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1.0 Introduction

In this paper, we explore the Norwegian publictdades to welfare services, outline key social
policy debates and reforms from the last twentysjeand discuss future challenges for the
Norwegian welfare state.

Norway is often portrayed as an example of theegmrs and universal social democratic
welfare state regime (Esping-Andersen 1990; ArtSdissen 2002:152). Compared to most
other OECD countries a good quality of life, highel of social trust, low poverty rate, and low
economic inequality characterize Norwegian sodjstygene & Barth 2004; Halvorsen & Stjerng
2008; Halvorsen et. al. 2015). The comprehensivevidgian welfare services are underpinned
by policies designed to foster high employmentcpéa industrial relations and economic
growth. This a general feature of countries belogdo the political economy cluster, the Nordic

Welfare model. Halvorsen et. al. summarizes keystid the Nordic model in a recent article:

A key trait of the Nordic Model is the combinatiohactive social and economic policies. It
supports the equalization of life chances by enguiiee access to education, promoting
participation in paid work for the whole adult pdgtion (including women) and, finally, by
offering a comprehensive system of social protecfidne Nordic social or welfare model is
combined with economic and industrial policies ol towards competitiveness and efficiency.
To this end, economy-wide coordinated wage settingugh collective agreements has long been
a key feature of Nordic industrial relations (Haben et. al. 2015:3).

In the last twenty to thirty years, the developmaithe Norwegian welfare state has differed in
many respects from its European counterparts. Xtegreal and internal pressures for reform and
retrenchment have been weak compared to most othat nations, including the other Nordic
welfare states. Sweden and Finland experiencedch gneater economic downturn in the late
1980s and early 1990s. In addition, there was patgecession in Norway after the global
financial crisis (GFC) of 2007-2008: Europe’s sattargest exporter of oil and gas recovered

quickly and unemployment figures stayed well betbes OECD-average throughout the years of



Jens Stoltenberg’s red-green coalition governn20@3-2013). These fortuitous economic
circumstances contributed to the strong genergd@uiffor state sponsored welfare services
amongst politicians, the public, and the key orgaimons of the labour market. Meanwhile,
neoliberal ideas attract limited support. In owewi little suggests that the present right-wing
coalition government (2013-), consisting of the 8amvatives and the Progress Party, will push
for a fundamental retrenchment of the welfare state

The broad consensus highlighted above, does nat thaathere is an absence of
disagreement over social policy in Norwegian pcditinor that there are no challenges
confronting the Norwegian welfare state. We addses®ral challenges and conflicts in what
follows. First, immigration is periodically a cont®us political issue, and studies suggest that
“welfare chauvinism” is prevalent, or at least fdten the electorate. Second, economic
globalization exerts strong influence on the adiand attitudes of key politicians and policy
experts. For instance, the centre-left and cemgifg-seems united in their support for lower tax
rates in the private sector, to bolster the coimyospects in the economic competition between
nations. Third, population ageing is a real conderrpoliticians and policy experts. It is often
cited as a justification for social policy refornssich as the comprehensive pension reform
implemented in 2011. In our view, the concern altbatconsequences of population ageing and
support for work activation amongst elites has ibermain driver of welfare state reform
during the last decade. Fourth, there are currenlgy squabbles about social policy, labour
market legislation, taxation and the funding of wedfare state in Norwegian politics. Finally, in
the last decade Norway was shielded from the ecanprassures prevalent in European
countries affected by increasing unemployment awlehsing tax revenue. If the rosy years of
the Norwegian economy end, however, we would atigaesome of the latent challenges and
conflicts in the politics of the Norwegian welfaaee likely to manifest themselves; this includes
the tricky issue of sickness benefits, the fundihgielfare services and questions relating to
immigration.

The paper has five main sections. The historythadnain characteristics of the welfare
state and Norwegian society are outlined in se@iOnThe next section covers key social policy
debates and reforms from the last decade. We hgemiaed these reforms and debates with the
help of the following seven headings:



* The ageing society and social expenditure: the plaof pension reform
* Sick pay and sickness absence

» Disability pensions

e Immigration and the welfare state

* Poverty in a wealthy country

» Family policy: cash for care, parental leave amdlkrgartens

* Privatization of welfare services

In section 4.0, we assess the Norwegian publitidés to the welfare state, focusing on
general attitudes to taxation, public spendingsgiization and welfare services, “welfare
chauvinism”, class cleavages and conflicts betwgsrerations. Then, in the concluding section,
we address the future challenges that are momserlikely to confront the Norwegian welfare

state in the future.

2.0 Norwegian society and the Norwegian welfare state

2.1 The Norwegian welfare state 1945-2015 — a shmtrioduction
Economic growth and full employment were the maialg of the Labour governments of the
postwar years (1945-1965). As noted by Kuhnle, fthi@ment of both goals was regarded as a
prerequisite for carrying out major social reforrisuhnle 1986:122). In the 1940s and early
1950s the agenda of the government was clear -aées@ growth first, then distribution’
(Bjgrnson 2001:210). The establishment of the St&teusing bank to finance mass-
construction of affordable housing, and the intiidun of a universal child allowance scheme in
1946, were exceptions to the general rule. Thustdmm the pressing concern of postwar
reconstruction, the priority was the needs of thgoet industry (Bjgrnson 2001; Kuhnle 1986).
However, when the first reconstruction years haskspd an era of gradual welfare state
reform commenced. Starting with the introductiorcofmpulsory sickness insurance in 1953, a
number of substantial social policy proposals wanlacking of parliament. The 1960s was the
golden age of universalism. In 1966, parliamenbithiced a comprehensive National Insurance
scheme incorporating various public pensions. Tagddal Insurance implemented the

following year encompassed invalidity, old age,h@ps’ and widows’ pensions; unemployment



benefits, health insurance and insurance for odeu injuries were
added in 1971 (Kuhnle 1986).

The oil crisis and downturn of the world economytie early
1970s did not at first lead to cutbacks in staenging on welfare
services and benefits. Trygve Bratteli’s Laboureowvnent (1973-76)
implemented an ambitious countercyclical econortraiagy in the
belief that the problems of the world economy wasnaporary
setback. The 1970s was in many ways the high pbipbst-war
housing policy; loans provided by state banks faeahapproximately
80 per cent of all new homes (Sgrvoll 2015). Otreas of the
welfare state also grew: the official retiremeng @gcreased from 70
to 67 in 1973, the criteria for receiving disalyiliienefits widened,
and a reformed sick-pay program was implementd®#8. The
latter, sometimes labelled the world’s most gengiokness
insurance, meant full wage-compensation for em@syem the first
day of sick leave (Bjgrnson 2001; Hatland 2010).

At least to a certain extent, Labour’s policy piasis moved to
the left in the 1970s. Some of the policies it adhted — such as
democratization of private banks and compulsoryimpal
distribution of housing — the Conservatives oppossgttmently
(Sejersted 2011). The Conservatives, the larggsipon Party for
most of the period after the Second World War, vedse skeptical or
hostile to some of the social policy reforms impésred after 1945.
As argued by the Swedish historian Klas Amark athérs, the
Liberal Party — and particularly left-wing Liberalswas the main
champion of social policy legislation amongst tloeifgeois parties
from the 1880s onwards (Amark 2005; Andresen e2Gil1).
Generally, however, most scholars agree that bpoétical
consensus characterized the expansion of the Nawegelfare state
between 1945 and 1980 (Bjgrnson 2001; Halvorsemje&r& 2008;

Sejersted 2011). For instance, the centre-rightdBogovernment

Social policy reforms in
Norway 1945-1980
(quoted from Kuhnle
1986:124)

1946: Universal child
allowance scheme covering
second child and
consecutive children

1949: Agricultural workers
included in unemployment
insurance scheme

1953: Compulsory sickness
insurance for all wage
earners

1956: Compulsory sickness
insurance for all residents
1957: Pension reform:
income test abandoned for
old age pensions

1957: Orphans’ pension
scheme introduced

1958: Universal
occupational injury
insurance

1961: Invalidity pension
scheme introduced

1964: Law on widows and
unmarried mothers’
pensions

1966: National Insurance
Scheme incorporating old
age, invalidity, widows’,
orphans’, unmarried
mothers’ pension schemes;
earnings related pension
introduced.

1970: Allowance for first
child introduced in child
allowance scheme

1971: Incorporation of
sickness and health
insurance, occupational
injury insurance and
unemployment insurance in
national insurance schemes
1978: 100% wage
compensation in sickness
cash benefits



(1965-1971) proposed the comprehensive Nationakémee Scheme of 1966. Moreover, as
highlighted by Kuhnle, ‘the National Insurance Stleebecame a prominent issue in the 1965
parliamentary election, not because parties digalgoa the substance of such a reform, but
because they quarreled regarding each other'sililan their active support for a quick
legislative solution’ (Kuhnle 1986:123).

Scholars have suggested various explanations éaethtive consensus in the era of
welfare state expansion between 1945 and 198Q, Finsay be the product of inter-Party
struggle for the lion’s share of the electoratethie 1960s, there was established a politics of the
“highest bidder”: Labour and the four bourgeoistigar— the Conservatives, the Liberals, the
Agrarians and the Christian Peoples’ Party — coagpéir the votes of a welfare state friendly
public (Sejersted 2003). Second, Norway’s propaeti@lectoral system gave welfare state
friendly parties — such as the Liberals, Agrariand the Christian Peoples’ Party — many seats in
parliament and a strong voice in the bourgeoisittoalgovernment of the mid-1960s and early
1970s (Halvorsen & Stjerng 2008). Third, some haoniated to a genuine ideological consensus
around the goals and methods of the welfare dtand 2001).

From the late 1970s the debate on welfare seraicdgpublic spending shifted somewhat.
Public expenditure and the need to contain costarbe a more pressing concern for politicians
and policy experts. This discursive shift was abdya belated adjustment to the end of the
golden age of economic growth in the early 197Qgrfson 2001; Hatland 2010). However, it
seems overblown to speak of a neo-liberal revatuitilertsen & Lysestgl 2001) or a general
retrenchment (Wahl 2011) during the last decadess;Twe agree with Sven E. Hort’s view, that
Norwegian social policy has admittedly ‘adaptedh® winds of transformation’, but still ‘it
would be a tremendous exaggeration to speak ofathef the welfare state’ in Norway (Hort
2014:158).

Still, priorities have shifted and many scholarsapof a ‘restructuring’ of the welfare
state in the 1990s and after the millennium (Dgétilal. 2007; Hatland 2010; Hippe et al. 2013;
Berg & Christensen 2014). Cutbacks have occurredarspheres of supplementary pensions,
housing, disability benefits and unemployment iasge. As we will return to below, moreover,
privatization of welfare services has happeneddertain extent, particularly in some of the
largest municipalities. Political elites and poleyperts have also been increasingly preoccupied

with reforming the welfare state, by adjustingitihe ageing society and increasing cost-



efficiency and incentives for labour market papation. For instance, the pension reform of
2005 was justified with reference to the demograghiallenges of the ageing society and the
need to stimulate labour supply (Bergh & Christen2@l14).

In an insightful book chapter, Hatland (2011) mensi other examples of welfare state
restructuring from the last decade. First, freeddrhoice has increasingly become a hallmark
of social policy adjustments. Since 2001, for ins& patients may choose their hospital of
choice. In addition, one of the consequences opémsion reform of 2009 was that there is no
longer a fixed retirement age. People may chooséatb receiving a pension, in full or in part,
any time between the age of 62 and 75. The lorggrwork, the more generous the pension.
Second, the number and power of highly educategégsmnals in the Norwegian welfare state
has increased greatly during the last fifteen ydaogtors and other professionals exert power by
being the umpires and gatekeepers of the welfate;ghey often decide who gets what and why.
In 2009, sickness and disability benefits origipnalnctioned by the medical profession
accounted for 118 billion of the state’s budgetirdhHatland highlights the shift from cash
benefits to welfare services. Whilst the governntexd refrained from increasing the real value
of the child allowance since 1998, it has champilocared expanded day care services in the same
seventeen years. This is just one example of tre@sed weight of services in the economy of
the welfare state. Fourth, Hatland draws atterttiaime fact that there is a tendency for
politicians and policy experts to be less concemigl redistribution and more preoccupied with
creating incentives for labour market participatidrong list of reforms from the last decade —
such as the pension reform and the housing allogveeform of 2009 — have been justified in
part with reference to work incentives. The disseunf ‘labour market activation’ has been a
trademark of welfare state reforms and the polititscourse of the last decade. Kenworthy
(2010) speaks of an ‘activation’ turn affectingafluent democracies. Fifth, according to
Hatland, earnings-related benefits have increagwgighed heavier in the welfare state’s budget
than redistributive measures. Pensions and siclapagxamples of expensive items on the
budget that are primarily earnings-related.

It is also interesting to consider the commonaitetween welfare state reforms in the
Nordic countries in the last decades. Dglvik esaimarizes the conclusionsiérdmod a

recently completed research project on the ‘Nondgoclel’:



The main thrust of welfare-state modernization ltegen to raise Nordic labour
market participation by reducing inactivity, uneywhent and disability claims;

by raising the retirement age; by making it eaierombine parental responsibility
and work; and by ensuring that people with healtblems utilize whatever capacity
they still have for work. Intensified training effs have been accompanied by a
major new commitment to integrate immigrants imte kabour market (see Djuve

& Grgdem, eds., 2014). Welfare reform has brougfight the dense web of linkages
between Nordic labour, social and education pdicie

The reforms, to be specific, have utilized bothr@aand stick, and can be divided
roughly into four types:

1. Measures to increase labour supply through biendé$ and restructuring of

social insurance.

2. Social investments through the educational systed family policies.

3. Active labour market policies and new programiamas initiatives to assist

those furthest away from the labour market.

4. Major pension reforms.

The Nordic tax systems, moreover, have also bdemmed with an eye to increasing
work incentives (Dglvik et al. 2015:91).

Notable changes to the Norwegian welfare state ittdtanding, the budgets for the welfare
state’s core areas — like health, education andipes — continued to grow after 1980. Between
1995 and 2009, a period where the Norwegian ecorgyew rapidly, social expenditure’s
proportion of mainland GDP stayed at the same I@&m®ilik & Hatland 2011). In addition to
increased welfare state spending, the number gfleemmployed in the health and social services
has increased since the millennium. Between 20d@aa0 the number employees in the health
and social services increased by 132 000 peoplaftth2011). This seems to underscore that it
is misleading to speak of a general retrenchmenthBrmore, publicly funded day care and
other family benefits, such as ‘cash for care’ atade sponsored parental leave, expanded rapidly
over the course of the last twenty years (Hippa.€2013; Hatland 2010). The expansion of
childcare institutions and parental leave are drthedrivers of Norway’s high level of female
labour market participation, and thus constitutegr@ortant modification of the welfare state.
As noted by Bjgrnson, in the first postwar yeararned women were not perceived as a
potential labour resource [...]. Children were torésed in the family, not in public or private
childcare institutions. This concept of the goodhleaccombined with the authorities’ limited
resources hindered initiatives to advance the af@gomen working’ (Bjgrnson 2001:211).

Finally, in this section, it is interesting tos@ve that the Norwegian government only
spent a fraction more than the OECD-average oraneelfenefits and services in 2012, according

to the OECD database on social expenditure (OECIa2®owever, this may paint a



misleading picture of the size of the Norwegianfare state. If our point of departure is social
expenditure’s proportion of mainland GDP, thus ieg\WNorway’s oil wealth out of the equation,
only Luxemburg had a higher social expenditured@2(Ervik & Hatland 2011; see also, Vabo
& @verbye 2009). It should be added, that moneynspe welfare services account for more
than 40 per cent of Norway'’s total social expen@itT his is a high figure compared to many
other European countries. Just like in other Scedian countries, kindergartens and services to
the elderly and disabled account for large parthefwelfare state’s budget (Hatland 2011).

It follows that Norway may be termed a ‘socialéstment state’, albeit to a lesser degree
than its Scandinavian neighbours. ‘Social investirenr commitment to publicly funded day
care, education and active labour market policy eurrently a ‘euro zone buzzword'. It is
widely considered conducive for generating humapitaband economic growth. However, even
before it became an established term, social imst has characterized the Norwegian welfare
state (Schgyen 2015). In recent years, the Noahmaitment to social investment is ‘illustrated
by family policy reforms, increased commitment ttweation, and training programmes targeting
groups with weak labour market prospects’ (Dglvikle2015:91). The expansion of day care

and state sponsored day care in Norway are primmgbes of this emphasis on social

Investment.
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2.2 Norwegian society: data on income, inequalitydapoverty
Norway is a prosperous country by any standarddayd is the richest country in the OECD-
area; in 2012 its GNI (Gross National Income) i@ was 66 904 US Dollars. This mean that
Norway has a considerably higher GNI than neighinguRordic countries and the larger
European nations. In 2012, the GNI of Sweden, Dekpfanland, Germany, France and Great
Britain was 45 235 (Sweden), 43 854 (Germany), 3 @enmark), 40 419 (Finland), 37 931
(France) and 32 826 (Great Britain) US Dollars eesipely (OECD 2014).

Moreover, Norway has less poverty and inequaftigntmost other OECD-countries. In
2011, Norway had the lowest Gini coefficient in thieole OECD, except for Slovenia. However,
inequality increased from the late 1980s and peak@005 (OECD 2015; see also, Eurostat
2014)! That year capital gains were unusually high bezaugestors looked to circumvent the
new tax on capital proposed by the governmentényears after 2005, inequality decreased; in
2011, the Gini coefficient for Norway was at thengalevel as in 1997. It follows that economic
inequality has increased if one looks at the peti®@0 to 2011 as a whole. Income from capital
gains is the most significant cause of inequalitye distribution of wage-income has changed
little in comparison. A compressed wage structuas atill a feature of Norwegian society
throughout the period after 1990 (Hippe et al. 3013

Not surprisingly, the Norwegian poverty rate — émel number of Norwegian households
at risk of becoming poor — is very low in a compaaperspective (Eurostat 2014). According
to Norwegian Statistics, 5 per cent of the popatatvas poor in 2012, meaning that they had an
income of less than 60 per cent of the median icdmthe ten preceding years leading up to
2012, the poverty rate for the population as a wheds reduced by a little over 1 per cent.
However, child poverty has been on the rise inmegears. Between 2006 and 2012, the
proportion of children living in households with entome of less than 60 percent of the median
level increased from seven to eight per cent. bsxd poverty amongst children with an
immigrant background primarily accounts for thiwelepment (Epland & Kirkeberg 2014).

This relatively modest increase in child povertywithstanding, the most recently
available EU-SILC data show that Norwegian ARORitHfes — or the risk of poverty or social
exclusion — are the second lowest in the Europeandnic Area. In 2012, only 17 percent of all

households without children and 10.4 per cent ofskbolds with children were in risk of

1 https://data.oecd.org/inequality/income-inequality.htm#indicator-chart Viewed 6.19.2015.
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poverty or social exclusion (Eurostat 2014:30orway belong to the category of countries
where in 2013 the risk of poverty or social exaswvas 20 per cent or less for the population as
a whole. Apart from Norway (14 %), this group ofioas included Iceland (13%), Denmark
(19%), Sweden (16%), Switzerland (16%), Finland4),6the Netherlands (16%), Luxemburg
(19%), France (18%), Germany (20%), the Check Rep(H%), Austria (19%), Slovakia

(20%) and Slovenia (20%) (SSB 2015).

3.0 Lucky Norway? Recent refor ms and debates
What is the main story of the Norwegian welfardesta the last two decades? In our view, the
main story is continued support for a generousavel§tate amongst politicians and voters,
limited external pressure for welfare state rethenent, and elite consensus about social policy
reforms. As mentioned above, the expansion of dag and paid parental leave is also a
significant development. Moreover, there has bemnilict and controversy concerning a number
of issues, including sick pay, disability benefgisyerty, immigration and the ageing society.

Although views differ on the priorities of sociablcy and the organization of welfare
services, the broad political agreement concersiatg funding of core welfare services remains
a fact of Norwegian life. As noted by Bay and cafjaes, moreover, large parliamentary
majorities for social policy reforms have continuede the norm in the two last decades (Bay et
al. 2011). The broad welfare state consensus ageralaly includes the rightwing, populist and
anti-immigration Progress Party, established alsesdlist anti-tax Party in 1973. At least since
the late 1980s, the Party gradually broadenecppea, became less consistently liberalist, and
championed a wide range of causes, including ftatéed eldercare and health services. John 1.
Alvheim, in particular, was an effective voice focreased public responsibility and expenditure
in the health service (see for instance, Bay 20883ording to Opsahl, moreover, the Party
‘silenced its attacks on public housing suppodk giay and other social benefits to citizens
previously accused of not being worthy of such &epsahl 2007:3).

To be sure, anti-immigration policies have mobtizeany Progress Party voters

(Hagelund 2003; Ravik Jupskas 2013). Nonethelbsssupport of key features of the welfare

2 ‘AROPE, standing for ‘at risk of poverty or social exclusion’ indicates the number of

persons who are (i) either at risk of poverty (as indicated by their disposable income);

or (ii) face severe material deprivation (as gauged on accessibility to a standard,

objective set of material items); or (iii) live in a household with very low work intensity’ (Eurostat 2014:26).
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state seems to be one of the factors behind thg'$auccess, culminating in the parliamentary
elections of 2005 and 2009, in which it won thekiag of over 22 per cent of the electorate
(Opsahl 2007; Ravik Jupskas 2013). Crucially, thewegian electoral surveys from the mid-
1980s to 2009 show that a vast number of Progrady oters rank health care and eldercare as
two of the most crucial issues for their electdrahaviour (Ravik Jupskas 2013:11).

What are the mechanisms behind the welfare stetgenisus of the last decade? Why has
there not been a general retrenchment of welfakeces and welfare benefits? For a start,
Norway has avoided the direst consequences of hdsabeen termed ‘politics in the age of
austerity’ (Schéafer & Streeck 2013). In the lagttyhyears ‘OECD countries have [...] run
deficits and accumulated debt. [...] The financial &ncal crisis has only exacerbated the long-
term shrinking of the room governments have to maee [...] In Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Spain
and of course Greece, governments of any coloufavidecades be forced to cut and hold down
spending’ (Schafer & Streeck 2013:1). This quotestimot cover the historical trajectory of the
Norwegian economy and politics.

In short, theexternal pressuréor reform and retrenchment in Norway has beenitothe
last thirty years in comparison with most, or Bliropean countries. To be sure, the mobility of
capital in the globalized economy has influencedgérceptions and actions of political elites.
Currently, for instance, the government is congidelowering the tax rates of private businesses
to attract investment and stimulate competitiver{B§3U 2014:13). In our view, however, this
does not undermine the claim that external predsungelfare state retrenchment has been
comparatively low in the last decades. As notetNbgna Kildal and her colleagues, the
‘economic recession that hit the Nordic countriggry the 1990s did not hit Norway’ as hard as
Sweden and Finland (Botten et. al. 2003:81). Thit least one of the reasons why Norway, in
contrast to ‘the other Nordic countries, [...] madechanges to its sick-pay scheme or un-
employment insurance in the wake of the 1990s<t((iBiglvik et al. 2015:90). The GFC of 2008
also had few long-term consequences for the Noamegconomy (NOU 2011:1). Unlike many
other governments, including the governments igim@uring Nordic countries, the Stoltenberg
government (2005-2013) choose a Keynesian resgoriee GFC; in 2009, the government
stimulated the economy by spending an unprecedemdint of Norway’s oil wealth (Hippe et
al. 2013). Norway is one of only three OECD cowsnivere the GFC did not entail increasing
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public debt (Schéfer & Streeck 2013). Grytten anshies points to other factors that underscore

the limited impact of the GFC for the Norwegian reamy:

GDP contracted between two and 16 percent in nagstatist economies in

2009. Norway has so far definitely been a winnaghwain annual stagnation of about
one percent and substantially lower unemploymessridnan almost any comparable
economy, with a little more than three percent yslesment in 2009. Bank losses
have also been very limited in Norway so far (Gagt& Hunnes 2010:23).

In general, the pots of black gold from the Norda$sulates Norway from downturns in the
world economy to some extent. The oil wealth botistseconomy in many different ways; it
affects aggregate demand directly and indirecthelated industries, the private service sector
and the public sector (Halvorsen & Stjerng 2008us unemployment numbers, though recently
on the rise, have been much lower than in most &beopean countries throughout the last
decade. Between February 2006 and October 200mplagment decreased gradually from 3.8
to 2.4 per cent, its lowest level in the last decadhemployment stayed put at 2.4 per cent until
May 2008, and then started to increase slowly. &rdid 2015, the Norwegian unemployment
rate was at 4.1 percent (SSB 2015). Youth unempdoynm Norway is also considerably lower
than the OECD-average. In 2013, the average ungmglot rate of males and females aged 20
to 24 years old was 9.2 and 5.6 per cent respée{(i@ECD 2014). These low unemployment
numbers have had a positive effect on tax reveramekstherefore Norwegian politicians from

Left to Right have felt little serious external psare to cut back on welfare services and welfare
benefits. Unlike countries were public debt inceshafter the GFC (Schafer & Streeck 2013),
there has been little cause for politicians to melk@ces at odds with the welfare state friendly
attitudes of large sections of the public (seeiseet.O).

Theinternal pressurdor retrenchment has also been relatively weakhénabsence of
strong external pressure, the public and elite stgpr the tax-financed welfare state has been
strong and consistent (see section 4.0). Furthernmoainy European countries were hit stronger
and earlier with the effects associated with theragysociety (Sgrvoll et al. 2014). In addition,
some of the main features of the welfare statech ais unemployment and disabilty benefits —
are reasonably, but not lavishly generous in a @vatjve perspective (see for instance: Bjgrnson
2001; Sjoberg et al. 2010). Therefore, politiciangl experts were arguably not particularly

compelled to push for retrenchment in these afBasrole of the Norwegian trade unions and
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tripartite negotiations in the labour market, méspdelp explain the absence of major welfare
state retrenchment. In Norway the trade unionwvarng much part of the policy making process,
compared to trade unions in other European cowrtnit are typically protesting outside the
halls of power (Hippe et al. 2013).

Even though there has been no big push for wedftate retrenchment in the last twenty
years, there have been many noteworthy debatesetordhs in line with the ‘restructuring’
thesis mentioned above (see section 2.0). Hippéencblleagues highlight five important
welfare policy debates from the last two decades.sdmmarize these debates with the aid of the
following headings: the ageing society and the rneembntain social policy expenditure, poverty,
immigration and the export of welfare benefitskgpay and sickness absence and disability
benefits (Hippe et al. 2013). To these five dehateswould like to add the discussions on

family policy and privatization of welfare services

3.1 The ageing society and social expenditure: éxample of pension reform

The concept of the ageing society is present inyelay Norwegian parlance through the
frequently used term “elder wavegl{rebglge. As touched on above, the absolute and relative
increase in the number of pensioners in their 80s, 80s and 90s — often combined with the
discourse of ‘work activation’ -- is probably theaim justification used by experts and politicians
to defend major changes to welfare services andflienAs will be shown below, the policy
discourses on public pensions, sick pay, disadidgefits, immigration, poverty and family
policy are all characterized by a strong emphasighe need to stimulate the supply of labour in
the service of the welfare state’s long-term ecaoc@ustainability.

In 1982, the government established a policy comimisto formulate a response to the
challenges of the aging society for the Nationalhance Scheme of 1967. The mandate of the
commission stated that the expenditure of the Natimsurance would surely grow in the
coming years, due to the many consequences of @iguiageing, whilst the level of future
economic growth was more uncertain. Thus, the gowent feared a growing mismatch between
funds and expenditure in the National Insurancee8eh It highlighted that more seniors would
mean increased spending on pensions and a neptferhealth services. However, more

importantly, according to the government, was thatpensioners in the future would have more
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extensive pension rights and receive much largesipas compared to previous cohorts. Thus,
substantial changes, including cutbacks, shoulkbbsidered (NOU 1984 10:7).

The work of the commission led on to cutbacks elknsion system and disability
benefits in 1992 and to a Swedish-style pensicormefilmost twenty years later (Hippe et al.
2013). As noted by West Pedersen (2009), howeergutbacks of the 1990s were modest,
virtually insignificant in comparison to the Sweldigension reform in the same decade (Hort
2014). Moreover, some adjustments made in the 18@8s made the Norwegian pension system
more generous than before. Government documentsthis decade argued that the expected
increases in pension expenditures was a manageakem, potentially solved without
resorting to substantial tax increases (Peders@8)2Uhis was, to be sure, not the dominant tune
of the next decade.

In 2001, a minority Labour government headed byettenomist Jens Stoltenberg
established a commission of experts and politicwitis a mandate to evaluate and propose
principles and aims for the pension system. Thensmsion presented its conclusion in its final
report from 2004. It concluded that it was necestareduce the long-term costs of the public
pension system. If the existing rules were unatteegpenditures could treble in the next fifty
years, according to the commission (Pedersen 2009).

The majority in the commission, including the mensbrepresenting Labour, the
Conservatives and the smaller parties in the cerftifee political spectrum, agreed to the
following principles for what they called a ‘moder&d National Insurance Scheme’ (NOU 2004
1:11): First, a ‘modernized’ pension system meastt@nger link between individual lifetime
earnings and pensions. This principle was intertdgutovide incentives for employees to extend
their working life and thereby increase labour dypim a departure from existing rules, the
pension system should give individuals’ creditdtrwork throughout their life course, according
to the commission. Second, regardless of lifetiarmiags every citizen should have the right to a
basic public pension. Third, ‘modernization’ meadjusting the pension system to the fiscal
demands of the ageing society: if life expectamcya@ased, an automatic reduction of public
pensions must follow. Fourth, individuals could ostaract this by postponing retirement.
According to the commission, fixed retirement agiesuld be abolished and replaced by a

flexible arrangement, starting from 62 years of. &gih, the commission discarded the old goal
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of tying pensions to wages. Instead, future perssieere to be calculated based on the average
development of incomes and prices (NOU 2004 1:1)1-12

The pension reform implemented in 2011 was no ptud of the commission’s proposal.
It was more generous towards pensioners and messtutbacks than what the commission
envisaged (Pedersen 2009). Thus, the Norwegiangrereform is sometimes described as a
‘mild’ or ‘kinder’ (Dglvik et al. 2015:97) versioof its Swedish counterpart of the 1990s.
However, the broad parliamentary majority that ddt@ the reform in 2009 endorsed the broad
aims and principles of the Norway pension commissimajority. The reform increased
incentives for labour market participation and foitire costs, as outlined by Finseraas and

Jakobsson:

The reform provides strong incentives to postpatieement. First, in the old system early
retirement at 62 was heavily subsidized througtahedy Retirement Scheme (Avtalefestet
pensjon, AFP). This subsidy has now been removethése in the private sector who had access
to the AFP under the old system, while it is $tilplace for those in the public sector. Second, as
the divisor implies that the amount of pensiorigd to life expectancy, one’s pension will be
reduced if one does npbstpone retirement as a response to an incredise life expectancy of
one’s cohort. Third, the relationship between yeaimings and amount of pension is strengthened
and will now depend on one’s work history throughlife (Finseraas & Jakobsson 2014:252-
253).

According to Haugsgjerd Allern, Bay and Saglie (20@he Norwegian pension reform is in
some ways a classic example of welfare policy cosise and elite cooperation. They highlight
that elites within the major parties agreed onviisglom of changes to the public pension system
in light of population ageing. Through the commissof 2001 and parliamentary compromises,
including a deal reached before the 2005 electienissue of pension reform was to some extent
depoliticized and shielded from competition for ttode of the welfare state friendly public. In
the commission, only the representatives of thégsafurthest to the left and right — the socialist
of SV and the Progress Party — presented alteenatadels. The member from SV agreed that
expenditure should be contained, but wanted ametbat emphasized redistribution and
protected the interests of low-income householuged Marie Ytterhorn of the Progress Party, on
the other hand, was the only member that dispiieaéed to cut costs in the long run (NOU
2004:1). In the end, only the Progress Party vatginst the pension reform of 2009.

To be sure, the Norwegian pension reform is inynaays an example of elite

cooperation and consensus. On the other hands ibdwn fiercely criticized by sections of the
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left, including SV, a party that actually supported reform as a member of the Stoltenberg
government in 2009. Critics say the reform is deémtal to the interests of women and low-
income households, and is a concession to the theatrthere is ‘no alternative’ to cutting costs
(Haugsgjerd Allern, Bay & Saglie 2009).

3.2 Sick pay and sickness absence

The Norwegian state’s sick pay program is sometilaesled the ‘world’s best’ or the ‘world’s
most generous’. It is the only Norwegian welfareatbenefit that gives workers full wage-
compensation. As noted by Blekesaune and Dale-Olsen few other countries have such
generous public sick pay arrangements coveringmagiloyees (Blekesaune & Dale-Olsen 2010).
The main features of the sick pay reform of 1978hsurvived. This means that employees
receive full wage-compensation for up to 50 wee&mfthe first day of sickness absence.
Employers fund the first 16 days of sickness leawegreas the state covers additional expenses
connected to long-term absenées.

During the years of the centre-left majority govaamt headed by Jens Stoltenberg
(2005-2013), there was a vigorous public debatthersustainability of state funded sick pay.
This debate was a continuation of sick pay disaumssin the 1980s and the 1990s. In fact, the ink
on the reform proposal of 1978 was barely dry wikelpates on the issue commenced.

The ageing society and the discourse of ‘work atitiw’, increased costs, and concerns
about the short- and long-term sustainability afent levels of social expenditure fueled the
sick pay debate. Increased costs were connectglabcritics say were rising levels of sickness
absence. Some contest this claim vehemently, hawand claim that illness related leave in
Norway during the last fifteen years is charactstiby stability. According to Blekesaune and
Dale-Olsen, state funded sickness absence, exgltiténfirst days of employer funding,
increased in the years between 1980 and 2009 asle vBetween 1980 and 2003, state funded
sickness absence increased from eight to fourtags per employee (Blekesaune & Dale-Olsen
2010). Data from Statistics Norway show that sidsn@bsence decreased dramatically in 2003
and 2004, before it increased between 2005 and, 2@@%ing and increasing rapidly in the latter

of these years. After 2009 sickness absence hasiftied, but has decreased in most years.

3n 1989, the maximum period for receiving sick pay was reduced from 52 to 50 weeks. Nine years later, in 1998,
the period of employer funding was extended from 14 to 16 days (Blekesaune & Dale-Olsen 2010).

17



Moreover, numbers from Statistics Norway and OE@QBgest that the level of sickness absence
in Norway is higher than in comparable countrieagelund 2014a).

In the political debate, the latter is mostly fratvees a problem — critics connect high
levels of sickness absence to the generous pubkipay introduced in 1978. They therefore call
for reforms that increase work incentives — fotanse, by reducing wage-compensation, making
the worker pay for the first day or days off froronk, or extending the period of employer
funding. However, some have challenged the dominarmrative. They argue that high levels of
sickness leave reflect low unemployment in genamdl high rates of employment for women
and seniors in particular. Crucially, the latteogps are traditionally comparatively prone to
absences from work. Thus, in light of this, higtesaof sickness absence is proof that the
‘Norwegian model’ works (Manifest 2009; Bjgrnsta@ilD; Hagelund 2014a). Within the trade
unions and large parts of the left, there has, mwae been a tendency to explain sickness
absence with reference to harsh working conditamsthe growing demands of employers, the
so-called ‘brutalization’ of working life.

Between 1982 and 2013, Norwegian governments tmieeform public sick pay by
cutting costs and increasing work incentives. Haaveas remarked by Hagelund in an article in
theJournal of Social Policydespite the considerable costs of Norway’s coatpezly high
level of sickness absence (OECD, 2010) and the roanys made to increase self-risk and
reduce government expenditure, hardly any sucmatsehave been successful’ (Hagelund
2014b:70).

In the 1980s, the centre-right government headetidonservative Kare Willoch
(1981-86) and Gro Harlem Brundtland’s minority Labadministration (1986-89) cited the need
to scale back social expenditure when proposirajively small adjustments to public sick pay.
The Labour government, for example, sought anddaib extend the period of employer funding
from two to three weeks. In the 1990s, the disemofavork activation and the rising levels of
sickness absence motivated reform proposals. Dtiieglecade of minority governments,
Labour introduced a number of proposals callingebdending the period of employer funding.
These reforms were meant to cut costs and incieesetives for employers to organize work
and assist workers in ways that contributed to cedusickness absence. On the other hand, the
Conservatives and the Progress Party opposed@iing increasing the costs of private

businesses. Instead, they called for reductiongagie-compensation and making employees pay
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for the first days of sick leave. However, neittie left nor the right managed to win a majority
for their sick pay reform proposals in parliameatidg the 1990s (Hagelund 2014a).

During the last fifteen years, tripartite coopeyatbetween the state, trade unions and
private business has characterized reforms aintingdacing sickness absence. Successful
reduction of iliness related absences from workewecreasingly seen as a case of prevention,
rehabilitation and control aiming at speedy rectgerAt the same time, the debates about
reducing wage-compensation and extending the pefiedhployer funding continued. In 2000, a
government policy commission — headed by the forlnaéour minister Matz Sandman --
proposed a revision of the reform of 1978. The mitgjan the commission suggested that
workers should accept a twenty percent cut in tvage-compensation in the first sixteen-day
period. In addition, it proposed that employersutti@o-fund twenty per cent of sick pay
expenses after this first period had ended. Thenityajn the commission defended their
proposals by citing the need for increasing inc@wito stay and return to work: whereas full
wage-compensation was said to reduce incentivesnipioyees to return to work, the existing
sick pay program allegedly did not give employerfisient motivation to encourage workers
back to the factory or office (NOU 2000:27).

However, it proved impossible to win the backinghe parliamentary majority for the
commission’s proposal. The Conservatives, the ResgParty, the Liberals and the Christian
People’s Party seemed ready to accept the propdsakocialists of SV and the Agrarian Pary
opposed all curtailments of workers sick pay righ¥ghin Labour some probably backed the
general line of the commission, however, the padg under pressure from the trade unions,
where resistance to Sandman’s proposal was sthotige end Labour -- which secretly had tried
to cutback the sick pay program when in governnremh 2000 to 2001 -- fell back on a
traditional defense of workers’ rights, whereas@uomservatives unsuccessfully tried to sell
larger cuts to the sick pay program than envisdyetthie commission to the electorate (Hagelund
2014a).

The last major attempt at reforming the Norwegiak pay was the Stoltenberg
government’s attempt to increase employer funding006. The minister of Labour Affairs,
Bjarne Hakon Hansen, proposed that employers shmaydwenty per cent of costs for the first
six months of sickness absences, and cover tecepéf expenditures for the remainder of the

50-week period. However, it is almost an understat# to call the reactions of the trade unions
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and the organizations of private business negdti@eboss Gerd Liv Valla in particular was
extremely vocal in her opposition to Hansen andgihwernment’s reform proposal. The
employers and the trade unions called the goverhideal breakers’, citing agreements made in
tripartite negotiations. Rather quickly the goveamt) yet again, backed down (Hagelund 2014a).
Currently, all major parties seem to acceptdtaus quopthe present Conservative-Progress
Party government have decided to stick with curlevels of wage-compensation and employer
funding, at least for the time being. However, Rriktinister Erna Solberg seems willing to
listen to new retrenchment reforms. In 2014, theegoment proposed to double the income
requirements for receivers of sick pay. As befamyever, the minority government was unable
to secure the backing of the parliamentary majanitthe organizations of the labour market
(Aura Avis23.10.2014Glamdalerd.27.2015).

In brief, the Norwegian sick pay debate is a ctasgample of political elites — from the
right to the centre-left — agreeing on the needdosomething’, the right generally wanting to
shift more of the burden to workers, and the celatitegenerally but not exclusively calling for
larger contributions from private businesses. Tinestjon is why successive governments failed
in their attempts to reform the ‘world’s best’ pigdick pay? Why have Norway not followed the
Swedish example of sick pay retrenchment of thed499

Hagelund discusses these questions at lengthantiate co-authored with the Swedish
scholar Anna Bryngelson and in her bodke Politics of sickness absenpablished in 2014.

Not surprisingly, Hagelund points to the fact ttied external pressure for retrenchment has been
much stronger in Sweden. Economic crisis hit Swdded in the 1990s, and the reductions in
wage-compensation and the introduction of increaseployer funding in that decade were part
of a broader cutback strategy. Hagelund also rggldithe fact that tripartite cooperation has
been a constant feature of Norwegian discussiorssatrpay. This may have made it harder for
Norwegian governments to change the rules of theegan their own. At times LO and NHO —
the largest employer organization in Norway — pnés@ an effective united front against the
retrenchment proposals of the government. In cehtoathe Norwegian case, moreover, the
ideals of dialogue and consensus have not chaimade®wedish reforms of sick pay

arrangements, according to Hagelund (Hagelund 2(Hdgelund & Bryngelson 2014). In brief,

4 Sick pay in Sweden was reformed in many steps between 1991 and 2008. During the 1990s, employer periods
were introduced and wage-compensation was substantially reduced. In 1996, wage-compensation was reduced to
75 per cent from day 2 of sickness leave (Hagelund & Bryngelson 2014).
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‘we seem to be faced with the type of situatiortqaged by Pierson (1996), where necessary
cutbacks do not take place due to the politicisrentailed by promoting cutbacks and resistance
from organised interest groups’ (Hagelund 2014b:70)

3.3 Disability pensions

The 1970s was not only the era of sick pay refdha;disability pension was also made more
generous. Bjgrnson writes that the 1970s was addemfia@modifications in the conditions for
receiving [...] disability benefits compared to thgorous conditions of the 50s and 60s. This
liberal ideology was based on expectations of oowetil economic growth, and made Norway a
safer country to live in. However, it also led toiacrease in the number of disability benefit
claimants’ (Bjgrnson 2001:26; see also: Bjgrnsadaavet 1994).

Much like in the case of sick pay, concerns altlo@tageing society, the discourse of
work activation and increasing social expenditureddd the debate on disability pensions in the
last two decades. In line with the loosening oluiegments highlighted by Bjgrnson, the costs
and number of disability pension recipients inceebgreatly between 1979 and 2012. The
number of people receiving disability pension iased from almost 200 000 in 1990 to 310 000
in 2012. In 2012, approximately 10 per cent ofwweking age population received disability
pensions. This is a high figure compared to mdso©ECD countries; the OECD average was
around 6 per cent in 2012. Presently, disabilitygpens is a larger item on the Norwegian state’s
budget than unemployment insurance, sick pay ame sither minor benefits put together
(Hippe et al. 2013; see also: Blekesaune et aDR01

As remarked by Blekesaune and his colleaguegdbeible explanations for the
increasing number of disability pension claimaesemble the factors mentioned in the sick pay
debate. These include, the ‘brutalization’ of warkiife, changes in perceptions of what is
considered ‘permanently disabled’ amongst doctodsthe wider society, high labour market
participation, and the generosity of the disabiignsion (Blekesaune et al. 2010; see also:
Bjgrngaard et al. 2009).

In light of the increasing costs and number ofrakmts, it is not surprising that
governments have attempted to reform and cut badpending connected to disability pensions
(see for instance: NOU 2007:4). The governmenth@fl990s tried to halt increasing

expenditure by making the criteria for receivingatility pensions clearer and stricter. Since
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2000 the government has mostly focused on workatobin; trying to find ways for disability

pension recipients to return to full-time or pant¢ work (Hippe et al. 2013).

3.4 Immigration and the welfare state

Immigration has been high on the political agemdilorway since the mid-1970s. In the last
decade, the consequences of immigration for théaveestate has increasingly become a topic of
political discussion. The government has been aoieckabout the employment rates of certain
immigrant groups and the export of welfare beneditether countries (see for instance: NOU
2011:7).

Norway first experienced net migration in the past- years as late as the end of the
1960s. In the 1960s and early 1970s, immigratiodaonvay was characterized by labour
migrants from Turkey, Pakistan and Morocco. In 137 parliamentary majority introduced a
strict immigration stop. Ironically, immigration panded to unprecedented heights in the years
after the stop law. Between 1975 and 2004, immignahcreased from the South through the
legal loophole of family reunification, and becawa$¢he arrival of refugees and asylum seekers
(Brochmann & Djuve 2013). After 2004 and 2007, years of European Economic Area
enlargement, labour migrants from Poland and dtivener communist countries arrived in
relatively large numbers. Since 1990, immigratias imcreased quite rapidly in Norway.
Between 1990 and 2012 the number of immigrantstlagid descendants increased from 170 000
to 660 000 people. In 2012, immigrants and thesicdadants accounted for 12 per cent of the
Norwegian population. According to Statistics Noyw&0 per cent of this group originated from
non-EU members in Eastern Europe, Asia, Africalzatth America (Flgtten et al. 2013; Djuve
2014).

The Progress Party spurred and attached its wagantitmigration sentiment in the
1980s. It made immigration a topic of discussioelgction campaigns, particularly from the
local election of 1987 onwards, and was for a ltimg the only openly critical party of the
consequences of immigration. It capitalized on itnithe electoral arena: voters concerned about
immigration flocked to the Progress Party fromtid-1980s onwards (Hagelund 2003).

Unlike the Sweden Democrats, the Progress Partpiea®minantly avoided contact
with extreme right-wing groups, such as Neo-Natzistber racists. According to Ravik Jupskas,

the Progress Party has framed its anti-immigragtialicies in many different ways throughout its
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history: as a burden on the welfare state, asategly to protect so-called Norwegian cultural
values, or as a defense of liberal values sucleadey equality and freedom of speédh.the

1987 election — the breakthrough election in whiehProgress Party received 12.3 per cent of
the vote — ‘the party campaigned not only agaisghen immigration as such, but also against
the alleged preferential treatment these peoplkeived from the welfare state’ (Hagelund & Bro
2011:17). According to Carl I. Hagen, the long-tileader of what he liked to call the progress
movement, the money spent on immigrants ‘couldradtitvely have been used to help weak
groups like the disabled, hard up elderly and pietiple’ (quoted from, Brochmann & Hagelund
2011:17). Thus, Hagen articulated and promotechtesmnt about the perceived privileges of
immigrants in the welfare state. However, as arguetlagelund, it seems reasonable to speak of

a cultural shift in the Progress Party’s discounsemmigration during the 1990s:

When immigration was launched as a key issue ®Pttogress Party, in parallel with the
growing number of asylum-seekers arriving in thtetehalf of the 1980s, a kind of
problematisation emerged that focused on the amstsgrants and immigration represented for
the welfare state. Immigration was representedaspust burden on the taxpayers. In the 1990s
another kind of problematisation emerged as inanghsimportant in the party’'s argumentative
repertoire. This version of immigration as a poétiproblem pivots on the dangers of cultural
heterogeneity — the risks immigration and a multisal society represent in terms of their
perceived potential for ethnic conflict and thedétation of Norwegian culture and identity. Thus
a movement from economic to cultural problematisetiof immigration can be observed over
time, although it must be pointed out that to s@xtent the two have co-existed in varying
proportions throughout the period (Hagelund 2008:53

The Progress Party broke with the consensus cangammigration in Norwegian politics.

Media commentators, ‘respectable opinion’ and ofiagties have portrayed their anti-
immigration rhetoric as immoral and indecent (Hagdl 2003). In particular, the mainstream
parties have voiced opposition — and even disgtsivards the Progress Party’s negative attitude
to the concept of a multicultural society.

On the other hand, the Labour Party and the Coatees — traditionally the two main
parties of Norwegian post-war politics — have addpiolicies first advocated by the Progress
Party in response to immigration, particularly dgrihe last fifteen years. The latter is perhaps
best understood as strategic adjustments to thggdd® Party’s electoral success, and concerns

about labour market integration and welfare bergedorts in the wake of increasing

5 http://www.dagsavisen.no/innenriks/frp-mister-kontakten-med-grasrota-1.360616 Accessed: 7.7.2015.
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immigration (Simonnes 2013). Crucially, some susydgr instance in 2000, indicated that the
Progress Party was the most popular party amongstvégian voters (Hagelund 2003). Even
though actual election results have never matdmegarty’s highest poll numbers, Labour and
the Conservatives have reason to fear the ProBaasg. The electoral survey from 2009 show
that 33 per cent of respondents answered thatrdgrd3s Party had the best immigration policy.
This result is in line with previous electoral selyg that indicate that the Progress Party owns the
issue of immigration. Moreover, studies show thatConservatives, the Progress Party and
Labour compete for many of the same voters (Sim®204.3).

During the last decade, the interrelated themasiwfigration, labour market integration
and exports of welfare benefits has been a majgesuof academic and political discussion. In
2009, the government established a policy commssiowelfare and immigration. The
commission was instructed to ‘describe and evalthetelements of the Norwegian welfare
model that fosters and is affected by increasingignation’ (NOU 2011 7:32). In short, the
government, most of the opposition and policy etgpeere concerned about the economic
sustainability of the Norwegian welfare state ipegiod of increasing immigration. As
highlighted by Brochmann and Hagelund, this reflecgeneral pattern in the policy discourse on

immigration in the generous and universal Norditfave states:

During the 1990s and more so after the turn ottrury, the authorities and the

public have become increasingly concerned aboyprtbgsure on welfare inflicted by the
immigration of people with low skill levels from anotries in the South. A large proportion of
these newcomers have proven difficult to integitatbhe Scandinavian labour market, which is
characterised by high demands for skills and a cesged wage structure that makes low-skilled
labour comparatively expensive. Theiversalisticwelfare approach, implying a generous
inclusion of legal newcomers from day one, in camktion with the highly regulated and
knowledge-intensive labour market has made theststa@tes — Denmark, Sweden and Norway —
particularly exposed to disincentive challengesagerns the absorption of immigrants in
gainful work. The specificities of this welfare éabour market nexus basically premised the
restrictive immigration regulation instituted iretiearly 1970s in the region: Because rights are
costly but should be for all, only a few select baret in (Brochmann & Hagelund 2011:14).

The welfare and immigration commission concludeat the welfare state’s financial health was

in jeopardy if (some) groups of immigrants did marease their labour market participatfoim.

6 The average employment rate of immigrants in Norway increased by 10 per cent between 1990 and 2001. In the
last decade, the employment rate for immigrants has increased slightly. However, some immigrant groups — such
people from Somalia, Eritrea and Iraq — fare relatively badly on the Norwegian labour market. The immigrant
population as a whole is three times less likely to work compared to others (Djuve 2014).
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the words of the commission, ‘the combination obgeing population and low employment
rates in sizeable groups of the population may podeallenge to the [Norwegian] model’s
economic sustainability in the long run’ (NOU 202:9). Thus, the commission echoed concerns
voiced in the European welfare state debate. Hésesometimes argued that low employment
rates and high social transfer take-up amongst grants will ‘reinforce long-term fiscal

problems and the need for welfare retrenchmenty @aal. 2013:199).

In light of its general conclusions, the commissamgued for increasing emphasis on
incentives for labour market participation in we#fgolicy. It also called for a general shift from
cash benefits to services, since services are thar@éxport to other countries, and because
services directed at children and youth would makasier for immigrant families with low
income to become integrated in Norwegian socie@®(\N2011:7).

In line with the advice of the commission, Norwegoliticians have stressed ‘work
activation’ and emphasized the need to limit theceof welfare benefits overseas. According to
Djuve, however, it is not clear if the emphasidaiyour market integration has paid off. Despite
twenty years of various reforms, immigrants ark tstiice as likely to be unemployed as people
that are born in Norway. On the other hand, it s@gm impressive that unemployment rates for
immigrants have not been significantly reducechmlast two decades, a period of high
migration. However, it does not seem likely thalitmeans may plausibly take the credit for the
latter (Djuve 2014).

Hatland (2015) analyzes the alleged ‘export ofvilefare state’ in a recent article. He
draws attention to the fact that both the ProgRessy and Labour has put the issue high on the
agenda. Siv Jensen, the leader of the Progress Baid that the export of welfare benefits was a
threat to the welfare state in her speech to thg panvention in 2012. The Labour’s manifesto
from 2013 calls for various changes meant to pregereduce benefit export. However, it seems
safe to say that the ‘welfare-export problem’ idiged by Labour, the Progress Party, the welfare
and immigrant commission and others — if indeasl & problem — is overblown. In the words of
Hatland, ‘the export of welfare benefits is no ses threat to the Norwegian welfare state’s
economic sustainability. Currently, exports accdontwo per cent of the state’s total social
expenditure, and it is not clear if there is anythio be gained by limiting exports’ (Hatland
2015:145). Hatland points to the fact that the nmagipients of welfare exports, are Norwegian

pensioners living abroad, as well as seniors freighbouring countries and North America.

25



Thus, stories in the press about people livingslalyion Norwegian money in Eastern Europe
and parts of the South — even though they may cautsege amongst sections of the population
— do not reflect a substantial economic threahéowelfare state or a societal problem of high

importance (Hatland 2015).

3.5 Poverty in a wealthy country

Poverty became a watchword in the Norwegian pud#izate from the late 1990s. The fight
against poverty was particularly a central topithi@ national election campaigns of 2001 and
2005. In some ways, this may seems surprisingh@srs above, the poverty rate in Norway is
one of the lowest in the world. However, concetnsud a two-thirds society and the influence of
the policy discourse of international organizatibnsught the issue of poverty close to the centre
of attention in Norwegian politics, at least fowhile. The red-green coalition government
(2005-2013 — Labour, SV and the Agrarians) famop#glged to eradicate poverty in 2005
(Karlsen 2009; West Pedersen 2004).

Labour and the Conservatives have most consigtendimpioned ‘work activation’ as the
road to poverty reduction. SV in particular, bigaabther parties like the Liberals and the
Christian People’s Party, have been more opencteasing cash payments to low-income
groups (Haugsgjerd Allern, Bay & Saglie 2009). Hoase the main policy documents on
poverty reduction -- a white paper prepared byBbedevik’'s centre-right government (2001-
2005) and the red-green governmewttsion Plan Against Povertyom 2006 — both give
priority to the need to increase work incentivasgdeople living on low-incomes. The
comprehensive NAV-reform — or the merger of théessdabour office, the state’s social
insurance office and parts of the municipal welfsgerices — was at the centre of this drive

towards poverty reduction through ‘work activati§gSarvoll 2011).

3.6 Family policy: cash for care, parental leave dkindergartens

Norwegian family policy since the late 1990s is stilmg of a hybrid. The cash for care reform
was arguably at odds with the dominant ‘work adiord strategy of Norwegian welfare policy.
On the other hand, the expansion of day care fi@siland paid parental leave is consistent with
the focus on increasing labour supply, becausakes it easier to combine work with having

children.
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Some scholars have also portrayed the family sliof the last twenty years as
contradictory, when it comes to their commitmengémder equality and female participation in
the labour market. Leira and Ellingseeter suggestkay family policies ‘encourage different
gendered family models’: ‘Daycare services fadéitthe dual earner model where care work is
moved from the families to the state and the maatthe other hand, cash benefit for families
with children not in daycare centres preserveg#ralered division of care giving and
breadwinning. The third arrangement, the ‘daddytayd993], advances dual-earning and care-
giving parenthood’ (Rogg Korsvik 2011:136).

Family policy has at times been at the centreotifipal debate in the last twenty years, in
particular before and after the implementatiorhef ¢ash for care reform. The cash for care
benefit scheme was introduced in 1998 as a rekalewer political maneuvering from the
Christian People’s Party, the dominant party iniaamty coalition government (1997-2000) that
also included the Liberals and the Agrarians. Eierm was not keenly sought by the majority
of the electorate, and none of the other coalpiariners, or for that matter the Progress Party or
the Conservatives, gave priority to cash for cebat is more, SV and Labour -- and their likely
voters -- were vocally opposed to the reform (Garoisen 2014).

In a paper from 2014, Gulbrandsen outlines theildeghthe cash for care reform:

Parents who did not make use of public financeddigartens were offered a cash benefit from
the state equal to the average amount of monestdte spent to subsidize a place in a
kindergarten. In 1998 this amount was 3000 NOKmenth or 36 000 NOK per years. Parents
could claim cash for children older than 12 morathd younger than 36 months. They could also

combine cash benefit with reduced attendance indekgarten (Gulbrandsen 2014:4).

According to the government, the goal of the refovas to give parents real freedom to choose
day care or home care for their children, provigeat subsidies to all forms of child care, and
give parents the opportunity to spend more timé wieir children Critics — including the Labour
Party, SV, feminist women'’s organizations and trad®ns— argued that cash for care was a slap
in the face for gender equality, in reality it wduhean an increase in stay-at-home mums.
Labour and SV also claimed that the reform wasobtwuch with economic realities: society

needed the labour power of women (Rogg Korsvik 2@Hllset 2011). Critics also argued that
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‘the scheme did not give paremi®re timewith their children since they received the benefit
irrespective of whether they stayed at home or wertb work’ (Rogg Korsvik 2011:143).

As a matter of fact, however, the scholarly eviaunes of the cash for care reform
suggests that it changed rather little. Femaleuapatrticipation did not decrease as a
consequence of the reform, and more and more ehilditended kindergartens in the years after
cash for care was introduced (Rogg Korsvik 2011p@mdsen 2014). Perhaps the most
important consequence of cash for care was thé& ggaiovided to the expansion of day care
facilities. According to Gulbrandsen, the oppositparties — Labour, SV and the Progress Party
— needed a counter policy to cash for care. In 20@% joined forces and agreed to work for the
introduction of a price ceiling and universal caage of day care centres. The logic was that
lower prices would increase freedom of choice am#lerkindergartens an affordable alternative
for all. In the same year these parties made awddakhe centre-right government that made
universal coverage and maximum prices official @o(iGulbrandsen 2014).

The kindergarten agreement of 2003 is arguablyagether example of the consenus
characterizing Norwegian welfare state expansiomcesthe agreement, the proportion of
children attending day care centres has increasgth& number of cash for care recipients has
decreased. Paradoxically, therefore, the cashdi@ reform was one of the drivers behind near
universal coverage of day care in Norway. As refeceearlier, public day care was not a priority
of the Norwegian government in the first post-wacatles (Bjgrnson 2001; Vollset 2011). As
shown below, the development between 1950, whenlofilper cent of children below school

age attended day care facilities, and 2013 is diama

Kindergartens 1950 — 2013. Coverage rates aftédrenis age

All children below | Age 1-2 Age 3-6**
school age*

1950 1.1 - -

1960 1.8 - -

1963 1.9 0.5 3.1

1970 2.9 0.9 4.3

1975 7.1 3.0 10.6
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1980 20.9 6.8 32.0
1985 27.5 9.4 43.0
1990 35.9 15.4 57.9
1995 44.3 31.3 61.7
1997 50.7 40.0 74.4
1998 51.6 38.8 75.9
2000 52.2 37.1 78.1
2005 67.5 53.9 90.6
2010 75.0 78.8 96.5
2011 75.8 79.6 96.6
2012 76.2 80.2 96.6
2013 76.3 79.8 96.6

* 0-6 years until 1997. Thereafter 0-5 years
** 3-6 until 1997. Thereafter 3-5 years
Source: Gulbrandsen 2014.

Per cent of children at age one and two who redetash-for-care benefit at the end of each yea®-199
2011.

199¢ | 200C | 2001 | 200z | 200z | 200< | 200t | 200€ | 2007 | 200¢ | 200¢ | 201C | 2011
74.¢ | 747 | 73.2 | 70.7 | 67.€ | 63.2 | 58.1 |47.C | 414 | 33.€ | 29.6 | 256 | 24.t
Source: Gulbrandsen 2014

In parallel with increasing coverage rates for kirghartens state sponsored parental leave was
expanded. A parliamentary majority of SV, Laboud #ime Agrarians extended parental leave to
42 weeks with full wage compensation, or 52 weeits 80 per cent wage compensation, in
1993. In the same year a four week ‘daddy quota mwrplemented; a reform that has been
described as a mild stimulant for gender equalfigliéet 2011). Later, parental leave was
expanded to 46 weeks with full wage compensatiobponveeks with 80 per cent compensation
(Rogg Korsvik 2011). The ‘Daddy quote’ was increhge 12 weeks by the red-green coalition
government, but reduced to 10 weeks by the pregamrnment. In recent years the ‘Daddy

guota’ has been the subject of political debate:Gbnservatives are divided on the issue, but
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campaigned for the abolishment of the quota imtae of ‘freedom of choice’ in the 2013

election. On the left, however, support for thetque strong.

3.7 Privatization of welfare services

In Norwegian politics, virtually everyone agreetthare welfare services, should be funded by
the government. However, the political debate lisdustrife over the question of welfare service
provision (Hatland 2011). The question asked isp vehbest suited to provide welfare services?
Whereas the Left have generally, but not exclugisapported government provision, the Right
have championed private non-profit and for-profiéatives.

The privatization of welfare services in Norwayisodest phenomenon in an
international perspective. One notable exceptidhaslay care sector, in which many private
companies have received subsidies from governneaggsr to reach the goal of universal
coverage. In a report titlddecentralisation and privatization in the Norwegiamlfare state

since 1980Yabo and @verbye summarize their main conclusionthe subject as of 2009:

Compared to other countries, outsourcing serviodymtion by Norwegian local councils is not
very extensive [...]. The local councsi) themselves are still dominant service producEngs

is especially true when it comes to the core welfarvices like education, health care, social and
child care and care for the elderly and disablaapfee In the rapidly expanding kindergarten
sector, however, various types of publicly supadiprivate kindergartens are often run alongside
municipal kindergartens, and receive public sulesidi/abo & @verbye 2009:29).

4.0 Public attitudes to the welfar e state’

The scholarly literature on public attitudes toaton, public spending, privatization, and social
policy is voluminous and has expanded rapidly oerg years (Sundberg & Taylor Gooby 2013).
Even though public attitudes ‘are often diffuse paralent, or downright contradictory’ they are
important fields of study for social scientistst heast since ‘established viewpoints, normative
expectations, concepts of justice, etc., are ofeeg hard to change, and in this way, attitudes
often function as a counterweight to abrupt potibgnges’ (Svallfors 2010:241). For instance,
existing institutions, policies and discoursesugafice public opinion, and may make it more
difficult for politicians to force changes. Moreayéhe study of public attitudes may help us
distinguish between popular and elite opinion (Beed 2010).

7 We do not address the mechanisms behind variations in welfare state support — and different areas of the welfare
state — in this section.
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4.1 General attitudes to taxation, public spendiagd welfare services

The electoral surveys from the 1960s to the prets@metindicate relative strong support for the
welfare state in the population. Six surveys cotelibetween 1965 and 1987 show that at least
65 per cent of respondents wanted the Nationalémee scheme to expand or continue with the
present levels of expenditure. In the 1990s, th®ipgupport for the welfare state did not falter.
Two surveys conducted at the beginning of the desadw that 80 to 90 per cent of respondents
wanted to spend more of the state’s tax revenusdercare and the health service (Kuhnle
2001). In the years after the millennium, supportthe welfare state was still strong. However,
the available survey data indicate a slight andgaéshift in public attitudes.

Norwegian Monitor, the surveys conducted every oylear by Ipsos MMI from the mid-
1980s, arguably provides the best data for anabfdise Norwegian public’s attitudes towards
the welfare state. Following the lead of Helle\v@0{4), the data from Norwegian Monitor may
be grouped by way of four dimensions of welfaréestaipport: 1. Benefits, 2. Redistribution and

equality, 3. Tax willingness, 4. Solidarity:
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Development for indicators of welfare state supgdithotomized). (Percentage expressing high
support)

Benefits Redistribution/Equality Tax willingness Solidarity
A B C D E F G H I
1985 81 58 72 35 50 70 53
1987 79 58 75 42 51 70 47
1989 74 59 71 39 47 68 50 49
1991 71 58 72 49 46 70 56 44
1993 72 58 72 45 51 69 63 43
1995 78 57 74 50 50 73 59 43
1997 82 71 65 54 47 73 56 46
1999 78 73 71 58 44 71 47 45
2001 78 74 66 56 43 75 54 44
2003 75 73 69 54 51 76 68 54
2005 74 71 66 49 49 75 72 77 54
2007 77 72 69 54 56 79 77 78 55
2009 69 68 65 48 58 81 79 75 52
2011 67 67 65 47 66 83 83 76 53
2013 66 62 63 44 65 84 87 75 56
2013-1999 -12 -11 -8 -14 21 13 40 -2 11

A Increase or keep welfare benefits at present level

B Further reduction of income inequalities important task for government

C Prefer "making the distribution of wealth more even" to "increasing wealth of nation"
D Income differences are too great rather than reasonable or too small

E Agree that high taxes are necessary to uphold important public services

F Not reporting taxable income is not at all acceptable

G Do not see "reducing taxes" as a political priority

H Securing own welfare is a public rather than a private responsibility for each individual
| Disagree that private schools and hospitals for those willing to pay is a good thing
Source: Hellevik 2014.

It is interesting to note the gradual shifts in jbpinion between the late 1990s and 2013. Most
notably, the number of respondents wishing to &ase or keep welfare benefits at present level’
decreased by 12 percent between 1999 and 2013 Baime period, fewer respondents agreed
that further reduction of income equality was amii@aportant task for government’, there was
also a reduction in the number of people givingqity to ‘making the distribution of wealth

more even’ over economic growth. On the other h#meldata from Norwegian Monitor 2013
suggest that the support for redistribution andaétyuis still strong, and this in a country alrgad
characterized by comparatively low inequality anghHevels of welfare state redistribution.

Moreover, a large majority of those surveyed in2045 per cent) supported the claim that
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‘welfare is a public rather than a private respbitisy for each individual’. Those disagreeing
with the claim that ‘private schools and hospitalsthose willing to pay is a good thing’ also
increased significantly, from 45 to 56 per centwsen 1999 and 2013. In addition, the number
of respondents expressing support for high levetaxation to fund welfare services, increased
by 21 per cent between the late 1990s and 2013t Whaore, in 2013 87 per cent answered that
‘reducing taxes’ was not a political priority, soffmeg that constituted an increase of 40
percentage points since 1999.

In short, judging by the data provided by Norwediéonitor, the public’s attitudes to a
comprehensive, tax-funded welfare state seemsiymsitd robust. Many, but not all (see for
instance, Dallinger 2010), international studieggasts that public support for redistribution and
the welfare state is comparatively strong in Nonaay other Nordic countries (see for instance,
Rehm et al. 2012).

The European Social Survey (ESS) from 2008 aldeatethe strong support for the
welfare state in the Nordic countries. Although M6SS respondents expressed assent to
continued state responsibility for core welfaressmrs, particularly health care, the support for
some areas of the welfare state was limited in sconetries (Roosma et al. 2013; Flgtten et al.
2013). Public programs that help the unemployedamasxample of the latter. However, in the
Nordic countries a large majority of respondentetween 89 and 95 per cent — agreed that the
welfare of the unemployed was a government respoitgi The ESS, consistent with other
surveys, also suggest that the public’s willingnessay taxes to fund the welfare state is high in
Norway (Flgtten et al. 2013).

However, at first glance the ESS welfare index eayl us to believe that the general
support for a comprehensive welfare state is odigyty stronger than the European average.
For example, respondents are asked to what exteriblilowing should be a priority for the
government using a scale from 0 to 10, the latteamng that the government should take full

responsibility and the former meaning that the govent has no obligation to help:

... ensure a job for everyone who wants one

.. ensure adequate health care for the sick

.. ensure a reasonable standard of living for tke ol

.. ensure a reasonable standard of living for thempioyed

a b N e

.. ensure sufficient child care services for workpagents
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6. ... provide paid leave from work for people who temgsidy have to care for sick family
members (Svallfors 2012)

The average welfare index score for Norway, 7.8@nly 0.04 higher than the European
average. Interestingly, the Norwegian score is favan the score in many Eastern and Southern
European countries, such as Spain (8.30), Por{8dHl), Bulgaria (8.32), Russia (8.31) and the
Ukraine (8.79). These scores should, however, Byzed with caution and sensitivity to

national contexts. In the words of Svallfors: ‘Natter how well-designed the questions are, or
how much they aim at comparing absolute levelsuppsrt, it is always the case that survey
guestions are answered in the context in whichoresdgnts are embedded. So some degree of
relativism is probably unavoidable, which makesgntvise to argue that, for example,
Scandinavians really want the state to do lesthim in absolute sense than people in Bulargia

or Romania do’ (Svallfors 2012).

4.2 Welfare chauvinism? The question of immigrati@md attitudes to the welfare state

Does immigration affect public support for the veef state? This is a question asked by many
scholars, commentators and politicians throughaubge. In Norway, and internationally,
scholars have scrutinized available data for evide¢hat immigration undermines welfare state
support and so-called ‘welfare chauvinism’, or ‘t@mbination of strong support for economic
redistribution with resistance toward distributiwvglfare services to immigrants’ (de Koster et al.
2012:6). The general idea behind these lines ofiienes that support for the welfare state
depends on ethnic homogeneity or that solidargysren notions of sameness. Put in the words
of a British politician, public support for redigtution is contingent on widespread belief that
‘recipients are people like themselves, facingidifties which they themselves could face. If
values become more diverse, if lifestyles becomeerddferentiated, then it becomes more
difficult to sustain the legitimacy of a universek-pooling welfare state’ (quoted from Bay et
al. 2013:200). Phrased more bluntly, it is somesitmgoothesized that popular support for the
welfare state will falter if it is seen to benefitmigrants, a group many people view negatively,
not least sizeable parts of the working class. [atter is thought to undermine the cohesion and
solidarity of one of the main forces of welfaretstaxpansion — manual labourerer and people

with low income and education. Moreover, the insie@ ethnic heterogeneity of the working
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class may also dilute the labour movement’s powdriafluence over welfare policy (Bay et al.
2007).

In Norway, Bay, Hellevik and Hellevik have studithé ‘importance of the presence of
immigrants in the local community for individuaktitudes to redistributive policies’ (Bay et al.
2007:377). Bay and her colleagues find little supfur the hypothesis that immigration affects
popular support to the welfare state negatively:

The limited impact of the proportion of immigraimts welfare state attitudes is in the form of a
direct effect. Hypothesis predicting that the imraig share of the population will influence the
support for a strong and active state, trust iriotidividuals and political institutions, or the
perception of immigrants, so that these variablassimit a negative indirect effect on the backing
of welfare programmes, are not confirmed. As ibhsuout, negative attitudes towards immigrants
are less common the larger their share of the lpapllation, particularly when their presence has
been of some permanence, indicating that exposur@mwduce familiarity and acceptance (Bay
et al. 2007:377).

In an unpublished follow up study, Hellevik showattthe conclusions arrived at by Bay et al.
(2007) are still valid when tested on empirics frd@13. Drawing on census data and data from
Norwegian Monitor he examines attitudes to the arelfstate in municipalities with low and high

shares of immigrant population:

To sum up the trend analysis, there has been dysitgerease in the share of immigrants from Africa,
Asia, and Latin America in Norway in recent yeaspecially since the turn of the century [...]. Dgrin
the same period support for some aspects of tHawedtate, namely for extending/preserving thelle¥
benefits and for redistribution, have been somewdtdhiced [...]. But the changes in attitudes are
relatively similar across the four groups of mupdadities with varying shares of immigrants in their
population, except for a slightly stronger reductiio support for level of benefits and solidaryutimns
[...]. The results of the trend analysis thereforeeginly limited support for a hypothesis that tipin@mn
of Norwegians regarding the welfare state is infexl by the share of immigrants in their local
community (Hellevik 2014:11-12).

Bay, Finseraas and West Pedersen analyze ‘welfi@a@mism’, also known as ‘welfare
dualism’, in Norway and Denmark in an articleirest European Politic®rawing on a
representative postal sample collected in 2008808, they show that welfare dualism —
measured as proportion of respondents agreeingtinatidea of withholding social assistance

from immigrants -- is somewhat more prevalent imDark than Norway:

While 40 per cent of our Danish sample report te@agompletely or partly with the idea of
withholding social assistance from immigrants, 87 gent of the Norwegian sample do the same;
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and a larger share of the Norwegian sample saydisagree partly or completely with this idea
(42 per cent versus 35 per cent in Denmark). Howalthough these differences are statistically
significant according to conventional criteria wastnevertheless conclude that there are not
large aggregate differences in voter attitudes detwthe two countries (Bay et al. 2013:206-207).

Thus, Bay, Finseraas and West Pedersen seemswdlsitovelfare dualism is quite widespread
in both Denmark and Norway. They suggest that sagpowelfare dualism, is connected to the
perception that immigrants have a sub-standard etk and thereby less entitled to welfare
benefits. Interestingly, although the level of vae#f chauvinism is similar in Norway and
Denmark, ‘attitudes towards dualism have a stroimgpect on left-right voting in Denmark
where the politics of welfare dualism has beernvattiadvocated by the populist right party and
pursued by a right-wing coalition government’ (Batyal. 2013:199). Moreover, the three
Norwegian social scientists also point to the that Danish and Norwegian elite politics have
diverged when it comes to some relevant aspecielbére policy during the last decade.
Whereas the Danish government — under the influehtiee explicitly welfare chauvinist Danish
People’s Party — have promoted a welfare dualishdg. Nothing of the sort has occurred in
Norway, despite similar attitudes in the populadtarge. Interestingly, the Progress Party, even
though it at times has portrayed immigration asradt to the welfare state, has not developed a
comprehensive welfare dualist strategy, at leaghwdompared to the Danish People’s Party
(Bay et al. 2013).

In an earlier study published Atta SociologicaBay and West Pedersen also found
evidence for welfare dualism amongst the Norwegialnlic. Their representative survey from
2003 suggests that the idea of introducing a bgs&ranteed income has the potential to win the
backing of the majority of voters: 66 per centedpondents initially thought that a basic income
reform was ‘a very good idea’ or ‘a fairly good &deThese respondents were in turn asked the
following question: ‘Would you also approve of tlisangement if it is applied also to residents
who are not Norwegian citizens?’ (Bay & West Pedrr3006:427). In addition, respondents
who had initially rejected the idea of a basic meowere asked another follow up question:
‘Would you still be opposed to this arrangemerit dould be applied to Norwegian citizens
only?’ (Bay & West Pedersen 2006:427). It is strikio note that 32 per cent of respondents
changed their original position when confrontedwite follow up question: 34 per cent of the
initial ‘supporters’ and 26 per cent of the initiapponents’ say that they would change their

mind under circumstances described in the respetilow-up questions’ (Bay & West
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Pedersen 2006:427). According to Bay and West Bedgthis experimental survey indicates
that ‘the high degree of social solidarity that Icomnotivate support for a basic income scheme
does not necessarily encompass newly arrived inamigrand/or ethnic minority groups’ (Bay &
West Pedersen 2006:432).

Based on the studies summarized above, we mayuctenthat increasing immigration
has not undermined public support for the welfaagesin Norway during the last decades. On the
other hand, welfare dualism is a significant pheaoam, albeit without being a large issue of
political contention. However, the majority of thepulation is quite positive to the contribution
of immigrants to Norwegian society. According tcepresentative survey conducted by
Norwegian Statistics in 2014, 77 per cent of thpypation ‘wholly agreed’ or ‘mostly agreed’ to
the claim that ‘most immigrants make a useful dbntion’ to the Norwegian economy. This is
in line with some of the highest numbers recordgibrwegian Statistics since 2002 (Blom
2014).

Still, a sizeable minority in the Norwegian Stat'st survey express attitudes one may be
tempted to describe as xenophobic or borderingemophobic. For instance, 28 per cent agreed
or ‘mostly agreed’ to the claim that ‘immigrant®@ar source of insecurity in society’, and 29 per
cent agreed or ‘mostly agreed’ that ‘most immigsaatsely claim welfare benefits’ (Blom
2014). Finally, in a survey conducted by TNS Gallu@015 Norwegian respondents (38 per
cent) rank immigration as the single biggest cingiéeof Norwegian society. Whilst the majority
of the supporters of Labour, SV, the Liberals,@reen Party and the Christian People’s Party
ranked climate change as the biggest challengéikdig Progress Party and Conservative Party
voters gave priority to immigration (TNS GalluplE). Thus, as we will return to below, the
issue of immigration and its relationship to thdfare state is certainly an issue that warrants

scholarly attention in the future.

4.3 Class cleavages and elite vs. popular opinion
As remarked by Svallfors and Kulin, many comparastudies of attitudes towards social policy

and redistribution explore the effects of clasatust, income and education:

A recurring result in the welfare state attitudeesrature is that there are class differencestitudes
towards redistribution and that there are crosswrgudifferences in the way attitudes are structure
class (e.g. Svallfors, 1997, 2006). While membéth@working class generally are more in favour of
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redistribution than members of higher social clas#ee magnitude of these differences displays
considerable variation across countries (Kulin &iBers 2013:156).

In Norway, the available data — for instance, Nagi@e Monitor and the electoral surveys —
show that people with low income and low levelgdfication are more likely to express support
redistribution and the welfare state. On the oltard, this subgroup is also more apt to support
welfare dualism. In Bay, Finseraas and West Pedarseudy 43 per cent of all respondents with
‘lower education’ (no college education) expressetfare chauvinist attitudes. The
corresponding figure for all respondents charanteriby ‘higher education’ was 27 per cent (Bay
et al. 2013).

Even though attitudes vary amongst different sulygspthe wide consensus around the
main features of the Norwegian welfare state mapérhaps most striking. A study by
Gulbrandsen and Engelstad publishetMest European Politicanalyze levels of support for
the ‘Norwegian model’ amongst different elite greupccording to Gulbrandsen and Engelstad,
‘the majority of the Norwegian elites at the tinfelee study (2000) supported the basic
institutions and policies in the model and the tozdi compromises upon which they are based’
(Gulbrandsen & Engelstad 2005:898).

They express strong support for the system of aknd wage settlements, a main
element in the industrial relations system. Thely tzehind continued economic transfers
to the rural areas. A majority (albeit small) oé thlite groups prefers to uphold the
present state model of production and distributibwelfare services. There are,
however, differences between the various elite ggas to how they view the welfare
state model. While the members of the private lassrelite express preference for basic
changes, the mass media elite, the academic etitéh@ church leaders are clearly in
favour of the present model (Gulbrandsen & Engel2205:898).
Based on data from the Power and Democracy studgt€hsen and Laegreid argue that elites
favour privatization of public services more thhe test of the population. They report that 62
per cent of elite respondents, but only 52 per oémbters, agreed or mostly agreed to the claim
that privatization and a smaller public sectordesirable in Norway. According to the two
political scientists, this means that ‘a great mgjamong elites want more privatization and less
political control’ (Christensen & Laegreid 2003:385prensen, however, disputes the
interpretation and relevance of Christensen andréiag conclusions. In his view, what really

matters is the attitudes of the elites responddyl@reparing and implementing reforms, namely
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politicians and bureaucrats at the national andllevel. Based on survey data collected between
2000 and 2003 Sgrensen concludes, that little stgtjeat the administrative and political elite
in Norway are more in favour of privatization ofiie¢ services — including the core welfare

services and education — than the general pubtice{en 2004).

4.4 Conflicts between generations?

Researchers specializing in attitudes to sociatpdlave increasingly turned their attention to
the importance of age, not least because of the@gé society. Busemeyer, Gorerres and
Weschle pose one of the vital questions in thedlitge on the importance of age for attitudes:

The intuition is that as the population share deolpeople increases, so will their political power
The decisive question is whether this will resnlti‘greying welfare state’, catering
disproportionately to the needs of older people ékample, pensions, healthcare) and neglecting
necessary investment in younger generations @hat education) (Kotlikoff and Leibfritz, 1999;
Streeck, 2007), or whether ‘politics as usual’ wikkvail (Busemeyer et al. 2009:196).

Based on data from the ISSP role of governmensdaftar 14 countries, Busemeyer and his
colleagues find systematic attitude differencesvbeh different age groups. In Norway, as in
other countries, pensioner respondents were maly lio support spending on pensions, and
less likely to support spending on education coegbéo the working-age population (Busemeyer
et al. 2009).

Although the relevance of studies of the link betw age and attitudes seems very clear,
the literature exploring this topic is not volumusy in the Norwegian case at least. This said,
studies of attitudes in Norway and other counttiesiot suggest that generational conflicts are
prevalent. In fact, the support for eldercare ath@iowelfare benefits and services directed at the
elderly are strong in all age groups (Finseraa®00 a study published in 1998, Bay finds no
evidence of a generational conflict between theanld the young; in all age groups, the support

for welfare state programs directed at the eldedg strong (Bay 1998).
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5.0 Concluding section: What doesit all mean? Future challengesfor the Norwegian
welfare state

What are the future challenges of the Norwegiarfamelstate? Will the government be able to
fund the present level of welfare services and fisna the next thirty years? These are the
guestions pondered in the concluding section &f plaper.

In our view, limited internal and external pressfmeretrenchment is vital for the relative
consensus concerning the Norwegian welfare stateeifast twenty years. However, there are
some reasons to believe that the external anchadtpressure for retrenchment may increase in
the coming decades. Pessimists may doubt the goesrt's ability to deliver in a future plagued
by decreased oil and gas reserves, mobile cagatatompetition and population ageing. Pierson
speaks of ‘permanent austerity’ and a ‘fiscal regohausterity’ characterizing the new politics
of the welfare state (Pierson 2001). Perhaps Naemegpliticians will face this new kind of
politics to a greater extent than before? Schafdr@treeck (2013) cogently summarizes

Pierson’s argument:

Permanent austerity, according to Pierson, resdiien the ability to generate revenues is limited
while at the same time spending needs to incréasgiee 1990s, three causes came together that
were not present in the decades immediately folligwihe Second World War: diminished growth
rates, the maturation of welfare states and argggipulation. The diminished growth rates had
their start in the mid-1970s, and since then raga® been lower on average than during the
trente glorieusesAfter the ‘easy financing era’ (Steurle 1996:4hé) come to an end, revenues
increased more slowly and, with few exceptions lipigxpenditure since then has exceeded
government receipts [...]. In principle, governmectsld have counteracted this tendency
through higher taxes. However, growing internatia@aa competition has rendered it more
difficult to raise taxes on companies and top ineaarners [...]. At the same time, taxing
ordinary citizens more heavily through higher iedirtaxes and social security contributions has
become politically more costly, since real wageghalso grown more slowly, if at all, than in
the past[...].

On the expenditure side, Pierson emphasizes thiraten’ of the welfare state and
demographic change, both of which he suggestsanedito keep expenditure at high levels.
Welfare-state maturation means that today a mugeiahare of the population is entitled to
receive pensions than when public pension prograsmweee created. In the beginning, a very
limited number of people qualified for benefits,iletthe working population financed the
welfare state through (payroll) taxes. This favileadlemographic profile changes, however,
once the first generation of contributors retired.[What is more, in an aging society people will
receive benefits for a longer period of time, wiasrthe number of contributors will stagnate or
even shrink. In combination, these long-term trdedd to a mismatch of spending obligations
and public revenue (Schéafer & Streeck 2013:1-2).

Internal pressure and changes to the populatiodine with Pierson’s argument, the greying of

society will accelerate between 2015 and 2030. Ating to Statistics Norway, the share of the
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population over the age of 65 will increase fromd22 per cent between 2011 and 2040.
Moreover, between 2020 and 2040 the number of pemy@r the age of 80 will increase from
220 000 to 447 000 people, according to recentnastis (Sarvoll et al. 2014). At the same time
the share of people of working age (15-64) willrdase by a little under 5 per cent in the next
twenty years. Thus, the labour of fewer people hale to support more ‘dependents’ over 64
(Flgtten et al. 2013).

These demographic trends are expensive, as emptdsy Pierson, and may thereby
contribute to increasing internal pressure foreathment and reform. Because of ageing the
public spending on pensions, health care and leng-tare will increase in all European
countries. In Norway, state expenditure on pensitiieshealth service and long-term care will
increase by 5.5 per cent between 2012 and 2036rding to the EU’Ageing Reporpublished
in 2012 (Flgtten et al. 2013).

The red-green coalition government (2005-2013)easingly dominated by the Labour
Party, was preoccupied with the increasing socipéaditure following in the wake of
population ageing. According to the government,gbenomic cost of the ‘elder wave’ had to be
financed by cutting welfare services or increastage income in the next five decades. The
preferred alternative of the government was to bsiade finances by increasing the supply of
labour (‘work activation and pension reform) antbtigh increased productivity in the private
and public sector, It follows that the governmean e priority to ‘work activation’ and
productivity over tax increases. The governmerd alarned against relying on the proceeds
from the North Sea oil fields. It underlined thia¢ income from oil and gas would drop in the
long run, and that a fall in oil prices would sersty affect the state’s finances (Meld. St. 2012-
2013).

Even though Norwegian governments have been coedetbout the welfare state’s
future prospects, they have not gone as far asdieclastic, right-wing commentator Jon
Hustad. He and others prophesize the fall of thevdgian welfare state, as consequence of
population ageing, increasing demands for highigusérvices and immigration (Flgtten et. al
2014). However, others, such as the left-wing tharkk Manifest, protest against this bleak
picture of the future. Manifest believes the goweent’s calculations are too pessimistic, and that
productivity gains and increased taxes may presamdestrengthen the Norwegian welfare state

(Manifest 2010). However, it is striking to notetlow level of enthusiasm for increasing taxes
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amongst political elites, including leading représ#ives of the Labour Party. The consensus
seems to be that significant tax increases may kia@mompetitiveness of private firms. In
addition, even though surveys of public attitudeggest that most people accept high taxes, it is
safe to say that it is not considered a winner agabwoters. It is surely not a coincidence that
Jens Stoltenberg, Prime Minister between 2005 &18@,2vas adamant that the government
would not raise taxes from 2004 levels. Thus, Brspoint about the difficulty of raising taxes
seems to be confirmed by the Norwegian case: taxtesice amongst politicians and population
ageing could mean greater pressure for retrenchiméiné future.

External pressurenay eventually come in the form of falling oil pes and depleted
Norwegian oil reserves. Eventually Norway may Heaéd by downturns in the world economy,
and thereby experience high unemployment and ¢athm revenuedf external and internal
pressure for retrenchment grows sick pay and digapensions seems likely candidates for
reform. As shown above, the comparably generousvBigian sick pay has in particular been the
subject of contentious political debate, and gowents have looked at various methods of
cutting costs. Not only are sick pay and disabjignsions expensive items on the state budget,
but they are also arguably an obstacle for incneglsibour supply.

Despite a possible increase of external and int@messure, some factors suggest that the
welfare state in its present form will prove resili. In Norway, corporatism, best illustrated by
the role of the trade unions in policy making,ti a feature of political life (Sejersted 2011).
Thus, the trade unions may still be a force foiaqgmlicy stability in future years. In addition,
the public support for the welfare state is stragshown above. Given that attitudes are slowly
altered, there is little reason to believe thatrttagority of the public will ascent to major
retrenchment, at least not in the short run. Tthespolitics of the future Norwegian welfare state
may be all about ‘blame avoidance’ and not so malbut ‘credit claiming’, to stay true to
Pierson’s vocabulary (Pierson 2001).

Lastly, if external and internal pressure for nettement increase, some issues may turn
into high profile areas of political contention.iIncludes the issue of immigrants and welfare
benefits and the priorities made within the pubkalth services. As shown above, immigration
is an important issue for many voters — there sderhe some latent support for ‘welfare

dualism’ in the electorate — and therefore thedsseems to have potential to generate further
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controversy. Moreover, as exemplified by the stoWer hospital closings, the issue of priorities

within the health service could well be anotheufathigh-profile conflict area.
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