Stretching the Limits of Solidarity: The German Cas

Jan-Ocko Heuer & Steffen Mau
(draft version, please do not cite)

1. Introduction

At the turn of the century, the former chancellbGermany Helmut Schmidt praised
the developed welfare states of European courdgéthe hitherto latest great cultural
achievements of Europeans” (Schmidt 2001: 1). (as ¢hot have to subscribe to this
view to acknowledge that the European welfare state indeed amazing social phe-
nomena: enormous organizational and institutiomalnrgements supposed to promote
— to varying degrees and by different means — beeturity, social equality, social
justice, and social mobility. Modern welfare statesfer rights and entitlements, re-
distribute resources, and offer social servicesiafidstructures in order to ensure an
adequate standard of living, protect against soisks, support citizens at various
stages of the life course, and promote personaldpment and social advancement;
and ultimately, they reconcile the sweeping antiesadlangering forces of capitalism
with social integration and social order. In shtrg welfare state is one of the main

structural features of contemporary European sesiet

For the acceptance and functioning of these enasroaganizational and institutional
mechanisms of redistribution, it is important ttiair inherent norms and distributive
principles relate to moral assumptions and ideasitafairness, justice, responsibility
and reciprocity within the population: As processtgredistribution always create
‘winners’ and ‘losers’ in financial terms, the aptance of social policies by citizens
cannot be taken for granted (Mau 2003). This besogren more important in times
of welfare state reforms, when new social policreght create new norms and dis-
tributive principles and thereby challenge the ldgthed moral economy of institu-
tional solidarity and welfare provision. If the odting fractions, conflicts and contra-
dictions between normative principles are not neswlor at least mediated, political
and social dissatisfaction or even conflict océdioreover, while in times of welfare
state expansion the growth of social benefits migitigate such conflicts, in times of

welfare state retrenchment and restructurationmare likely that social policies chal-



lenging the established moral economy of the wel&ate will create new lines of
conflict and new social cleavages (Pierson 1996120

European welfare states are unquestionably iniagef transformation, caused by
long-term challenges such as intensifying inteorati competition, socioeconomic
change, and population ageing as well as by thentggreat Recession and resulting
austerity programmes (see Introduction). Althougdical welfare state retrenchment
is rare (Pierson 1994; Starke 2006), we can obgwivatization of risk management

in some areas, a greater role of activation andketaffirming social policies, and the
emergence of new social risks (e.g. Taylor-Gool@42@lasen 2005; Hemerijck

2013; Crouch 2015). This applies not least to teentan welfare state, the once proto-
typical example of a conservative — and, accorttingpme observers, institutionally
‘frozen’ (Esping-Andersen 1996: 24) — welfare stdtaracterized by status-preserving
social policies institutionalized in compulsory sdénsurance schemes and promoting
a ‘male breadwinner / female homemaker’ family mddey. Bleses & Seeleib-Kaiser
2004; Hassel 2010; Clasen 2011; Carlin et al. 2014)

In this chapter, we provide a descriptive overvawhanges in social policies and
citizens’ welfare attitudes in Germany since th8d<9 The overarching questions of
our review and analysis are: Which policy changageloccurred and into which di-
rection? What does this imply for the establishresdiiutional architecture and its fun-
damental principles of granting rights and ben@flow do welfare attitudes in the
population develop in light of social changes aocia policy reforms? In order to
answer these questions, we will look at policy demas well as accompanying

changes in welfare attitudes.

The chapter is structured as follows: The nextiseatill provide a sketch of the
German economy, polity and welfare state, espgdialinstitutionalized forms of
solidarity (Section 2). This will be followed by ewiews of main social policy issues
and reforms since the 1980s (Section 3) and rguitly responses to the financial,
economic and fiscal crisis (Section 4). In thedwling section, we will analyze past
and present attitudes towards the welfare stagemeral and in some specific domains
— labour market policies, old-age provision, healihe, and family and social invest-
ment policies — in light of the long-term and skemm transformations outlined before



(Section 5), followed by a conclusion discussitkglly future developments of welfare
provision and institutional solidarity in Germarygction 6).

2. Germany’s political economy and welfare system inamparative perspective

Germany is the largest national economy in Europad-the fourth-largest worldwide
— and has considerable influence on the econontipalitical development of the
European Union and the Eurozone; in this capaitibgs been a key player in the re-
cent turn of many European countries towards atssfogrammes in the wake of the
financial, economic and sovereign debt crisis. Gamnynris also the leading export na-
tion in Europe, the third-biggest exporter worldejidnd has the largest export surplus
globally. The German economy is based on a sulstamhnufacturing sector with a
focus on industrially produced goods such as megbicles, machinery, chemical and
electronic products. While there are quite a felobgl players’ among German com-
panies, it is particularly the small- and mid-sizetnpanies (theMittelstand), which
are often world market leaders in their economataethat are considered the ‘back-
bone’ of the German economy. The German exporedraconomic model is ground-
ed in a consensus-based corporatist polity, sdatollactive bargaining, and wage
restraint by the trade unions. In the first decaafe=y the Second World War, this
model — often referred to as ‘Social Market Econb(®pziale Marktwirtschaft de-
noting a political economy situated between thel8+®paxon model of liberal ‘laissez-
faire’ capitalism on the one hand and a more irtetionist state in other parts of Eu-
rope on the other — received widespread populgyatypand it is still held in high
esteem in Germany despite the erosion of its ecanand social bases (Streeck 1997,
2009). From a comparative perspective, the Germmanamy has been highlighted as
a prime example of a ‘coordinated market econorigll(& Soskice 2001), character-
ized by institutions that encourage long-term coafpee relations among firms in
combination with differentiated production, incremed innovations, high levels of job
security in some sectors, and high (industry-spgakills among workers.

The political system — a federal parliamentary k@gu- mirrors the cooperative and
consensus-based style of economic governance arfoeagferred to as ‘consensus
democracy’ (Lijphart 1999). The constitution —H&#y: Basic Law (Grundgesefz—
stipulates that Germany is a constitutional, deltocand social republic and distrib-



utes power between the federal government andabhergments of the regional states
(Landep. On the federal level, legislative power is vedtethe parliamentgundes-
tag) and the representative body of the sixteen registatesBundesrat Since the
end of the Second World War, the federal governrhaastbeen formed by two-party
coalitions led by either the Christian Democratiudsh (Christlich Demokratische
Union DeutschlandCDU) or the Social Democratic Partyqzialdemokratische
Partei DeutschlandsSPD), with the liberal Free Democratic Pafyeje
Demokratische ParteFDP) or, more recently, the Green PaBuridnis 90-Die
Grinen as junior partners, although in the last decadesr political parties have
gained importance, not least due to dissatisfaatitim welfare and immigration poli-

cies (see Sections 3 and 4).

The German welfare state is often seen as thetgpehef a conservative welfare state,
deeply rooted in authoritarian and paternalistsgias of modernization, still bearing
the legacy of status-specific corporations, guddd monopolies which represent a
specific type of associationalism and monopolissp{Eg-Andersen 1990). This tradi-
tion implies a heavy emphasis on occupational ffeation and the recognition of
particular status privileges. The conservative ephof social order and cohesion fa-
vors status-preserving policies rather than ressharing and relates the social secu-
rity system closely to the labour market. The dbotory and compulsory social in-
surance system on which the German welfare stéailiscenters around labour mar-
ket positions and earnings and ties the receipeaogfits to prior contributions, so that
wage-earners’ rights are proportionally linkedteit contributions (Bonoli 1997); this

articulates a “welfare through work” ideology (Gam@001: 13)*

This welfare regime has had considerable impadanly structures and labour mar-
ket participation of women, as the status-presegrsocial insurance system — in com-
bination with education, care, family and tax peléc— encouraged a division of work
in the family between a ‘male breadwinner’ who eantome and rights to benefits on

the labour market and a ‘female homemaker’ resppdm$or care and child-rearing

! However, the health care system is characterigambtributory differentiation on the one hand, and
entitlement universalism on the other hand. It $¢edutory insurance mandated by law for employed
persons with incomes below a defined ceiling. Tiharfcing is secured by earnings-related levied wage
taxes imposed on the employee and the employerswitie extra governmental subsidies. Thus, access
to health care is regulated through labour markegration. Groups not integrated into the laboar-m
ket are covered via their relation to an incomaeaor on the basis of their former labour marlaat p
ticipation (pensioners).
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and receiving rights to benefits via the partn&tsur market status (Lewis 1992).
However, the Achilles heel of this model is thasibased on standard, full-time em-
ployment of (only half of) the population; thus,times of mass unemployment, non-
standard employment, and population ageing — ieguh an increasing share of ex-
cluded or benefit-receiving persons in relatiocaatributors — this model becomes
increasingly unsustainable (Lewis 2001).

The organizational and institutional core of ther@an welfare regime is formed by
major social insurance schemes dating back tdl@end early 28 century and cov-
ering health care, occupational accidents, old-agé,unemployment (Alber 2003). In
1995, a fifth social insurance scheme was addeatidintroduction of long-term care
insurance, and there is also a lower tier, taxAtea system of social assistance bene-
fits for those without sufficient entitliements. Dizethe emphasis on social insurances
and earnings-related distribution, the middle @asse important beneficiaries of the
system. In the past, the replacement rates haverb&ively high and thus protected
the middle classes against the disruptions anceagigs in people’s lives. As a conse-
guence, skilled workers, white-collar employees @ind servants — in other words:
middle class people — have been strong defendéhe alore welfare institutions

(Alber 1986; Mau 2003).

The moral economy of its core institutions genatatelespread popular support for
the German welfare state. The ‘social insurancéansm’ — which confines the col-
lectivization of risk to members of the social irmuces — preserves the status one has
achieved and conserves the “existing pecking avtleociety” (Goodin et al. 1999:
33). Such a system is easy to legitimize becays®ihises the participants what they
have paid for and minimizes vertical, cross-claskstribution. Thereby, it not only
instills a sense of individually earned rights, i also, as Claus Offe (1994: 129)
has rightly argued, “morally undemanding” because 6ne needs to believe in lofty
principles of solidarity, justice, or equality tecbme — and remain — a rational sup-
porter of the system (...). Its modest goal isgharantee of income — and of relative
income status! — for employees and their dependddlservers note that the German
welfare state has been “a remarkable consensuahath®ut any intensive conflict
between labour-force participants, on the one hand,welfare clients, on the other”
(Clasen 1994: 73).



3. Social policy issues and reforms from the 1980s the Great Recession

The development of German social policy from thiyeE980s to the recent Great
Recession can be roughly divided into five phases:first phase stretched from the
inauguration of the Christian-Liberal governmentienHelmut Kohl (CDU) in 1982
to the German unification in 1990/91 and was charaed by much rhetoric and little
reform. The (West) German welfare state had beeamaxpansionary course in the
1960s and 1970s, but from the mid-1970s onwandastconfronted with rising un-
employment and fiscal problems. In 1982, the FOPthe coalition government with
the SPD and partnered with the CDU, which annouactdental and moral turn”
including welfare reforms. However, while in someas private and occupational
provision was encouraged, the 1980s were domiratemntinuity in welfare policies
with selective, but modest cost-saving measuresni&tt 1998; Alber 2000) rather
than a turning point or a “conservative revolutigBorchert 1995).

The collapse of the German Democratic Republic (GIDR989/90 heralded a new
phase in social policy, during which the West Garmwalfare system was extended to
the East and had to cushion the transformation fxgrtanned economy and state so-
cialism to a market economy. The implementatiothefWestern system in East Ger-
many implied that East Germans gained access fangaintittements on the basis of
fictitious contribution histories from their emploent careers and large transfers from
West Germany. Moreover, rising unemployment due neassive decline of the East
German economy was countered by public job creaitiemes and the extension of
early retirement schemes, while the resulting far@rburdens were counterbalanced
by rising contribution rates and the introductidradsolidarity surcharge’

(Solidaritatszuschlagon income tax and other taxes.

While the integration of East Germany into the W@stman welfare system did cause
little direct institutional restructuration, in timeid-1990s the direction of welfare poli-
cies began to change. Even though there was ntutistal disruption, the basic ori-
entation of welfare reforms shifted towards costiog, benefit reductions, contribu-
tion rate stability, privatization, and marketizatj hence this phase has been called a
‘latency period’ for the subsequent reforms (Nulilen014: 13). A telling example is
the creation of long-term care insurance in 199& asw pillar of the social insurance

system: While this seems to represent an affirmadiad reinforcement of the tradi-
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tional principles of the German welfare regimesthéw insurance scheme does not
follow the usual model of ‘full’ insurance but onpyovides partial coverage against

the risk of care dependency and is supposed taueage additional private provision.

Moreover, the 1990s were characterized by highrasimty unemployment as well as
massive complaints by employers about lack of na®onal competitiveness due to
high costs of labour a as well as rigid labour rearkegulations. While the political
system experienced a political deadlock (Nullm@f@t4: 13), it was the German sys-
tem of industrial relations that turned out to detable under competitive pressure: a
considerable decentralization of wage settingtusbns combined with wage restraint
by the trade unions increased competitivenesseoétionomy and has, according to
some scholars, been more responsible for the geddrmance of the German econ-
omy before and during the Great Recession thanftee mentioned subsequent la-

bour market reforms (Dustmann et al. 2014).

The most important period of social policy chang&ermany was between 1999 and
2007, as during these years the most fundamerstalicturing of the welfare regime
since the end of the Second World War took plaadifiheier 2014: 13f.). The founda-
tion was laid in 1998, when a new federal governm@med by the SPD and the
Green Party — the first Red-Green alliance on ¢lderfal level — under the Social
Democrat Gerhard Schroéder superseded the 16-yaacehorship of Helmut Kohl
and pledged — partly inspired by ‘New Labour’ intBin (see Chapter 2) — to create a
sustainable welfare state and to tackle mass urmgmeint by increasing the produc-
tivity and competitiveness of the German econdrythe following years, major re-
forms in all areas of social policy were implemehta old-age provisiona trend to-
wards cost cutting was intensified by means ofaalgal increase in the regular retire-
ment age (from 65 in the year 2012 to age 67 i@RQ2considerable decrease in the
level of public pensions, the introduction of aetaubsidized privately funded pen-
sion scheme Riester-Rentg and the introduction of a needs-based basisiperfor
those without sufficient entitlements. liealth carethe creation of quasi-markets, re-

ductions in health services covered by the sopglrance system, co-payments for

2 The main reforms in 2003-2005 were implementeceutite headingXgenda 2019 which alluded to

the ‘Lisbon Strategy’ of the European Union and wagposed to promote economic growth and reduce
unemployment by means of cuts and changes in labatket regulation, vocational training, education
policies, health care policies, pension policiabplur market policies, and family policies.
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additional services, and allowances for preventi@asures have been predicted to
benefit mainly high earners and to establish diffétevels of health care services for

different groups of the population (Lessenich 2013)

The most controversial reforms were made in tha afabour market policiesvith

the so-called ‘Hartz-reformd'These reforms were implemented in several steps be
tween 2003 and 2005 and included a restructuringbafur market services, funding
for further vocational training, and the facilitati of new types of employment. The
promotion of these types of non-standard, unsecamedften low-paid employment
has been argued to strengthen precarisation andratarket stratification (Eichhorst
& Marx 2011). Especially contested was the lastnref(‘Hartz 1V) in 2005, which
merged long-term unemployment benefits and welfareefits to a new benefit at the
level of social assistance and thus meant that ienviduals with long contribution
histories to unemployment insurance would end upesocial assistance level after
twelve months of unemployment (or, since a refanr2008, after up to 24 months for
persons aged 50 and over). In case of refusaldepaa job, benefits are cut a further
30 per cent, and the recipient’s savings and tlaeysaf the spouse are taken into ac-
count when calculating these benefits. Moreovere-euro-jobs’ were created, mean-
ing that the state could employ people for one emrbour in order to improve their
chances on the private labour market. While thekems were backed by the CDU
and the FDP, they received strong criticism froadé unions and left-leaning Social
Democrats and led to the creation of a new leftgwparty — called Labour and Social
Justice: The Electoral AlternativArpeit und soziale Gerechtigkeit: Die Wahlalter-
native — which merged in 2007 with the Party of Demdcr&bocialism Partei des
demokratischen Sozialismubke successor to the governing party of the GIOR)rm

a new party called ‘The LeftOje Linke.

Not least due to strong opposition to the welfaferms, the Red-Green alliance could
not defend its parliamentary majority in the fedefaction of 2005, and a ‘Grand coa-
lition” government between CDU and SPD under ClamsDemocrat Angela Merkel

was formed. In this — fifth and final — period, tteform activity declined and changes

were limited to minor amendments and revisionschethe German welfare state re-

% The reforms are colloquially named after Petertt{ahe chief human resources manager of
Volkswagerand head of a commission established by Gerhdrb8er in 2002 to develop recommen-
dations for labour market reforms.
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turned to its usual operation (Nullmeier 2014: T4)e most important changes oc-
curred in the area of family policies, as the Greadlition introduced a relatively gen-
erous tax-financed parental leave scheraéidtngeld, replacing 67 per cent of in-
come for up to 14 months), expanded public chile ¢acilities, and improved the
opportunities for tax deductions to subsidize chidts — a policy shift which repre-
sents a break with the old style of conservativeiffapolicy and a stronger emphasis
on ‘new social risks* All this was seen as serving a twofold purpose asgn to-
wards a ‘social investment’ strategy with an emphas the early childhood, and as
serving the integration of women into the labourketby improving opportunities

for combining family obligations and employmérthe most recent major social poli-
cy reform was the introduction of a minimum wag@15 — pushed through by the
SPD against resistance from the coalition partrensresponse to the significant rise

of temporary, unsecured and low-paid forms of erymplent.

Behind this variety of reform measures in differargas of social policy, one can dis-
cern some general trends of welfare reforms in Gagnover the last decades: In nor-
mative and institutional (less so in organizatipmespect, we can observeleparture
from the conservative welfare modelregard to the emphasis on status-maintenance
and the alliance with the male breadwinner famityded. This re-orientation has been
interpreted as a ‘double movement’ away from theseovative welfare state
(Lessenich 2013): On the one hand, there is amgixte of the labour force to include
all groups in society, in particular womeeiiployment universalisht and, a shift
towards ‘activating’ labour market policiesgtivatiori). On the other hand, we can
observe the introduction of elements typical dielial’ welfare state regimes; this in-

cludes a shift from public responsibility towardsrieased self-responsibility in regard

* Though some scholars have argued that “the ovesadl of public resources and childcare availailit
remain too limited to establish a clear new mod€itcia & Bleijenbergh 2014: 69) there is a new
emphasis now on female labour participation andneiting work and employment by providing more
child care facilities.
® In order to cater to the conservative clienteléhefCDU'’s sister party — the Bavarian Christiagi&b
Union (Christlich-Soziale Union in Bayeri€SU) — and against opposition even from withie ¢bali-
tion parties, the Grand coalition also introducethid care subsidy for home-based care by paients
2012. However, in 2015 thi8etreuungsgeldchas been declared unconstitutional by the Fedevakti-
tutional Court on the grounds that the federal gowent lacked the legislative competences; this, th
subsidy, which encourages a traditional family modél be discontinued.
®In West Germany, the rate of female employment fasm 64.7 per cent in 1994-1999 to 71.8 per
cent in 2005-2009, while in East Germany — whicth &lready high rates of female employment due to
the legacy of the GDR — it remained on a high I€8&l6 per cent in 2005-2009; see DIW n.d.). In
2014, the female employment rate in Germany wa8 & cent and thus considerably above the EU-28
average of 64.8 per cent (Eurostat 2015).
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to old-age provision and selected health care ees\iindividual responsibilit}) as

well as a stronger emphasis on means-tested lEsidty benefits in the areas of old-
age provision and unemployment benefiteegds-based basic secuiityFinally, the
most recent institutional and organizational sh#$ occurred in the area of family and
child care policy with the adoption of a ‘sociav@stment’ perspective focusing on
early childhood, which merges social-democratic ldmetal elements §ocial invest-

ment).
--- Figure 1 about here ---

In relation to GDP, total social spending has remadirelatively constant since the
1990s, with the lowest share in 1992 (25.0 per)camd the highest one in 2003 (29.8
per cent). As Figure 1 shows, the share of spending for diffeareas of social policy
has changed only slightly since the 1990s, withnlest important changes being a
rise in spending for children and families and elide in spending for unemployment.
While social expenditures in 2014 were financetketatively equal shares by pay-
ments from employers, insured persons, and the, staér the years the share of pay-
ments from employers has decreased, whereas treah@ayments from insured per-
sons and the state has increased considerabligmigies a shift in the balance of
power between capital and labour (or employerseanployees), but also an increas-
ing role of taxes (as opposed to contributions)elfare financing. Figure 2 shows
that inequality of disposable incomes was relayisthble between 1991 and 2000 but
rose considerably between 2000 and 2005; afterwardisclined slightly (see Grabka
et al. 2012). Among the main causes for rising meanequalities in Germany is de-
creasing effectiveness of government redistributioa to changes in the tax system,
the public transfer system, and labour market @eguis involving transfer cuts as

well as lowering market income concentration (Sch&iStein 2013; OECD 2015).

--- Figure 2 about here ---

4. The Great Recession and social policy responsesGermany

During the Great Recession, the trajectory of Gegisaeconomy was rather unusual:

On the one hand, in the last quarter of 2008 tba@ny slipped into the deepest re-

" The share rose to 30.8 per cent in 2009, buthis partly due to the inclusion of basic privataltie
insurance into statistics; thus the numbers bedaoek after 2009 are not directly comparable. In 2014
total social spending was 29.2 per cent of GDP (Bsministerium fur Arbeit und Soziales 2015).
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cession since the Second World War, with a dedinéve per cent in 2009 — below
the Eurozone average of minus 4.4 per cent — andehr-collapse of key players in
the financial sector. On the other hand, the ecgn@oovered quickly and returned to
growth already in 2010. Even more surprisingly, themployment rate remained
relatively unaffected by the recession and rosg fsam 8.7 per cent in 2008 to 9.1
per cent in 2009 and declined afterwards, whichelsmhomists to praise “Germany’s
jobs miracle” (Krugman 2009), though one has ta Ibeanind that in the aftermath of

the Hartz-reforms in particular the low-wage seebqranded.

This quick economic recovery has been ascribeldreetmajor causes: First, the gov-
ernment responded to the crisis in the financieladoy adopting several (express)
laws and thus prevented failure of major finaniiatitutions and a ‘credit crunchy'.
Second, the ‘automatic stabilizers’ which dampemttiations in gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP), such as income taxes and welfare spgndiere more effective in Germa-
ny than in other countries, mainly because of thectire of unemployment insurance;
in addition, as a major exporter Germany importeddffects of automatic stabilizers
in other countries. And third, the German governmmnoduced four economic
stimulus packages in 2008 and 2009 with an ovéralhcial volume of about 90 bil-
lion Euros. These stimulus packages also inclu@euws social policy measures,
such as lower contributions to unemployment inscearaises in child-care allowanc-
es, improved tax deductibility of health care andsing care contributions, and lower

health insurance contributions (Starke 2015).

The most important social policy measure to danthereffects of the recession on the
labour market was the use and extensiorKafzarbeitergeld which is a short-time
work scheme enabling companies to respond to degloemand by reducing the
working time of their employees instead of layihgrm off; employees receive 60 per-
cent of the difference between their net pay aed tieduced pay from the public
purse. While these subsidies are usually only gcafdr a maximum duration of six
months, the government extended this period dtttrd8 and later to 24 months. It is

estimated that, as a consequence, up to 1.5 méhgoloyees — or 5.1 percent of the

8 These express laws to stabilize the financialsesere: the Finanzmarktstabilisierungsgesett
2008, which created a public fund guaranteeingstiteency of financial institutions; th&inanz-
marktstabilisierungsergdnzungsgesetz2009, which nationalized failing banks; ane tkinanz-
marktstabilisierungsfortentwicklungsgesetz2009, which enabled the creation of ‘bad dedks’.
11



German labour force — were on short-time work dythe recession, especially in
regions with export-oriented industries (Starke201

Three points regarding the effects of the GreaeR&on and policy responses are
noteworthy: First, as the economy recovered qujdklsrmany did not experience the
same economic and social hardships as many otlep&an countries. Second — and
possibly related to this — it has been arguedithebntrast to previous economic crises
the German government did not only rely on the @uatiic stabilizers but deliberately
and actively used social policy measures to coythereffects of) the recession.
However, the set of policy instruments was limit€a the one hand, most measures
were concerned with contributions, not with besefind on the other hand, the most
important expenditure measure — tRerrzarbeitergeldd— focused on the core indus-
trial workforce in export-oriented sectors (StaBkd.5). And third, the reliance on
‘traditional’ measures of social policy evoke theegtion if — in line with findings

from comparative welfare state research (see Strék 2013) — in times of economic
crises governments fall back on traditional consetd policies. Hence, some observ-
ers have argued that short-time work is an adeduattional response to labor mar-
ket inflexibilities in coordinated market econom{&acchi et al. 2013) and that re-
sponses to the Great Recession in Germany careheasea recourse to the tradition of
corporatism and consensus-seeking, especiallyspert of the consultations between
trade unions and employers’ associations on tHematand company level

(Nullmeier 2014: 15.The recent wave of strikes in Germany signal adepe from

the consensus culture, but there is a clear shilydrom the industrial sector to the
domestic services sector, where wage-setting narmkess entrenched, working con-

ditions are often more problematic, and labourtiahs are more conflictual.

After recovery from the Great Recession, the Gergauernment changed its policy
course and the Christian-Liberal coalition that badhe into office in 2009 pursued
the most extensive programme of spending cuts rm&e post-War history; in terms
of social policy, this included benefit reductidons long-term unemployed persons

and reductions in parental allowances for high-e&nVioreover, in 2009 Germany’s

° other scholars argue that the preconditions for aaitjz solutions — such as high trade union cover-
age, centralized labour relations, and tripartiteifns for policy-making — had come apart in Germany
and that the consultations were more an exchangpinions and a trust-building measure than a con-
certed corporatist pact (e.g. Eichhorst & Weish&@@it3; Starke 2015).
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constitution was amended to include a balanceddtyatgvision called ‘debt brake’
(*Schuldenbrem$e From 2016 onwards, the federal government ibittden to run a
structural deficit of more than 0.35 per cent of B@and thel:ander are not allowed
to run any structural deficit from 2020 onwardsshort, while the immediate impact
of the Great Recession on welfare policies in Gegyreas been limited, the new ‘poli-
tics of austerity’ (Blyth 2013; Schafer & Streedkl3) might be the starting point for

another round of welfare state restructuring atieenehment (Obinger 2012).

In reaction to the ongoing Euro-crisis, Germany alaw the establishment of a new
party, the ‘Alternative for GermanyA{ternative fir Deutschlar)yd Starting out with a
focus on economic policies, in particular as opjpasito the German federal policies
concerning the Eurozone crisis, it has embracece rmod more populist and conserva-
tive positions with regard to migration, welfarsugs, and the family. The party has
fueled resentments vis-a-vis migrants and theiusion into the welfare system, espe-
cially in relation to those who are allegedly ‘payemigrants’ and do not come as
‘true’ refugees or asylum seekers. As such thigypapresents an emerging welfare
chauvinism being increasingly present in Europeamtries which draws a line be-
tween ‘us’ and ‘them’ based on ethno-national aateTheir profile now appeals to a
significant section of citizens being skepticalrafreasing diversity — Germany has
seen substantial immigration over the last yeaduding migration from the Southern
European countries particularly affected by theneoaic crisis — and favoring closure
rather than openness. The established partiesecialip the Bavarian CSU and the
right wing of the CDU — now seen themselves pressdrby this agenda, although the
majority of people express a welcoming attitudewieer it can be expected that —
also in reaction to denationalization, globalizatemd Europeanization — distributional
conflicts are not only of (vertical) socio-economiture, but increasingly ‘horizontal’
and relating to issues of values, culture, idenstyd ethnicity (Kriesi et al. 2006).
Those who experience themselves as losers of ffiesesses might mobilize primari-

ly in cultural rather than in economic terms.

5. Attitudes towards the welfare state: Past changesd future prospects

Our overview of long-term and short-term developteém German social policy has
shown that the German welfare state has changesidavably, although mainly in the
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2000s after a period of reform gridlock. Many ok reforms can be understood as a
departure from the conservative welfare state matthlits focus on status mainte-
nance and a ‘male breadwinner’ family. Against ttaskground, it is worth examin-
ing how citizens have perceived these reforms atiekir attitudes towards the norma-
tive underpinnings of these reforms have changeldrnast decades. Moreover, we
are interested in how people judge the welfarestaurrent performance and if they
think that past reforms have prepared the welfate $or the near future. In order to
examine these issues, we draw on data from sengmadsentative cross-sectional sur-
veys? and the literature on welfare attitudes in Germ&yr aim here is modest: We
do not want to theorize linkages between socioetiwnchanges, policy reforms, and
changes in welfare attitudes (e.g. Naumann 2014)wae will barely touch upon dif-
ferences in attitudes between different social gsaie.g. Svallfors 2012); rather, we
will focus on broad attitudinal changes in the Gannpopulation as a whole and
sketch out the overall ‘policy temperature’ (Sorék&Vlezien 2010) or ‘policy mood’
(Page & Shapiro 1983).

Changes in welfare attitudes in the context of magmial policy reforms

One of the most marked shifts in the German coasiee/welfare regime has been the
turn towards universal labour market participaton the accompanying departure
from a ‘male breadwinner / female homemaker’ madedards an ‘adult worker’ or
‘dual breadwinner’ model (Lewis et al. 2008; Boligg15). As Figure 3 shows, these
social and political changes have been accompdnyi@thanges in citizens’ attitudes
towards female labour market participation: WhilelB82 only 40.9 per cent of the
population completely agreed with the statemerit‘thevorking mother can establish
just as loving and secure a relationship with édeen as a mother who doesn’t
work’, this share has risen steeply from 54.1 @&t an 2004 to 63.9 per cent in 2008
and 72.9 in 2012, with another 19.9 per cent temthragree. Moreover, while in 1982

19 Datasets: 1) German General Social Survey (ALLE&GSS): biannual survey since 1980; 2) ‘Atti-
tudes Towards the Welfare StateEifistellungen zum SozialstgdEZS) survey: four waves (2005 to
2008), conducted by the Goethe-University FranKflatn for the German Federal Ministry of Labour
and Social Affairs; 3) ‘Social Justice in the WedsState’ (Gerechtigkeit im Wohlfahrtsstdpsurvey:
conducted in 2007 by Ipsos for the University oéBen; 4) International Social Survey Programme
(ISSP): annual cross-national survey; 5) Europealndé Survey (EVS): cross-national and longitudinal
survey in four waves (1981, 1990, 1999, 2008). dlih some data are from the late 2000s, we con-
sider their use reasonable, as the major socialyp@forms — except for changes in family policies
had already been completed at this time (see $e8}io
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a slight majority (52.2 per cent) of the populat{ocompletely or somewhat) agreed
that ‘it is more important for a wife to help hardtband with his career than to pursue
her own career’, this share has fallen to 20.0cpat in 2012; and while in 1982 70.3
per cent agreed that ‘it is much better for eveeyooncerned if the man goes out to
work and the woman stays at home and looks aféendluse and children’, this share
sank to 27.3 per cent. In fact, nowadays a majofitytizens say that ‘a child actually
benefits from his or her mother having a job rathan just concentrating on the
home’ (61.5 per cent in 2012 as compared to 24.@¢ in 1982).

--- Figure 3 about here ---

These results indicate a substantial shift inuatés towards female labour market par-
ticipation — “from maternalism to employment fol’ ¢Orloff 2006) — and suggest that
the ‘adult worker model has become the norm ndy onsocial and family policies
but also among the population in Germany. In fadtudy asking why even the Ger-
man Christian Democrats have adopted ‘social deatictfamily policies (Flecken-
stein 2011) suggests that (changes in) citizetisidés have been the main driver of
change: After the Red-Green government in the €800s had promoted employ-
ment-centered family policies (as counterpart tweased work incentives in labour
market policies), the CDU modernized its familyipigs to adapt it to citizens’ prefer-
ences and to mobilize the votes of young women, wéi@ viewed as imperative for
electoral success; “put differently, anticipateditpral gains have been at the core of

the modernization strategy” (Fleckenstein 2011:)545

Another major change in German social policy hanlée shift from ‘traditional’
active labour market policies — such as counselmtjjob placement services, labor
market training or subsidized employment — towant&activation’ paradigm based
on the assumption that there are sufficient joboofomities for unemployed persons
and that the state has to ‘nudge’ people to takes reelf-responsibility for finding em-
ployment. Thus, as outlined in Section 3, the ‘Bagforms’ in the early 2000s pro-
moted a new balance between rights and obligatinadge the receipt of benefits con-
ditional upon individual efforts and cooperationdacut the link between benefits and
prior contributions for the long-term unemployedc{thorst et al. 2006). As attitudinal
data focusing on activation policies are lackimgjne with previous studies (e.g.

Aurich 2011) we used an indicator asking if pedplek that unemployed persons
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should take any job available or lose their unemplent benefits, which is actually an
even stronger statement than the realities of Getat@our market policy. Table 1
shows that agreement to this statement has bekraligady in 1990, but that it rose
in 1999 and again in 2008, when agreement on paari-scale reached a mean value
of 7.1 (although agreement in East Germany wasiderably lower than in West
Germany). Given that the ‘Hartz-reforms’ have bbeavily criticized, the rather high

acceptance rates of this norm in labour marketjgsliseems surprisirtg.
--- Table 1 about here ---

The ‘activation’ paradigm in labour market policean also be viewed as part of a
broader trend in German social policy towards iasegl individual responsibility. This
development has been most pronounced in old-agespn, where a drop in public
pension levels and the introduction of voluntary tate-subsidized private pensions
(‘Riester-Rentg are supposed to encourage private provisiomfdage. Indeed, atti-
tudinal data suggest that citizens largely acdepnbrmative shift towards more self-
responsibility, in particular in regard to old-ggensions and health care (see Figure
4). 76.3 percent of citizens agree that individgdsuld take (much or somewhat)
more personal responsibility for their standardivahg in old age. In health care, the
acceptance of individual responsibility is on aéowevel; yet, a majority of citizens
also agrees that individuals should accept mogoresbility for their health care pro-
visions. In regard to unemployment, agreement toerpersonal responsibility is the

lowest, but even here a majority of 55.3 per cémitzens agree to this orientation.
--- Figure 4 about here ---

However, while these findings indicate that theanigy of the population accepts the
shift towards more individual responsibility, tweservations apply: First, studies also
show that especially the older generation (60 yaadsolder) accepts more self-
responsibility, whereas in younger age cohortseageat is lower (Nichter et al.

2010: 85). Second, the degree of acceptance efesgbnsibility has clear boundaries:
On the one hand, 96 per cent of citizens maintahthe government is (strongly or

partly) responsible for social security, wherealy 83 per cent say that private house-

1 On the other hand, it is well established in restean welfare attitudes that unemployed persons are
generally considered less deserving of benefits tiher groups and that restrictive policies towate
unemployed are thus more accepted than towardexémnple, the sick or the old (e.g. Coughlin 1980;
van Oorschot 2000).
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holds are strongly responsible (Nuchter et al. 264). On the other hand, a majority
of people say that they (currently) cannot affardnake private savings for old age,
which applies especially to women, younger persmusthose with low income
(Sachweh et al. 2009: 614). This suggests thaewhédre might be readiness for more
individual responsibility in welfare provision, mapeople lack the financial capaci-
ties to do so. Accordingly, the state-subsidizedgbe pension schemes are less popu-

lar than hoped for when thRfester-Rentevas introduced (Braun & Pfeiffer 2011).

A fourth major development in German social poh&g been a shift towards new
needs-based basic security benefits in old agdaridng-term job seekers, which

also represents a departure from the status-pragarature of the conservative wel-
fare state. Citizens are rather skeptical abostdbvelopment (see Figure 5): In regard
to the new basic public pension for those withadficGent entitlements, a large major-
ity of citizens agree to the general goal of prowydbasic security for everyone in old
age and are even willing to accept higher paymegetsmost people say that the cur-
rent basic pension is insufficient and not ablpritect people against old-age poverty.
In regard to basic security benefits for long-tgoim seekers, 69 per cent of respond-
ents defend the traditional principle of status#itenance by agreeing that, even in
case of long-term unemployment, benefits shouldangrior contributions, and a

slim majority considers it unfair that only the &y’ among the unemployed receive
benefits. In short, the turn towards needs-bassit lsacurity benefits seems to be on-
ly accepted when compared with no social secutigllaotherwise, people still prefer
the principle of status-preservation that has ti@aklly characterized social policy in

Germany (see Mau 2003).
--- Figure 5 about here ---

A fifth and final development has been a shift tadgaa ‘social investment’ paradigm
in social policy, which is based on the idea that better to invest in human capital,
skills and lifetime learning in order to ensure éoypbility than to compensate for
needs and unemployment (Morel et al. 2012). Ortheotore elements of such an ap-
proach are publically funded childcare and eduocgbimgrammes, and in the past
years German social and family policy has embraicese ‘investment’ strategies.
This shift towards ‘social investment’ policies seeto receive high acceptance (see

Figure 6): For example, when asked in which areaytivernment should spend more,
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more than 80 per cent of respondents mention edacathich is thus not only the
most frequently mentioned policy area but has elearly surpassed the fields of
health care and old-age pensions in the past tteesdes. Also, when asked for which
areas the government should spent more, the higlegste of support was for spend-

ing on families and children (cf. Nlchter et al12062).
--- Figure 6 about here ---

In sum, the data and studies indicate that the lptipn has accepted most, yet not all,
policy changes and their normative underpinningmd®e are most skeptical of the
turn towards needs-based basic security pensiahara@mployment benefits, at least
when compared to the status-preserving pensionbemefits before; by contrast,
there is relatively high acceptance of, and supjooytfemale labour market participa-
tion and the ‘adult worker’ model, ‘social investnt'epolicies in education and child-
care, more individual responsibility especiallypension policies, and ‘activation’
policies on the labour market. Obviously, the ie&y positive attitudes towards most
institutional and normative changes might be infleed by the considerable decrease
in unemployment numbers by about two millions (frér@6 million in 2005 to 2.87
million in 2015) and by comparisons with other Eugan countries, which have been
affected much stronger by the negative effectbi@iGreat Recession.

Attitudes towards social conflicts, social justiaad the future of the welfare state

The shifts in normative and institutional orienvas outlined before evoke the ques-
tion if new lines of conflict will complement or ew replace the ‘traditional’ distribu-
tive conflicts of industrialized societies. Espdlgiprominent in the literature feature
possible conflicts between families and childlesspde, or generational conflicts be-
tween the old and the young (e.g. Busemeyer @080; Goerres & Tepe 2010).
However, in the perception of citizens these cottlplay only a subordinate role (see
Figure 7). When asked about their perception oflmts, people see ‘strong’ or ‘very
strong’ conflicts mainly between capital and labouthe political left and right (alt-
hough both in lower shares than in 1980) as wefireseasingly) between the poor
and the rich, whereas conflicts between the youmbtle old, parents and childless
people, or working people and retired people arglyaeen as ‘(very) strong’ and
have all declined as compared to 1980. Thus, ihsehat distributive conflicts con-
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tinue to be framed in terms of vertical distributiof resources among classes and in-

come strata.
--- Figure 7 about here ---

This picture of modest or even strong acceptancewfsocial policy norms, declining
perceptions of conflict, and non-appearance of Ine®s of conflict becomes gloomier,
however, when we turn to perceptions of socialgesand citizens’ trust into the gov-
ernment’s capacity to improve social conditions.eWlasked how social justice has
developed in Germany over the past few years, @8 20ree out of four respondents
said that social justice has declined (75.2 pet)centh further 19.7 per cent stating
that it has remained stable and only five per penteiving an increase (Nuchter et al.
2010: 26). In addition, Figure 8 shows that a larggority of citizens think that in-
come inequalities in Germany are too high, and aftecline in the late 1990s, this
share has risen again in the past years. Whileagt Germany this perceptions has
been widespread since the unification, in West Geymt has increased over the long
term against the background of rising actual incamegualities. Yet, a considerably
lower share of people — especially in West Germiaagrees to the statement that the
government should redistribute income from theuatflt to the less affluent (see also
Sachweh et al. 2009: 13); it thus seems that vthdgopulation is skeptical of recent

market developments, it is skeptical of state wrgation into the market as well.
--- Figure 8 about here ---

Even more telling is that a majority of people iar@any (71.5 per cent) do not expect
the government to be able to resolve the existioblpms of the social security sys-
tem. This goes along with a low degree of satigaatith the social security system
as a whole, although the developments in East Germad West Germany differ
somewhat: While in West Germany, satisfaction hastatally declined between the
1980s and 2006 and has since then stabilized,9sh@&amany a positive trend after
unification peaked in 1998 and then also declinadilately stabilized (Ntchter et al.
2010: 73ff.). Moreover, citizens express littlestrin the individual social security
schemes, although health care and accidents iriraneive more positive judg-
ments than the other schemes, with old-age penaimh®asic unemployment benefits
receiving the worst evaluations (Nuchter et al. 2012).
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--- Figure 9 about here ---

Accordingly, the citizens’ expectations for theurg of social security are dull: While
about a third of the population demand higher spendn social benefits in general
(see Figure 9), a large majority also says that éxpect a ‘worse’ or ‘much worse’
social protection for the future than today; thudgment applies even to those social
insurance schemes — such as health care — whicduaently still viewed relatively
favorable (Krommelbein et al. 2007: 149f.). Indewtijle most Germans do not seem
to fear immediate deprivation or socio-economialBhip, a significant share of the
middle classes is concerned about their futuredstahof living (Schoneck-Vol3 et al.
2011).

Attitudes towards immigration: Welfare chauvinissaafuture policy issue?

Germany has witnessed high and rising immigratwels over the last years, with net
migration climbing from to 181.000 persons in 2@d®77.000 in 2014 (Bundesamt
fur Migration und Fluchtlinge 2015: 8). In 2014,.46énillion people living in Germa-
ny (20.3 per cent of the total population) had gratory background, among them
about 10 million immigrant¥’ In light of these developments, the issue wheither
migrants put a strain on the welfare system haseshoyp the public agenda. Although
the labor market was able to absorb a significant @f these people and studies show
that foreign nationals pay more taxes and soc@ir#tg contribution than they receive
in terms of welfare benefits (Bonin 2014), thera ison-negligible perception that
immigrants receive more than they contribute: weltzhauvinism exists in Germany
as in many other European countries. Comparatidies have demonstrated that the
native population of liberal and conservative wadfatates are more reluctant to grant
immigrants welfare benefits than those living igiabdemocratic regimes (van der
Waal et al. 2013). However, it has also been shinanhthe general link between mi-
gration and welfare status support is at best viitau & Burkhardt 2009).

Actually we have little data to show how attitudesard the migration-welfare nexus
has developed over time. Data from the German ALERIUrvey (see Table 2), polled

in 1996 and 2006, show hardly any change in appfovahe statement that foreign-

It is noteworthy that the education pattern of imrants has significantly changed, with a risingreha
of highly educated migrants as well as a considerabmber of migrants without secondary school
gualifications (Statistisches Bundesamt 2015).
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ers take jobs away from Germans. There is alsdyhany change with regard to the
statement that foreigners living in Germany areiaeén for the social net, while ap-
proval of the opinion that foreigners help to secoid age pensions was declinffig.
With regard to all three items, a non-negligibleugyr seems to have a rather negative
view on the influx of foreigners and their linktlee welfare system, but it seems that
this group is not drastically expanding over tirQe.alitative research emphasizes that
despite apparent perceived problems due to immograf people — in particular in
schools and neighborhoods — people also see thetodelp with regard to humani-
tarian migration and highlight the important fuectiof migrants to fill open labor
market position (in particular if they are qualifjeand even to secure the long- term
financial sustainability of the social security ®ya (Burkhardt et al. 2011). For the
vast majority of people, the willingness to includdesigners into the welfare system is
underpinned by issues of reciprocity. Howeverhm fbng run — and given the pres-
ence and popularity of new right-wing populist pgtand movements which mobilize
against migrants — welfare chauvinism will probalbycome a pertinent issue instigat-
ing conflicts over the boundaries of solidarity viNenanifestations of outright anti-
foreigner attitudes indicate that this fault firlesmow become more present in the
German political landscape and future attitudeartemay find more significant

changes.

--- Table 2 about here ---

6. Conclusion: What future for the German welfare stag?

Our overview of social policy developments and aedfattitudes in Germany leaves a
mixed picture: On the one hand, the population seenigradually) accept the new
principles accompanying the shift towards ‘soamestment’ policies, employment
universalism, activation strategies, increasedviddial responsibility for social securi-
ty, and, although to lesser degree, needs-basexldemmsirity benefits. On the other
hand, satisfaction with and trust in main sociausity systems is low, and beliefs that
the political system will be able to resolve thelgems of the social security system

are even lower. Moreover, given significant migrsatmovements increasing the di-

“In the European Social Survey from 2008, more Saper cent of the respondents stated that immi-
grants receive more than they contribute, andeérBhropean Quality of Life Survey from 2011 more
than 45 per cent viewed immigrants as a strairhemelfare system.
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versity of the population, welfare chauvinism hasved up the public agenda making
the influx of migrants into the country and thesgtation into the welfare system a
more politicized issue. So what does this implytfa future of welfare policies, in
particular the notions of solidarity embodied irdaurrounding the welfare arrange-

ments?

By and large, it is apparent that although peopfess discomfort with (increased)
inequalities, they do not turn back to the redisitive agenda of the past. They seem
to have largely accepted some of the core pringipfevelfare stare restructuring, in
particular the notions of individual responsibiléggpd social investment. Both notions
seem to resonate well with the productivist and maalifying understanding of wel-
fare where the state takes on an enabling and ddmpeess-enhancing role, rather
than a compensating and inequality-compressinglarsme sense, social objectives
become subordinate to economic goals, so thafigations of welfare policies that
can relate to economic benefits (and not to isefieged alone) have a better standing.
In particular for the middle classes the emphasieducation, human capital and in-
vestment seems to be an attractive way to go, titt@inding long-term redistributive

implications (see Mau 2015).

The centrality of the labor market for the welfagstem remains unquestioned, but is
has taken another form. Now female labor markeigyaation is a well-entrenched
social norm and the dual earner household trumpslithmale breadwinner model.
With the inclusion of ever more women into the labwarket, the demand for new
social policy offerings has become more pressifgs €xplains major changes in the
field of family policies which facilitate the balaimg of work and family responsibili-
ties (e.g. though parental leave schemes) andgedetter access to child care facili-
ties as to enhance women'’s labor market parti@patRather than providing better
security independent of the labor market and emméayt, the labor market is consid-
ered as the primary source of welfare for moshefgeople in working age, and social
policies are designed as to assist when familygahbns take central stage. This is
what has been called employment universalism, wimakes long-term welfare de-
pendency or the life as an income-earner-deperaarge-wife more unpleasant and

less rewarding.
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So what are the major challenges ahead? Geneggadlynany’'s export-driven growth
model is dependent on global economic developnmhba the competitiveness of its
economy. Competitiveness, in turn, depends on labosts, innovations, and supply
of (high-skilled) labour. In light of population @ipg and low fertility rates, a particu-
lar pressing issue might become shortage of skidlbdur, and as the main response is
immigration of qualified labour, immigration andegration of immigrants into the
social security system might play a leading roléuire welfare policy. However, this
might produce new social conflicts and cleavagas dkierlap the traditional (vertical)
conflicts. Especially if perceptions of wideningpgan incomes and life chances con-
tinue and if political entrepreneurs use this fafilization against immigrants, the
welfare state as well as the broader political mdal sphere might be put under con-
siderable pressure. In short, the main challengghtoGerman welfare state might
become mitigating ‘traditional’ vertical distribug conflicts as well as new horizontal
ones and generally to find the balance betweenrgssnand closure without under-

mining welfare state legitimacy and instigatingdie conflicts.
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Figure 1: Shares of social spending for different @licy domains in
Germany, 1990-2014
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Percentages of social spending for different padioynains (total social spending = 100 per
cent). Domains: illness and disability; old age Aedeaved people; children, spouses and ma-
ternity; unemployment; other (housing and genévaid aids). Data for 2014 are estimates.

Source: Bundesministerium fir Arbeit und Sozia2€4%: 13)
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Figure 2: Inequalities in disposable incomes in Genany, 1991-2011
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Income inequalities measured by the Gini-coeffic{eange: 0 = perfect equality; 1 = maximal
inequality) for disposable incomes of persons iagie households in Germany (in prices of
2005); grey area: 95 per cent confidence interval.

Source: Grabka & Goebel (2013: 18); calculationsyV Berlin based on SOEP v29
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Figure 3: Attitudes towards female labour market paticipation in
Germany, 1982-2012
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° Agreement that a working mother can establish just as loving and secure a
relationship with her children as a mother who doesn't work.

e Disagreement that it's more important for a wife to help her husband with his
career than to pursue her own career.

— @ — Disagreement that it is much better for everyone concerned if the man goes out to
work and the woman stays at home and looks after the house and children.

A Agreement that a child actually benefits from his or her mother having a job
rather than just concentrating on the home.

The two ends of a four-point scale ranging from 'completely agree' to 'completely disagree'
were coded together.

Original question: “People have different opini@imut the role of women in the family and
in bringing up children. For each of the statememtshe card, please tell me whether you
completely agree, tend to agree, tend to disagremympletely disagree.”

Source: ALLBUS Cumulation 1980-2012.
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Table 1: Attitudes towards activation policies onte labour market
(measured via proxy) in Germany, 1990-2008

(meen values on aseate from 11010) | 1990 | 1098 | 2008
Germany 6.4 6.9 7.1

Old federal states 6.6 7.1 7.2
New federal states 55 6.0 6.6

Explanation: Participants were asked to indicaggr @hittitude on a ten-point scale, 1 being
labelled “people who are unemployed should hatake any job available or lose their un-
employment benefits” and 10 “people who are uneggalshould have the right to refuse a
job they do not want“. In order to measure supfmractivation polies, coding was reversed;

thus, 1 indicates weak support for activation petic10 indicates strong support.

Source:European Values Study Cumulation 1981-2008.
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Figure 4. Attitudes towards self-responsibility inprovision for old
age, health, and unemployment in Germany, 2007
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Original question (translated from German): ,To wexstent should individuals take more
self-responsibility for the following things, whi@iso means increased self-financing? Stan-
dard of living in old-age; health care; unemployiien

Original question (German): “Inwieweit sollte dankelne fur die folgenden Dinge mehr Ver-
antwortung tbernehmen, d.h. auch mehr Eigenfinamzigleisten? Lebensstandard im Alter;
Gesundheitliche Versorgung; Arbeitslosigkeit.”

Source: Survey “Gerechtigkeit im Wohlfahrtsstaa@0Z .
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Figure 5: Attitudes towards needs-based basic seaty benefits in old
age and for long-term job seekers in Germany, 2007
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Variable 1, full statement: “The most importanithis that people in old-age receive an appropriate
basic security pension even if this means highasd (German: “Das wichtigste ist, dass die Men-
schen im Alter eine angemessene Grundsicherungtamhauch wenn das héhere Steuern bedeutet.”)

Variable 2, full question: “How well does the nevifroduced basic security pension in old-age mtote
from poverty in your opinion: well, rather well theer badly, or badly?” (German: “Wie gut schiutz di
neu eingefiihrte Grundsicherung im Alter Ihrer Meigunach vor Armut: Tut sie dies gut, eher gut, eher
schlecht oder schlecht?”)

Variable 3, full statement: “Even in case of loegr employment, benefits should depend on the pre-
vious level of income to secure the standard afdjy (German: “Auch bei langerer Arbeitslosigkeit
sollte die Leistung vom vorherigen Lohn abhangemitd der Lebensstandard gesichert wird.”)

Variable 4, full question: “Benefits for long-tenamemployed are only granted when people cannot
cover living expenses on their own. This means phatious income and wealth is taken into account
when granting long-term unemployment benefitshis, tin your opinion, completely fair, rather fair,
rather unfair or completely unfair?” (German: Dieu@dsicherung fir Arbeitssuchende wird erst ge-
wahrt, wenn man aus eigenen Mitteln seinen Lebdasualt nicht mehr decken kann. Das bedeutet,
dass vorhandenes Einkommen und Vermdgen auf dastsldsengeld 1l angerechnet wird. Ist das aus
Ihrer Sicht vollkommen gerecht, eher gerecht, efngerecht oder vollkommen ungerecht?*)

Source: Survey “Einstellungen zum Sozialstaat” 2007
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Figure 6: Attitudes towards various areas of goverment spending in
Germany, 1985-2006
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Participants indicate whether they would like to see more or less government spending in
each area. .
—e— Health — —4 —- Education

----- ®---- Retirement — - — Unemployed

Graph depicts portion of people answering 'more' or 'much more' for the respective area.

Original question: “Listed below are various arehgovernment spending. Please show
whether you would like to see more or less govemntrapending in each area. Remember that
if you say ‘much more’, it might require a tax irese to pay for it.”

Source: ISSP module “Role of the Government” 19890, 1996, 2006.
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Figure 7: Perceptions of social conflicts in Germay, 1980-2010
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Graph depicts portion of people perceiving respective conflicts as 'very strong' on a four-point
scale.

Original question: “It is often said that there aomflicts of interest between different groups
in the Federal Republic — for example between diffepolitical groups, between men and
women, etc. However, these conflicts are not alledlg strong. I'll list a few such groups and
please tell me whether, in your opinion, these liciafare very strong, rather strong, fairly
weak, or whether you think there is no conflicakibetween these groups.”

Source: ALLBUS Cumulation 1980-2012.
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Figure 8: Attitudes towards income inequalities andyovernment re-
distribution in Germany, 1984-2010
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Answers 'strongly agree' and 'agree' on a five-point scale coded together.

Original questions as they appear in the legend.

Source: ISSP module “Social inequality” 1987, 199999, 2009.

37



Figure 9: Attitudes towards future spending on soal benefits in
Germany, 1984-2014
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Should social benefits be cut in the future, should things stay as they are, or should social
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Original question as it appears in the legend.

Source: ALLBUS Cumulation 1980-2012 & ALLBUS 2014.
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Table 2: Welfare chauvinism in Germany, 1996 and ZIb

1996 | 2006

(mean) | (mean)
The foreigners who live in Germany are a burdethersocial welfare 40 41
system. ’ ’
They help to secure old age pensions. 4)2 3
They take jobs away from Germans. 3,8 3,4

Participants were asked to specify their appravéihé statements above on a seven-point

scale, 1 being labeled ‘completely disagree’ atwbihpletely agree’. The figure depicts the

mean values for the survey years 1996 and 2006.

Source: ALLBUS Cumulation 1980-2012
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