality: In 2005 roughly 42 per cent of the people living in the Eastern part perceived their earned income as unjust, while roughly 25 per cent of those living in the Western part shared this impression. In 2013 these shares rose to 44 per cent in the East (+ 2 percent points) respectively 32 per cent in the West (+ 7 percent points). Thus, the still existing “justice gap” (“Gerechtigkeitslücke”; see also Lippl and Wegener 2004) between Eastern and Western Germany has diminished over the years – however not because of increased perceptions of income justice in the East but because of a fairly steep increase in felt income injustice in the West.
 Undoubtedly these findings correspond to the objectively worse economic and financial situation of people living in the former GDR. One can expect that this “justice gap” will remain until their economic conditions have adjusted to those in the Western part of the country.
Finally, the Bertelsmann Foundation (Schraad-Tischler and Kroll 2014) constructed an index measuring social justice in the EU-28.
 Germany on rank seven marks the taillight of the first quarter. However, the authors underline Germany’s improvements relative to the 2008 Social Justice.
2. Attitudes towards the German welfare state

There is no consent on the question whether social attitudes and the acceptance of welfare policy can be explained by personal interests of the beneficiaries or by factors resulting from values and background effects like culture or socialisation of the individual. Andreß et al. (2001) and Gerhards (2005) claim that people receiving social benefits and payments tend to have a more positive attitude towards the welfare state than people not in need. Others argue that effects of self-interest are not statistically traceable (e.g. Roller 1992: 174). Krömmelbein and Nüchter (2006) locate the source of attitudes in aspects of the socio-economic level, subjective well-being and effects arising from socialisation. According to them the acceptance of a specific welfare state model, either care-taking or activating, depends mainly on an individual’s socio-economic background and its subjective well-being.

The example often mentioned with regard to cultural factors influencing attitudes towards social policy is the different evaluation of the welfare state (and particularly the necessity for various policy instruments) between East and West Germans. Advocates of this approach (e.g. Mühleck 2002) refer to aspects of formative influences, such as socialisation in different kinds of welfare regimes before the reunification, in order to explain the predominantly egalitarian oriented view of social security in Eastern Germany.

However, it is beyond debate that attitudes towards welfare policies depend at least partly on people’s socio-economic backgrounds. Factors like education, occupational status and income have significant influence on people’s evaluation of the outcome of social policy. Further below results of various approaches are introduced.

One of the most prominent attempts to measure attitudes towards social welfare in Germany is Roller’s (1992) study on attitudes towards the German welfare state. She introduces an instrument that measures attitudes by taking aims, means and effects of social welfare into account; this instrument is constructed as a hierarchical pattern. Regarding aims Roller distinguishes between two dimensions, namely extensity (“Extensität”) and intensity (“Intensität”). While extensity refers to the amount of the welfare state’s responsibility to ensure social security (“range”), intensity concerns the level of coverage of social security (“degree”). The means to fulfil the aims cover institutions and programs. Finally, the effects should give insight into the welfare state’s outcomes by incorporating the intended as well as the unintended effects of social welfare.

Roller draws on secondary analysis of existing survey data to compare the change of attitudes towards the welfare state over time. One remarkable finding is the sustainably strong support for the extensity of the German welfare state. Although typical (socio-economically driven) differences and gaps between traditional conflict groups like managers and workers are traceable, the overall support for a rather wide range of welfare policies is fairly strong. However, a decrease in support can be observed with regard to the intensity of social policy. Moreover, the effects of social welfare are evaluated critically as well. Since the mid-1970s the acceptance of social welfare slightly decreased in several areas of welfare policy (e.g. employment sector, basic social care). Nevertheless, at the beginning of the 1990s, Roller concludes that support for the welfare state is stable and that social welfare is widely accepted.
Andreß and Heien (1999; 2001) deploy parts of Roller’s instrument in order to find out whether people think that there is a governmental responsibility to ensure socio-economic security and socio-economic equality. They explore the connection between attitudes towards social justice on the one side and support of welfare state policy on the other side.
 Theoretically, two possible sources of that connection are considered as important: There could either be a direct influence of attitudes towards social justice on the support for social welfare or both attitudes towards social justice and the evaluation of social welfare depend on an individual’s socio-economic background. It turns out that the latter seems to be more realistic.

The fourth round of the ESS (2008/2009) provides us with some pieces of information regarding people’s assessments of the German welfare state’s effects. Here are four (selected) items:
	Social benefits and services in Germany…
	West (Berlin incl.)
	East (Berlin excl.)
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people (strongly) agreeing

	…prevent widespread poverty.
	67.8
	60.7
	66.7

	…lead to a more equal society.
	45.9
	36.3
	44.3

	…place too great a strain on the economy.
	40.4
	33.9
	39.4

	…make people lazy.
	42.4
	35.8
	41.3


Notes: Respondents could choose among five answers: (1) “agree strongly”, (2) “agree”, (3) “neither agree nor disagree”, (4) “disagree” and (5) “disagree strongly”. Own calculations (by applying the post-stratification weight). All East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: ESS (2008/2009).

It is noteworthy that, by and large, Germans seem to be rather sceptical regarding the effects of welfare state activities: Although two-thirds of the respondents living in Western Germany think that social benefits and services prevent widespread poverty – this share is smaller among those living in the Eastern part! –, only 46 per cent (West) respectively 36 per cent (East) believe in an inequality-reducing effect of social benefits and services. At the same time, quite many respondents in both regions are critical regarding the negative (side) effects of welfare state activities (e.g. burdens for the economy, reduced self-reliance of the beneficiaries).
2.1 Attitudes towards the extensity of the German welfare state

According to Roller (1992) extensity refers to the amount of the welfare state’s responsibility to ensure social security (“range”). Against this background it is of interest in which areas Germans think that their welfare state should be active.

Up to now the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) has contained a rotating module on the role of government four times (1985, 1990, 1996, 2006).
 The following seven (selected) items address attitudes towards the extensity of the German welfare state:

	Do you think it should or should not be the government’s responsibility to…
	West
	East
	Overall

	
	1996
	2006
	1996
	2006
	1996
	2006

	
	Percentage of people saying definitely should be

	…provide health care for the sick
	50.6
	50.8
	66.3
	62.2
	55.6
	54.5

	…provide a decent standard of living for the old
	47.9
	44.7
	64.3
	54.4
	53.2
	47.9

	…provide a job for everyone who wants one
	28.1
	29.8
	57.2
	46.2
	37.6
	35.2

	…provide a decent standard of living for the unemployed
	16.9
	15.1
	38.0
	25.6
	23.8
	18.5

	…reduce income differences between the rich and the poor
	24.7
	25.5
	48.4
	50.3
	32.4
	33.7

	…give financial help to university students from low-income families
	26.6
	37.9
	43.3
	45.5
	32.0
	40.4

	…provide decent housing for those who can’t afford it
	19.7
	21.3
	37.5
	24.6
	25.5
	22.4


Notes: Respondents could choose among four answers: (1) “definitely should be”, (2) “probably should be”, (3) “probably should not be” and (4) “definitely should not be”. Own calculations (unweighted as no weights are available). All 1996 East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed); the same applies to all 2006 East/West differences, except for the last item.
Source: ISSP (1996; 2006).

It is conspicuous that the two major risks, illness and old age, which can be labelled as ‘fateful’ (illness) respectively ‘unavoidable’ (old age) receive the greatest approval among both respondents living in Western and Eastern Germany (see also Läufer and Wolfgramm 2009 on Germans believing that especially health care should be excluded from market mechanisms as health constitutes a special commodity). By contrast, unemployed and poor people without decent housing obviously receive less sympathy. In general, support for the welfare state’s “range” is tendentiously declining – with a few exceptions, for example regarding financial help to university students from low-income families. In this respect an increasing (implicit) inclination towards ‘meritocratic convictions’ might become apparent.
Slightly more recent data are provided by the fourth round of the ESS (2008/2009). The following six (selected) items address attitudes towards the extensity of the German welfare state:
	It should be governments’ responsibility to…
	West (Berlin incl.)
	East (Berlin excl.)
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people (strongly) agreeing

	…ensure a job for everyone who wants one.
	33.6
	58.6
	37.7

	…ensure adequate health care for the sick.
	73.2
	83.7
	75.0

	…ensure a reasonable standard of living for the old.
	53.4
	72.4
	56.5

	…ensure a reasonable standard of living for the unemployed.
	28.2
	44.9
	31.0

	…ensure sufficient child care services for working parents.
	60.8
	81.9
	64.3

	…provide paid leave from work for people who temporarily have to care for sick family members.
	50.8
	61.4
	52.5


Notes: Respondents could choose among eleven answers from (0) “should not be governments’ responsibility at all” to (10) “should be entirely governments’ responsibility”. Depicted are percentages of people choosing answer categories (8) to (10). Own calculations (by applying the post-stratification weight). All East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: ESS (2008/2009).

Here it becomes immediately apparent that, in general, respondents living in the former GDR support the notion of a ‘caring’ welfare state more than those living in the Western part of the country. Again, ensuring adequate health care for the sick receives the most support. Moreover, particularly East Germans expect the government to ensure sufficient child care services for working parents – this might spring from the traditionally higher employment rates among women (and mothers) in the former GDR. However, even among respondents living in Western Germany this area of welfare state activity is of comparatively high relevance.
To conclude, affirmative attitudes towards the extensity of the German welfare state are widespread although some tendencies towards more pronounced scepticism regarding the “range” of welfare state activities are discernible.
2.2 Attitudes towards the intensity of the German welfare state
Following Roller (1992) intensity refers to the level of coverage of social security (“degree”). Therefore it is of interest how much welfare state intervention Germans request.

The following four (selected) items from the ISSP (1996, 2006) shed light on this question:
	Would you like to see more or less government spending for… (Remember that if you say “much more”, it might require a tax increase to pay for it.)
	West
	East
	Overall

	
	1996
	2006
	1996
	2006
	1996
	2006

	
	Percentage of people saying (much) more

	…health
	53.8
	60.4
	71.3
	76.5
	59.4
	65.7

	…old age pensions
	44.4
	51.4
	59.5
	51.7
	49.3
	51.5

	…unemployment benefits
	28.8
	28.4
	56.0
	42.0
	37.6
	32.8

	…education
	51.3
	79.7
	59.9
	87.9
	54.0
	82.4


Notes: Respondents could choose among five answers: (1) “spend much more”, (2) “spend more”, (3) “spend the same as now”, (4) “spend less” and (5) “spend much less”. Own calculations (unweighted as no weights are available). All 1996 East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed); the same applies to all 2006 East/West differences, except for the second item.
Source: ISSP (1996; 2006).

Again, (more) government spending for health receives a lot of support in both years (1996, 2006) and among East and West Germans. Remarkably, while in Western Germany the share of supporters for (much) more spending for old age pensions increased steeply, East Germans became more reserved towards this field. What is really striking are the large shares of supporters for more government spending for education, particularly among people living in the former GDR.
In the EZS survey (2008) we find six items addressing the importance of several (sometimes competing) welfare state objectives; they also refer to a welfare state’s intensity:
	Welfare state objectives

	West
	East
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people saying (very) important

	Preventing poverty

	95.5
	96.2
	95.6

	Ensuring social peace

	95.6
	95.3
	95.5

	Ensuring a decent standard of living

	88.3
	91.8
	88.9

	Reducing income differences between the poor and the rich

	75.8
	83.7
	77.1

	Improving chances on the labour market

	93.8
	94.9
	94.0

	Promoting more self-responsibility

	89.5
	87.9
	89.2


Notes: Respondents could choose among four answers: (1) “very important”, (2) “important”, (3) “less important” and (4) “unimportant”. Own calculations (by applying “weight2”). The third and fourth East/West differences are statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: EZS (2008).

Here it becomes obvious that, on the one hand, people in both regions of Germany think that ensuring a decent standard of living is a (very) important welfare state objective. However, on the other hand, it is interesting to see that similar shares of respondents consider the promotion of more self-responsibility as a further (very) important welfare state objective.
To sum up, affirmative attitudes towards the intensity of the German welfare state are particularly widespread in the areas of health and education. Nevertheless, the EZS finding on “more self-responsibility” indicates some willingness among people living in Germany to accept a lower “degree” of welfare state activities in future.
2.3 Attitudinal differences between Eastern and Western Germany

As it becomes obvious in the whole background paper the differences in social attitudes between East and West Germans are (still) frequently significant. This fact is stated by many publications with comparative elements examining attitudinal differences between Eastern and Western Germany (e.g. Noll and Weick 2012; Liebig et al. 2014). With regard to the welfare state’s extensity and intensity, East German residents tend to show a more positive attitude towards a wider range of welfare state activities and would appreciate higher expenditures for social security.
 Cultural aspects and such arising from different socialisations as well as a generally higher need for social welfare because of the comparatively weak economy (in Eastern Germany) were already identified as possible reasons in this matter. Andreß and Heien (2001; see also Hofäcker 1999) report on the highest differences in attitudes in the fields of labour market policy, income distribution and expenditures on employment programs.

In this context an individual’s age is an important factor in attitudinal differences between East and West Germans. In the former GDR increasing age leads to a more stable support of an egalitarian social policy model (Andreß and Heien 2001; Krömmelbein and Nüchter 2006), whereas in Western Germany this effect is not detectable. This finding indicates that the part of the population who experienced the circumstances of living in the GDR may be still affected in its evaluation of social policy by the socialistic living conditions of that time. However, it is expectable that this specific age effect will disappear over time. In fact, it is recognisable that a substitutive process is already taking place: The wide range of attitudes in Eastern Germany indicates the beginning of a slight shift from collective oriented perceptions and attitudes towards social justice to a more individualistically motivated view. Krömmelbein and Nüchter (2006) conclude that collective ideologies face a break down and conflicts between social groups may increase. The collective identity of East Germans might therefore disappear in the (near) future.

2.4 Who should be responsible for social welfare?

The latest German welfare state reforms can be labelled as ‘activation strategies’ since they appreciate more personal responsibility. As an example: Within the framework of the “Hartz legislation” benefits for non-working (unemployed) people of working age are linked to their willingness to fulfil certain duties. If obligations are neglected this will lead to a cutback in benefits for the beneficiary. In general, these (labour market) reforms implicate higher burdens for the individual and therefore they might be unpopular.
Krömmelbein and Nüchter (2006) report on the results of the EZS survey from 2005: 96 per cent of the respondents think that the welfare state is at least jointly responsible for social security (52 per cent full affirmation for strong responsibility; 50 per cent West, 61 per cent East). At the same time private households and employers are also considered responsible by nearly 90 per cent of the respondents. This indicates that Germans generally think that not only the welfare state is responsible for social security, but also the individual. In every field investigated more than half of the respondents think that the individual should take (much) more financial responsibility: Almost two-thirds of the respondents think that the individual should contribute more to ensure a decent standard of living (65 per cent) and care (60 per cent) during old age. 54 per cent would accept increasing personal responsibility for health care and 53 per cent for keeping the standard of living during times of unemployment. Against this background it looks like the willingness to accept more responsibility depends on the field of social care. Nevertheless the majority of the respondents states that the government should spend more money on social welfare. More than half of the respondents would support an increasing effort of the welfare state in the fields of family policy, health care, basic primary care and securing the standard of living in several precarious life stages.
The EZS survey from 2008 provides us with more recent data.
 One item addresses the question of responsibility for social welfare:
	Which institutions should be responsible for social welfare?

	West
	East
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people saying (strong) responsibility

	State
	95.9
	96.6
	96.0

	Private households
	85.8
	86.3
	85.9

	Employer
	87.9
	89.2
	88.1

	Other institutions (e.g. churches, welfare organisations)
	58.2
	50.4
	56.9


Notes: Respondents could choose among four answers: (1) “strongly responsible”, (2) “co-responsible”, (3) “less responsible” and (4) “not at all responsible”. Own calculations (by applying “weight2”). Only the last East/West difference is statistically significant at 1 per cent (two-tailed).
Source: EZS (2008).

Again, almost all respondents consider the state to be the principal actor regarding social welfare (see also Nüchter et al. 2010). However, private households and employers are expected to shoulder responsibility for social welfare as well. Apart from this more respondents living in Western than in Eastern Germany believe that other institutions (e.g. churches, welfare organisations) should also be responsible for welfare provision.
To conclude personal responsibility for social protection is accepted to some degree but the view of the welfare state as the main authority for social security still outweighs.
2.5
Attitudes towards the institutions of the welfare state

With respect to attitudes towards welfare state institutions two distinct aspects are of interest: trust in these institutions and acceptance of these institutions (see also Ullrich 2008 and Kohl 2013 on the differentiation between acceptance and rather sceptical performance assessment).
In the EZS survey (2008) there are seven items addressing trust in core institutions of social security within the German welfare state:
	Trust in…

	West
	East
	Overall

	
	Percentage of people having high level of confidence

	…health insurance
	23.2
	23.8
	23.3

	…pension insurance
	9.5
	11.1
	9.7

	…unemployment insurance
	12.5
	12.2
	12.4

	…basic security benefits for job seekers

	7.7
	7.1
	7.6

	…social security benefits

	10.2
	8.3
	9.9

	…nursing care insurance

	8.8
	11.2
	9.2

	…accident insurance

	17.7
	18.0
	17.8


Notes: Respondents could choose among four answers: (1) “high level of confidence”, (2) “some confidence”, (3) “little confidence” and (4) “no confidence at all”. Own calculations (by applying “weight2”). These East/West differences are statistically not significant.
Source: EZS (2008).

Among these seven central pillars of social security solely the (statutory) health insurance enjoys a comparatively high level of public confidence in both Western and Eastern Germany (see also Nüchter et al. 2010). The (statutory) accident insurance follows at some distance. People obviously tend to mistrust the German welfare state’s ‘securing competence’ with respect to some major risks, such as long-term unemployment (entitling people to obtain basic security benefits; in German “Hartz IV”), care dependency and old age (see also Ullrich 2008). In fact, these three risks are those that are frequently covered by the mass media.

The degree of acceptance of social policy institutions gives insight into issues of solidarity. As van Oorschot (2006: 37) points out solidarity tends to follow a hierarchical structure: “Informal solidarity is highest towards elderly people, closely followed by sick and disabled people, next there is the solidarity towards unemployed people, and solidarity towards immigrants is lowest.” In other words: Old-age needs are prioritised – maybe because age is considered a ‘life risk’ that affects virtually all people. Concerning sickness and disabilities people may be led by the notion of a ‘calamity without one’s own fault’. In contrast unemployment is sometimes considered partially self-induced. Therefore, many Germans accept rather strict controls with regard to the payment of benefits in this specific area (Nüchter et al. 2010: 113).
In most cases the German welfare state relies on a reciprocal provision of welfare (Krüger 1999). Since many welfare programs provide services for the majority of the population (e.g. public health care and pensions) acceptance is rather high. As opposed to this programs addressed to minorities are not that popular (e.g. long-term unemployed, immigrants). In this context Sachweh et al. (2006; see also Ullrich 2000; 2006) point out that the acceptance of welfare institutions financed by taxes is lower. In fact, this is expectable since benefits from these programs aim at certain groups (e.g. those in need) and do not involve universal payments financed by social security contributions.

Ullrich (2006) focuses on the unemployment insurance by looking at the respondents’ evaluations of the societal value (“gesellschaftlicher Wert”) of this specific institution as well as respondents’ preferences regarding the level of financial support of unemployment benefits. According to him the Germans do not evaluate the societal value (“gesellschaftlicher Wert”) of the unemployment insurance very positively. As compared to other core welfare institutions it ranks in a middle position with less than 50 per cent of the Germans accepting this program.
 40.9 per cent of the respondents think that the unemployment insurance’s impact on society is (very) positive (only 33.1 of those living in the former GDR), while 41.3 per cent think it has a (rather) negative impact on society.

3. Policy changes and major (current) conflict lines

Contrary to some other (particularly Southern) European Countries Germany has managed to make it through the economic crisis in relative good shape. Actually Germany enjoys a rather robust economy leading to surpluses in the social insurances. On this basis, the government is inclined to follow a (quite contested) strategy of generous ‘politics according to cash situation’.
In the following considerable policy changes and major conflict lines that are currently prevalent in Germany are discussed.

3.1 Labour market

The so-called “Hartz legislation” (“Hartz-Gesetzgebung”) signifies a bundle of labour market reforms based on proposals made by the “Commission on Modern Labour Market Services” (“Kommission moderne Dienstleistungen am Arbeitsmarkt”; headed by Peter Hartz) at the beginning of the 2000s. It aims at the reduction of unemployment and the decrease of non-wage labour costs (“Lohnnebenkosten”) by restructuring the benefit and administrative system for (long-term) unemployed in Germany (Fleckenstein 2008; Kemmerling and Bruttel 2006). ‘Promoting and demanding’ could be a suitable catch-all phrase for these reforms that became law after the parliamentary elections for the German Bundestag in 2002.
Broadly speaking, “Hartz I and II” (2003) regulated the establishment of “personal service agencies” supporting job placements of the labour bureaus (“Arbeitsamt”), upgraded subcontracted labour (“Leiharbeit”), promoted marginal employment (“geringfügige Beschäftigung”) and self-employment out of unemployment and intensified rules of reasonableness regarding job offers. “Hartz III” (2004) regulated the transformation of the labour administration into the “Bundesagentur für Arbeit”. “Hartz IV” (2005), finally, stands for the merging of the previous unemployment assistance (“Arbeitslosenhilfe”) and social assistance (“Sozialhilfe”) into the new “Arbeitslosengeld II”.

As a matter of fact, these substantial labour market reforms have proved to be able of reducing unemployment rates which had been a serious problem in Germany during the 1980s and 1990s (Klinger and Rothe 2012).

However, these reforms have also led to a dualisation of the labour market: On the one side, there are privileged core workforces with (full-time, unlimited) standard employment contracts (“Normalarbeitsverhältnisse”); on the other side, there is an increase in precarious employment contracts (part-time, temporary, low-paid). Bosch and Weinkopf (2012: 221) mention that 21.4 per cent of all employees were low-paid in 2009. Working poor receiving top-up benefits (“Aufstocker”) are considered a serious problem (Butterwegge 2015) with respect to poverty risks, self-esteem and generalised ‘social coldness’. Eichhorst and Marx (2011: 73) emphasise that the dualisation of the labour market has also negative repercussions for standard employees as “the growing availability of non-standard work increases pressure on core workers to accept more flexibility”. As a consequence and in order to stay competitive core workers “reacted with wage moderation and other instruments”. Thus, the impact of these reforms has reaches by far beyond those groups of persons they are aimed at.
Klinger and Rothe (2012) as well as Launov and Wälde (2014) describe the first three reforms, “Hartz I-III”, as being successful – as opposed to “Hartz IV”. The latter two authors analyse that “Hartz IV” has reduced the unemployment rate of less than 0.1 percent points, “economically without relevance” (Launov and Wälde 2014: 117). Adamy (2012: 257) describes “Hartz IV” as the Achilles’ heel of the German labour market and welfare policy since it stands for a fundamental system change by replacing the former tripartite social security system consisting of unemployment benefits (“Arbeitslosengeld”), unemployment assistance (“Arbeitslosenhilfe”) and social assistance (“Sozialhilfe”) by a bipartite one; the unemployment assistance was abandoned as part of “Hartz IV” (see also Bogedan 2012). According to Adamy (2012: 272) roughly 10 per cent of the German population relied on “Hartz IV” in 2011.
Another major topic in current debates is the implementation of a statutory minimum wage (“Mindestlohn”) which became effective on 1 January 2015.
 Following Arni et al. (2014: 5) roughly 10 per cent of all full-time employed (17 per cent of all persons in dependent employment) are directly affected by the minimum wage. The authors criticise the minimum wage as an experiment in labour market policy with an unpredictable outcome and call for an evaluation by an independent scientific commission.
According to a survey that was conducted on behalf of the German Federation of Trade Unions (“Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund”, DGB) a couple of months ago 86 per cent of the respondents endorse the minimum wage in general and 58 per cent support it without any exceptions for specific groups of people such as pupils, students, long-time unemployed and working pensioners (see also Amlinger et al. 2014 pointing out that more than one in three working in the low-wage sector would be excluded from the scope of the statutory minimum wage).
 That means the minimum wage enjoys certain popularity among people living in Germany in spite of simultaneous debates on the bureaucracy that comes along with it (“Mindestlohn-Bürokratie”)
 and on potential barriers to entry the labour market for the groups of persons mentioned above (see also Arni 2014: 22). On 27 February 2015 a commission on the minimum wage and its prospective development (“Mindestlohn-Kommission”) was founded.

3.2 Social investment

Against the background of an adverse demography (aging and a particularly low fertility rate of about 1.4 in 2012), large social inequality and increased competition in a globalising world the German welfare state has shifted its agenda towards a boost of social investments (Naumann 2014; Olk 2007). By promoting (early) investments in human capital the German welfare state follows Gidden’s (1998) “Third Way” (see also Klinkhammer 2010).
According to Wößmann (2008) educational investments in early childhood are particularly efficient for children with deprived backgrounds, whereas investments (in tertiary education) at an older age privilege those from already privileged backgrounds. Therefore, a boost of social investments at an early age appears to be meaningful.
In January 2007 the legislation on parental allowance and parental leave (“Bundeselterngeld- und Elternzeitgesetz”, BEEG) became effective.
 According to Bujard (2013a) it constitutes a tremendous paradigm change because the BEEG aims at a new ‘life-course policy’ with respect to (household) income and, moreover, it intervenes in the division of paid labour and (unpaid) care work of couples. Bujard (2013b: 140; see also Geyer et al. 2013) lists five objectives of these new parental allowances: 1) securing income during the family formation phase; 2) proving time and ‘shelter’ during the first year after childbirth; 3) promoting labour participation of mothers; 4) promoting gender equality by supporting care participation of fathers; 5) facilitating fertility.
Following Bujard (2013a) there are two main positive effects of the BEEG: Income flows in the life-course are levelled (since income drops after child births are reduced) and the division of paid labour and care work among parents becomes more equitable (since more fathers chose parental allowances). As main negative effects Bujard (2013a) points out that group-specific income differences intensify (since parental allowances are linked to previous incomes and higher incomes profit more from this option; see also Geyer et al. 2013) and that fathers make by far less use of this social policy option than mothers (according to the author: 11.7 months female; 3.3 months male). Mayer and Rösler (2013) criticise the parental allowances for being too low as to be able to compensate for the opportunity costs of forgone income.
Geisler and Kreyenfeld (2011) found out that fathers’ use of parental leave depends on certain factors: A father is more willing to take up this option if he is employed in the public sector and has a partner who is more highly educated or older. In comparison being temporary employed lowers this chance.
Naumann (2014) criticises early childhood social investments for being not enough in order to reduce social inequality in a sustainable manner. She demands further provisions in the fields of education and social security. Olk (2007) raises the question of children’s citizenship (“Bürgerschaftsstatus”) in the social investment state. He fears some kind of ‘economisation’ of children. Olk and Hübenthal (2009: 150) point out the German government’s underestimation of additional material redistribution as “child poverty rates [in Germany] are relatively high and even on the rise.”
3.3 Old-age pensions

Old-age pensions aim at securing one’s standard of living and thus preventing poverty during retirement age (“Armutsfestigkeit”). In the first post-war decades the statutory pension system was fairly able to achieve these aims, at least with respect to men who had been full-time employed before. However, similar to many other advanced modernised countries Germany can be characterised by an increasing life expectancy
 and low fertility rates (see above) at the same time (Reimann and Frommert 2006). These two parameters put the statutory pension system in Germany under severe pressure as it is unfunded – a method of financing known as “pay-as-you-go system” (abbreviated: PAYGO; “Umlageverfahren”) with benefits paid directly from the current labour force’s pension scheme contributions and additional government subsidies (tax money). A further ‘specific German’ strain results from costs associated with the reunification (“Renten-Überleitungsgesetz” issued on 25 July 1991; see Ruland 2012).

Since the government’s primary objective is the limitation of the contribution rate (currently 18.7 per cent
) a setback of the pension level is inevitable and occupational pension schemes as well as private provisions – the two other pillars of the “three-pillar-model” (“Drei-Säulen-Modell”) – have to compensate for the consequential pension gap (Steffen 2012).
Zuchandke et al. (2014) model different scenarios until the year 2060 by taking potential variations in fertility rates and net migration – two factors frequently regarded as potential strategies to reduce the future financial distress of the statutory pension scheme – into account. The authors conclude that higher fertility rates and positive net migration may mitigate but not fully alleviate the financing problem of future generations’ retirement benefits. Therefore, further reforms, such as increasing the legal retirement age, are considered to be necessary. In fact, since 2012 the pensionable age has been progressively increased up to the age of 67 in 2029.

However, particularly with respect to old-age pensions the government’s contested strategy of generous ‘politics according to cash situation’ mentioned at the beginning of this chapter seems to pertain: On 1 July 2014 the pension package (“Rentenpaket”) became effective.
 According to Kallweit and Kohlmeier (2014: 1) it mainly contains three measures: “higher pensions for mothers with children born before 1992 (‘mother pension’), a reduced retirement age for persons who contributed to the pension system for at least 45 years (‘pension with 63’) and boost pensions of people who cannot work due to disability (‘disability pensions augmentation’).” Hence, this pension package privileges certain groups at the expense of others, particularly future retirees and those with discontinuous occupational biographies – a phenomenon that is fairly widespread among younger generations. Therefore it is not surprising that Goerres and Prinzen (2013) and Prinzen (2014) describe the working generation’s attitudes towards the elder generation receiving pension payments as ambivalent (see also Sabbagh and Vanhuysse 2014 on perceived pension injustice). Kallweit and Kohlmeier (2014: 1) refer to this pension package as politico-economically smart, but economically wrong as “the reforms induce a higher contribution rate, a lower replacement rate, as well as negative, but small employment, capital and GDP effects.”
Indeed, according to a survey conducted on behalf of the Bertelsmann Foundation in 2013 many Germans are rather pessimistic with regard to old-age pensions. On average Germans would prefer to go on pension at the age of 63.2 years. However, the majority of the respondents expect that the pensionable age will be between 67 and 70 years in 20 years. Moreover, three out of four respondents believe that even the “three-pillar-model” consisting of statutory and occupational pension schemes as well as private provision will not suffice in 20 years – in fact, Butterwegge (2014) criticises the current pension policy for its incapacity to protect against old-age poverty, especially among women. If reforms are unavoidable, 53 per cent of the respondents plead in favour of not reducing the annuity rate; instead, 85 per cent of the respondents are willing to accept a higher contribution rate. Aside from that, 80 per cent of the respondents call for a compulsory participation of self-employed (who are currently not involved) in the statutory pension scheme in order to put the pension system on a more sound basis.
The bottom line is, just as Prinzen (2014: 445) writes, that “pensions increasingly might be perceived as a private affair” (see also Nüchter et al. 2010: 103).
3.4 Migration

According to Weinmann and Schneider (2013) in 2011 nearly 8 per cent (about 6.2 millions) of the total population in Germany (about 80.2 millions) were foreign nationals; nearly 19 per cent (about 15 millions) of the population had a migration background.

Immigration may be seen as a danger to national welfare systems by natives (see Arzheimer 2013; Freeman 2009; Mewes and Mau 2013 on “welfare chauvinism”; Senik et al. 2009).

As a matter of fact Germany – just as other western European countries – faces problems regarding the integration of migrants into the society. In Germany the social security system is mainly guided by insurance principles. Payments and transfers by the welfare state are based on the notion of equivalency. The integration of migrants may cause monetary imbalances for the welfare state when payments exceed the amount of contributions.
 The treatment of foreigners by the welfare state has an impact on solidarity and the way social justice is expanded to foreigners (Mau 2006). Even though Brady and Finnigan (2014) do not find much support for the generic hypothesis that immigration undermines public support for social policy it appears reasonable to assume that solidarity may erode in times of increasing social diversity and social conflicts could intensify.

When looking at attitudes towards social justice from the perspective of intensifying social diversity it becomes clear that people do make a difference between their fellow citizens’ social and ethnic background. The study of Jäckle (2004) proves that Germans differentiate between ingroups and outgroups when evaluating the deservingness for welfare transfers.
 Ingroups are perceived as members of the society without restrictions or negative implications. Outgroups are not granted with full access to social life and perceived as excluded. The ingroup consists of German citizens without migration background, whereas the outgroup is composed of various ethnic groups. Furthermore Jäckle’s study shows that people’s evaluation follows a certain ethnic hierarchy with better integrated ethnic groups being in higher ranks of this hierarchy: While Jews and Italians are on top of the hierarchy Turks and asylum seekers (as one social group) are perceived as not belonging to the German society. Jäckle replicates this hierarchy when asking for the general approval of social assistance for the ethnic groups: Again the majority of the respondents thinks that German Jews (mean: 8.17) and Italians (6.69) as well as Turks (6.58) should receive social benefits; on the contrary, foreigners (6.10) and asylum seekers (5.93) receive less support.

Gerhards and Lengfeld (2009) analyse SOEP pretest data from 2006 and come to the result that the opening of the labour market for immigrants from EU states receives fairly broad support. However, it turned out that higher educated are more and East Germans are less supportive.

In the fourth round of the ESS (2008/2009) two items address attitudes towards migrants:

· 81.8 (West) respectively 80.7 per cent (East) agree (strongly) that “social benefits and services in Germany encourage people from other countries to come and live here” (statistically not significant).
· 9.7 (West) respectively 7.4 per cent (East) think that immigrants should obtain the same rights to social benefits and services as citizens already living here “immediately on arrival” (statistically not significant). On the contrary, 5.2 (West) respectively 11.7 per cent (East) think that “they should never get the same rights” (statistically significant).
These findings corroborate the differentiation between ingroups and outgroup. They illustrate that many Germans tend to be rather sceptical about immigrants and are particularly afraid of poverty migration (“Armutsmigration”). They fear that the German welfare state may be considered “Europe’s social assistance office” (“Sozialamt Europas”) and therefore exploited by foreigners – a fear that has obviously proved to be wrong (see Bonin 2014 and Gathmann et al. 2014 on positive labour market effects of immigration, especially of qualified immigrants in view of the skilled worker shortage as well as the demographic change).
In November 2014 the European Court of Justice decided that Germany does not have to grant social benefits (“Hartz-IV-Leistungen”) to immigrants who are not seeking employment. This verdict received broad approval as it prevents “social tourism” (“Sozialtourismus”).

To conclude, migration undoubtedly represents one of the major conflict lines in current Germany. It is one of the ‘hot topics’ in German (domestic) politics and also an issue of public debate, for example in the context of the “Pegida-movement”.

3.5 The German middle class

Over the past few years the number of publications on the German middle class has been grown strongly (e.g. Beise 2009; Burkhardt et al. 2012; Burzan 2008; Grabka 2011; Groh-Samberg and Hertel 2010; Heinze 2011; Herrmann 2012; Lengfeld and Hirschle 2009; Mau 2012; Münkler 2010; Schöneck et al. 2011; Vogel 2009).
Bigot et al. (2012: 5) refer to the socially integrative function of the middle class during the post-war decades since it played a key role in the reconstruction period of the 1950s and 1960s and profited a lot from political stabilisation, economic recovery (the German economic miracle; “Wirtschaftswunder”) and welfare state expansion. As a consequence, the authors consider it “the main pillar of social peace and ‘bourgeois normality’” (Bigot et al. 2012: 5). For quite a long time – undoubtedly until the 1970s, maybe even until the 1980s – the social structural segment of the middle class provided plenty of room for subjective hopes and aspirations. However, Bigot et al. (2012: 6) ascertain that “the internal cohesion of the German middle class seems to be less evident nowadays.” In fact, multiple irritations and ‘fears of falling’ among many members of the German middle class bear witness to serious changes for which we can also find objective proofs.
Bigot et al. (2012: 9) define the middle class as “the share of households whose net disposable income per adult equivalent is between 70 and 150% of the median income”. They analyse data from the EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) as well as from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) and reveal a decline of the German middle income stratum from 60.3 per cent in 1981 to 53 per cent in 2009 (Bigot et al. 2012: 14).
Bach et al. (2009) analyse Germany’s income distribution with SOEP data and official income tax returns (for reunified Germany) for the years 1992, 1995, 1998, 2001 and 2003. They find “a modest increase of the Gini coefficient, a substantial drop of the median income and a remarkable growth of the income share accruing to the economic elite” (Bach et al. 2009: 303). At the same time they point out that “the dramatic decline of market income in the bottom half of the distribution is very much mitigated by income transfers within private households and by governmental redistribution” (Bach et al. 2009: 303). In other words: The German middle class can be seen as a close ally of the welfare state. Its members are not only supporters of collective welfare provision but also key beneficiaries of the welfare state (see also Pamp 2011 on the middle class as the segment with the biggest redistributive gains in relative terms and Vogel 2011 on the importance of the public sector as employer for members of the middle class).

By analysing SOEP data Grabka and Frick (2008) likewise detect a shrinking middle income stratum from 62 per cent in 2000 to 54 per cent in 2006. Additionally, they trace more downward than upward social mobility. This development is mirrored by a worsening of people’s subjective evaluations of their own economic situation. Lengfeld and Hirschle (2009: 379) analyse SOEP data from 1984 to 2007 and find that at least part of this growing socio-economic insecurity “cannot be reduced to changes in structural employment conditions” – instead they assume “that general fears of falling are ‘spilling over’ into the middle class.”
However, even if the crisis of the German middle class may be less grave than frequently communicated and disseminated by the mass media (see also Burzan and Kohrs 2013) multiple irritations have been anchored in popular mind – and therefore they should not be ignored.
4. Conclusion

In Germany public discussions about increasing social inequality, poverty and decreasing social justice are fairly widespread and vociferous (see also Schröder and Vietze 2015 on the positive relationship of real economic indicators, such as income inequality, and media debates since 1946). It comes as no surprise that many Germans are alarmed by the socio-economic architecture of their country.
Despite the prophecies of doom in times of neoliberalism and increased individual responsibility, support for the welfare state has remained on a high level and the principle of solidarity is still endorsed by the majority of the Germans. It is wide consent that the state as the main authority and guarantor of redistributive welfare is an important factor to ensure social justice and responsible for the most important fields of social policy. In comparison with, for example, Britons Germans “are much more likely to argue that an equal opportunity approach requires government to guarantee equal access to basic services” and, in addition to this, they are “more likely to express concerns about market freedoms” (Taylor-Gooby and Martin 2010: 85). Nevertheless, the necessity to take more personal responsibility for possible life risks has become more and more accepted by many Germans.

As it was pointed out attitudes towards the welfare state and the recipients of social benefits are influenced by a mix of factors, most notably an individual’s socio-economic background and related personal interests as well as ideas of social justice. Furthermore, assumptions of reciprocity have an impact on people’s attitude towards those living in need of social benefits.

Looking at attitudes towards taxes and the financial provision of the welfare state makes the complex situation obvious: If financial contributions from the individual are involved and if the general economic situation is rather negative, people start making a difference and adjusting their opinion of social welfare.
The latest labour market reforms in Germany have changed the political and societal climate (and people’s perceptions of welfare recipients) since these reforms put more weight on personal duties and leave a great deal of responsibility to the individual. Welfare beneficiaries are expected to show efforts to end their dependency on financial transfers. Especially beneficiaries of social assistance have become stigmatised because their situation is (partly) perceived as a result of personal failure and they are latently suspected to commit benefit fraud (see also Roosma et al. 2015). Attitudes towards this group of persons and towards the institutions providing unemployment benefits and social assistance are surely affected by the climatic change mentioned above.

Finally, we wish to take a look into the future and raise the question of Germans’ outlook concerning central features of the welfare state. Two items of the fourth round of the ESS (2008/2009) address the issue of welfare state costs (or even cost explosions with regard to demographic change): 52.7 (West) respectively 46.8 per cent (East) suppose that Germany “will not be able to afford the present level of public health care” in 10 years (statistically not significant). 64.9 (West) respectively 61.7 per cent (East) suppose that Germany “will not be able to afford the present level of old age pension” in 10 years (statistically not significant). The EZS (2008) asked respondents about older people’s standard of living in 20 years.
 89.4 (West) respectively 88.6 per cent (East) are rather pessimistic (“rather bad” or “bad”; statistically not significant). These findings show that the majority of Germans is rather sceptical concerning prospective welfare provisions, particularly with regard to old-age pensions.
To sum up, with respect to people and the welfare state Germany can be described as a country in transition. It will be very interesting and relevant to policy makers to learn more about people’s attitudes and expectations towards the German welfare state.
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� 	The project “Einstellungen zum Sozialstaat” (EZS) was conducted by a team of social scientists from the University of Frankfurt/Main headed by Wolfgang Glatzer.


� 	In German: “Die Einkommensunterschiede in Deutschland sind zu groß.”


� 	In German: “Es ist zwecklos, sich über soziale Gerechtigkeit zu streiten, weil sich die Verhältnisse doch nicht ändern lassen.”


� 	In German: “So wie die Zustände sind, weiß man gar nicht mehr, was eigentlich gerecht ist.”


� 	In German: “Hat die soziale Gerechtigkeit bei uns in den letzten drei, vier Jahren zugenommen, abgenommen oder ist sie gleichgeblieben?“


� 	As can be expected wealth inequality is even more pronounced in Germany: Grabka and Westermeier (2014) analyse SOEP data from 2002, 2007 and 2012 and reveal a Gini coefficient of 0.78 which signals a persistently high wealth inequality in Germany as compared to other Western societies. According to Grabka and Westermeier (2014: 151; 153) on average, the individual net assets amount to roughly 83,000 Euro, while the median is less than 17,000 Euro which illustrates the tremendous wealth inequality. Furthermore, 28 per cent of the adult population in Germany dispose of no assets (or even negative wealth, i.e. debts).


� 	This “justice gap” might be – at least implicitly – mirrored by a survey conducted by the Allensbach Institute in 2012 that is mentioned by Sauerland (2012: 1; 11/12): 43 per cent of all Germans assess the social market economy (“soziale Marktwirtschaft”) as good, whereas 27 per cent do not. However, West Germans show a more positive attitude towards the social market economy.


� 	This index uses six dimensions of social justice: 1) poverty prevention; 2) equitable education; 3) labor market access; 4) social cohesion and non-discrimination; 5) health; 6) intergenerational justice (Schraad-Tischler and Kroll 2014: 10-12).


� 	See also Mau � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Mau</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>6</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>6</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Mau, Steffen</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>The Moral Economy of Welfare States. Britain and Germany compared</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Routledge</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(2003)� for arguments regarding aspects of reciprocity and its relation to social attitudes.


� 	A more elaborated approach stems from Roosma et al. (2013). They differentiate between seven dimensions of the welfare state: 1) welfare mix; 2) goals of the state; 3) range; 4) degree; 5) redistribution design; 6) implementation process (efficiency/effectiveness); 7) outcomes.


� 	Their project’s title was “Welfare state arrangements and attitudes of the citizens” (“Wohlfahrtsstaatliche Maßnahmen und Einstellungen der Bürger“; 03/1998-02/2000). They draw on data from various surveys. In particular, data from ALLBUS, ISSP (1985, 1990, 1996), ISJP, Eurobarometer and Politbarometer are used.


� 	The fifth round containing this module is planned for 2016. Data for both Western and Eastern Germany are available for the years 1996 and 2006.


� 	In German: “Ein Sozialstaat kann ja mehrere Ziele verfolgen. Bitte geben Sie für jede der folgenden Zielsetzungen an, ob Sie dieses Ziel für sehr wichtig, eher wichtig, weniger wichtig oder unwichtig halten.”


� 	In German: “Vermeidung von Armut”


� 	In German: “Sicherung des sozialen Friedens”


� 	In German: “Sicherung des Lebens- und Versorgungsstandards”


� 	In German: “Die Einkommensunterschiede zwischen arm und reich verringern”


� 	In German: “Verbesserung der Chancen auf dem Arbeitsmarkt”


� 	In German: “Förderung von mehr Eigenverantwortung”


� 	On a related note it might also play a role that – at least in laboratory experiments – East Germans show consistently less solidarity than West Germans do (Brosig-Koch et al. 2011). Based on this “solidarity gap” the authors conclude “that social behavior changes more slowly than political values” (Brosig-Koch et al. 2011: 1373). This in turn may lead to a higher demand of welfare state provisions among people living in the former GDR.


� 	Glatzer and Schmid (2010) provide a good summary of the EZS survey (2008).


� 	In German: “Bitte sagen Sie mir für jede dieser Institutionen, ob diese für die soziale Sicherung verantwortlich, mit verantwortlich, weniger verantwortlich oder auf keinen Fall verantwortlich ist.”


� 	In German: “Ich nenne Ihnen jetzt eine Reihe von Einrichtungen der sozialen Sicherung und Sie sagen mir bitte bei jeder Einrichtung, wie groß das Vertrauen ist, dass Sie ihr entgegenbringen.”


� 	In German: “Grundsicherung für Arbeitssuchende (ALGII)”


� 	In German: “Sozialhilfe”


� 	In German: “Pflegeversicherung”


� 	In German: “Gesetzliche Unfallversicherung”


� 	It should be emphasized that ‘acceptance’ differs from ‘institutional trust’ that was surveyed by the EZS (see above).


� 	A short overview of the “Hartz reforms” is provided by the federal agency for civic education (“Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung”) in German (Online-Source: http://www.bpb.de/nachschlagen/�lexika/politiklexikon/17592/hartz-gesetze; download on 17 March 2015).


� 	From 1995 to 2007 the unemployment rate fluctuated between 9 (2007) and 11.7 per cent (2005) on a yearly average. Since 2008 it fluctuates on a lower level between 6.7 (2014) and 8.1 per cent (2009) on a yearly average (Online-Source: http://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1224/umfrage/arbeitslosenquote-in-deutschland-seit-1995/; download on 25 March 2015).


� 	In Germany the minimum wage of 8.50 Euro/hour is based on the median salary of full-time employed persons of 17.10 Euro/hour (Arni et al. 2014: 4).


� 	This survey was conducted in May 2014 (Online-Source: http://www.infratest-dimap.de/umfragen-analysen/bundesweit/umfragen/aktuell/86-prozent-der-deutschen-haelt-einfuehrung-des-gesetzlichen-mindestlohn-fuer-richtig/; download on 17 March 2015).


� 	On 5 February 2015 the “Handelsblatt”, an influential daily business and financial newspaper, reports on another survey conducted on behalf of the German Association for Small and Medium-sized Businesses (“Bundesverband mittelständische Wirtschaft”). In this survey 44 per cent of the respondents fear more (or even too much) bureaucracy, particularly for small and medium-sized businesses (Online-Source: http://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/deutschland/umfrage-unions-waehler-fuerchten-mindestlohn-buerokratie/11328244.html; download on 17 March 2015).


� 	Online-Source: http://www.bmas.de/DE/Service/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/milo-kommission-erste-sitzung.html (download on 17 March 2015).


� 	Between 300 and 1,800 Euro per month are paid (Online-Source: http://www.bmfsfj.de/BMFSFJ/gesetze,�did=93110.html; download on 13 March 2015). Before this parental leave reform in 2007 there was a first reform in 1992 which extended the low paid and unpaid parental leave period (see also Schober 2014 who analyses these two reform’s effects on domestic work time in couples).


� 	In 1950 the average life expectancy at birth was 63.95 years; in 2012 it amounted to 78.27 years (Online-Source: http://www.lebenserwartung.info/index-Dateien/ledeu.htm; download on 25 March 2015).


� 	Online-Source (in German): http://www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/Artikel/2014/11/2014-11-19-rentenmarathon-kabinett.html (downloaded on 14 March 2015).


� 	Online-Source (in German): http://www.rentenpaket.de/rp/DE/Startseite/start.html (downloaded on 14 March 2015).


� 	Online-Source (in German): http://www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/StatischeSeiten/Breg/�ThemenAZ/Altersvorsorge/altersvorsorge-2007-07-13-rente-mit-67-alterssicherung-generationengerecht-gestalten.html (downloaded on 14 March 2015).


� 	However, a recent study by Bonin (2014) on behalf of the Bertelsmann Foundation shows that roughly 6.6 millions of foreign nationals living in Germany pay more taxes and social security contributions than they receive from the German welfare state (on average 3,300 Euro per foreigner). In 2012 this surplus amounted to 22 billions Euro – with increasing tendency. However, two-thirds of the Germans are convinced that immigration puts a burden on the social systems. Bonin’s study disproves this perception. As early as in 2004 the welfare state profited from a surplus of 2,000 Euro per foreigner. The increase results from the favourable development of the labour market.


� 	The study was conducted in Berlin only including respondents with German citizenship.


� 	Means in brackets are for the item “General agreement with social assistance for several outgroups” on a scale from 1 to 10 with 10 indicating the highest amount of approval.


� 	Online-Source: http://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/eugh-urteil-deutschland-darf-sozialtouristen-hartz-iv-verweigern-1.2214972 (downloaded on 12 March 2015). In this context “Sozialtourismus” was elected as ‘non-word of the year 2013’ (see here: http://www.tagesschau.de/inland/unwortdesjahres114.html; downloaded on 12 March 2015).


� 	“Pegida” stands for “Patriotic Europeans against the islamisation of the occident” (“Patriotische Europäer gegen die Islamisierung des Abendlandes”) – a right-wing anti-Islam movement founded in Dresden in October 2014.


� 	In German: “Wie wird der Lebensstandard der Älteren in 20 Jahren sein: gut, eher gut, eher schlecht oder schlecht?“
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