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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to measure the degree in which the social investment state is visible in the member states of the European Union. Taking the welfare regime as the interplay between the state, families and the market in providing welfare, the social investment regime as proposed by amongst others Esping-Andersen, envisions a state facilitating the other two actors to provide the maximum possible welfare. The regime aims at activating the population, avoiding social exclusion, creating gender equality and promoting high levels of education.

The analysis is done via two approaches: analyzing state spending and analyzing outcomes on societal indicators. Both approaches are measured on four dimensions, combined into an overall score by the surface measurement of radar charts. Both approaches consistently show that Scandinavian, Continental, Anglo-Saxon and Southern regimes are still strongly in place with the Scandinavian countries being the closest to a social investment regime and the Southern the furthest. Spain and The Netherlands seem to escape their regime group. The factors causing these scores differ from country to country, but most progress is made in activity rates and education levels.
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Introduction
The social investment regime has officially been embraced, by leading authors in the field of welfare regime analysis like Esping-Andersen and Giddens, but also by the European Union, which has incorporated the main concepts in its Employment Strategy and during the Lisbon summit (European Council, 2000). The social investment regime has been developed against a background of dissatisfaction with the current regimes. There is a growing consensus that the current welfare regimes are not suited anymore to the new challenges they face. Due to a combination of internal problems, such as moral hazard in social insurance, and external challenges such as demographic changes and new social risks, the existing welfare regimes were considered to be unable to keep providing welfare as well as they did in the post-war period (Esping-Andersen, 2002, Giddens, 1998).
Authors, among which the founder of the regime-classification, Esping-Andersen, argued that a new welfare state design should move away from the current protecting and compensating of the vulnerable, towards activating and enabling them to take care of themselves, thereby mitigating the moral hazard problem and adapting to the new reality (Esping-Andersen, 2002).
Although the European Council has officially embraced crucial parts of social investment regime since the late nineties, it is transferred to the member states by the Open Method of Coordination (OMC), which is no guarantee that the member states indeed implemented this regime. In the literature there is skepticism whether it is possible to reform a regime. Pierson (1996) for example, but also Esping-Andersen (1990), has argued that welfare states are self-reinforcing and unable to be reformed. 


Now, after ten years of reforms, it is a good time to evaluate. Have the member states indeed implemented the regime or were the theories about the current ‘unmovable’ welfare regimes right? Therefore, this thesis seeks to answer the following question:

To what degree is the social investment regime visible in the EU member states?

To answer this question, it is necessary to develop a method to analyze the existence of a regime. Developing and evaluating this method, is the methodological objective of this paper is.
This paper starts with defining and elaborating on the definitions of the terms in the main question. The definition of a welfare regime needs to be established, for which relevant literature on the welfare regimes by influential authors such as Briggs, Titmuss, Marshall and Esping-Andersen, will be summarized. The analysis of especially the latter is based on a mix of the architecture and its effects on societal indicators, which provides the basis of the two approaches that will be explored further in this thesis. It will be followed with the challenges that these regimes face which form the motivation to propose a new type of regime. 
Then the social investment regime will need to be defined. Hence, the second paragraph describes the ideas behind, and implementation of, the social investment state in EU policy. The former is based on the literature by Esping-Andersen (2001) and Anthony Giddens (1998) where as the latter is based on the reports on the EES (European Council, 2000). It will be argued that the social investment state implies a new role for the three actors providing welfare: the state, the (labor) markets and families. It boils down to the state facilitating the other two actors to provide the maximum possible welfare. To stress the gap between the embracement of a regime type and the actual reforms, the theories of the skeptics about the welfare regime reform will be discussed. 
After this essential background, this paper will argue that both the role of the state as well the outcomes in the interplay between labor market and families in fourteen member states can be measured on separate approaches, each with four dimensions.  The first is directly analyzing the architecture of the regime, while the second approach provides information on the regime structure via the outcomes on societal indicators. 
Paragraph 4 will discuss the used method, namely the Radar Chart approach and the Surface Measure of Overall Performance (SMOP, Schütz et al., 1998). Paragraph 5 and 6 operationalize the dimensions and overall performance of respectively state spending and the outcomes of the interplay between the labor market and families. The used data from the OECD and Eurostat will be discussed and analyzed over the relevant period of time. The concluding section aims to answer the main question by means of the results of the overall indicators of both approaches, while an evaluation of the used method will be done in the final paragraph.
1. Welfare regimes and their challenges
In this paragraph, relevant literature on welfare regimes will be analyzed. Firstly to define the concept of a welfare regime, secondly, to define the current welfare state regimes problems and thirdly why a new welfare state is necessary.
1.1. What is a welfare regime?

The focus of the analysis of welfare production has traditionally been on the role of the state. Asa Briggs, for example, defines a welfare state as “a state in which organized power is deliberately used in an effort to modify the play of market forces” (Briggs, 1961:16) Richard Titmuss focuses on government provided welfare services, analyzing the nature of entitlement, the group of people that is entitled (and under which conditions) and the methods of provision (Titmuss, 1968:42). T.H. Marshall analyzes the influence of the state on the degree of stratification (Marshall, 1950). The quoted authors all focus on the role of the state in their analysis of welfare production.
In this thesis the focus is explicitly on welfare regimes, which is a broader concept than a welfare state. Herein the reasoning of Esping-Andersen will be followed. He argues that there are three pillars in the production of welfare: markets, families and the government. “Society’s total welfare package combines inputs from the welfare state proper, markets (and especially labor markets), and families.” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:436) Families can provide welfare by care, but also by income pooling. Much welfare is purchased at the markets, but moreover, the labor market is the main source of income for individuals. The government can provide welfare by for example income distribution and provision of services. The division of responsibilities between these three pillars and the interaction amongst them makes up the welfare regime and should thus be the main focus of the analysis (Esping-Andersen, 2002). Figure 1.1 displays the regime concept. The arrows display examples of possible interactions between the three pillars.
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Fig. 1.1 The welfare regime as an interplay between three actors

An important element of regime analysis is that it moves away from only looking at the architecture of the welfare state and includes outcomes on societal indicators. This mix of instruments and outcomes describes the architecture of the regime and this architecture is the subject of interest. While the instruments directly describe the architecture, the outcomes on societal indicators provide only indirect information. The latter, however, more accurately describe the effects of the architecture on society. Therefore regime analysis includes both.
1.2. Current regimes

Welfare regimes and welfare states have been studied to find the similarities and differences in the way they are organized. Esping-Andersen, in his classical essay ‘The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism’ (1990), building on work of Marshall (1950) and Titmuss (1968), used two dimensions to show empirically three distinct types of welfare regimes. Dissatisfied with the simple analyses of the amount of expenditure, Esping-Andersen reacted that “by scoring welfare states on spending, we assume that all spending counts equally” (Esping-Andersen, 1990:19). He contends to open up the black box, building on for example Titmuss (1968) distinction between residual and institutional welfare states. 
Esping-Andersen developed two dimensions on which welfare regimes can be measured: De-commodification and social stratification. Esping-Andersen defines the first as follows: “De-commodification occurs when a service is rendered as a matter of right, and when a person can maintain a livelihood without reliance on the market” (Esping-Andersen 1990:21-22). 

The social stratification dimension measures the influence of the state on social classes. He claims that Marshall (1950) was right at looking at the impact of a welfare state on social stratification, but that welfare states do not decrease social stratification by larger or smaller amounts, but that they create a way of social stratification themselves. About social stratification, Esping Andersen contends that “the welfare state is […] in its own right, a system of stratification” (Esping-Andersen, 1990:23). Means-tested social-assistance, for example, is designed to punish recipients to limit the use of the system. One special example he mentions, is the treatment of civil servants in the corporatist regimes. To reward them for their loyalty towards the state, they were provided with many privileges so they got their own social stratum. 
Esping-Andersen (1990) classified three regime types:

· a liberal type with low de-commodification and strong individualism (The Anglo-Saxon countries, among which Ireland and the UK)
· a continental type with moderate de-commodification and strong corporatism (among which, Germany, France, Austria, The Netherlands, Belgium and Italy).
· a social-democratic type with high de-commodification and strong  universalism (the Scandinavian countries: Denmark, Sweden and Finland).
Arts and Gelissen (2002) discuss Esping-Andersen’s classification and summarize the critique on, and alternatives for this classification. They identify three main bases for critique: the misspecification of the Mediterranean and Antipodean countries and the neglect of the gender dimension.  The critique about the antipodean countries will be ignored here, because this thesis focuses on member states of the European Union. The aspect of gender equality will be an important element when the social investment regime will be discussed.
The Mediterranean countries, according to amongst others, Mauricio Ferrera (in Arts and Gelissen, 2002), should be regarded as a separate regime. Esping-Andersen leaves Greece, Portugal and Spain out of his classification and considers Italy a corporatist country. He sees the Mediterranean countries as underdeveloped continental welfare states. In Arts and Gelissen (2002), a group of authors, like Leibfried, Ferrera and Bonoli, is quoted that convincingly argue for a Mediterranean regime type. According to them following characteristics define Southern regime. Leibfried emphasizes “the lack of an articulated social minimum and a right to welfare.” (Leibfried in Arts and Gelissen, 2002:181). Ferrera agrees but adds that “some benefits levels are very generous (such as old age pensions)” (Ferrera in Arts and Gelissen 2002:181). He stresses also the low level of state intervention in the welfare sphere. Following the classification of Esping-Andersen (1990), with the addition of the just mentioned Southern regime, this thesis will look at the member states of the European Union that currently have been classified in one of these four groups of regime types. 
1.3. Why we need a new welfare regime
This section will discuss the urge for a new welfare regime. There are two sorts of reasons why the current welfare regimes are not sufficient anymore. First, the social insurance provided by these regimes is subject to internal problems such as moral hazard. Second, external changes in the environment have emerged, such as the de-standardization of life-courses, globalization and ageing. The next sections will discuss these currents and the emerging challenges they bring about.
1.3.1. Internal reasons

Neo-liberals have always criticized the welfare state, fearing that it makes people dependent on its benefits.  This fear can be justified by the theory of moral hazard, which says that people alter their behavior once they are insured against a certain risk, by which they redefine that risk (Giddens, 1998). Giddens, quoting Assar Lindbeck, states that there is a dilemma that “the higher the benefits, the greater will be the chance of moral hazard” (Giddens, 1998:380). Especially in the long term, people will start to see benefit dependency as expected behavior, which might lead to longer absence from work, due to health reasons and a lower level of job search (Giddens, 1998).
Next to the moral hazard of social insurance, Giddens argues that the welfare state does only look at one sight of risk management. The problem of the welfare state, according to Giddens, is that it only tries to minimize risks. Effective risk management should also include providing people resources in able to take risks, for example taking a job or education (Giddens, 1998).
1.3.2. External reasons
The current welfare regimes were designed in a post-war era. They were designed to provide welfare in cases of diswelfare, like unemployment and sickness. Because welfare states were developed on the basis of the breadwinner model, the welfare state was designed mainly to provide pensions, health care and unemployment benefits for the males that could not work. 
The last few decades, some aspects of society have started to change. The population of the countries is ageing, life courses are de-standardizing, family structures and gender roles are changing and tertiarization of employment is taking place. While ageing threatens the sustainability of the social contract between generations, the other changes lead to so called new social risks (NSR’s). According to Bonoli, new social risks are related to socioeconomic transformations that have brought post-industrial societies into existence: the tertiarization of employment, and the massive entry of women into the labor force (Bonoli, 2005:389). The next sections will discuss the external challenges and the risks they bring about.
Ageing

The debate on ageing is one of the hottest topics of this moment. Due to the increased life expectancy and the decreased fertility, western societies are ageing. This leads to a permanent shift of a higher percentage of people above the pension age, relative to the people that are in the working age from 15 to 64. For the Netherlands, for example, this old-age-dependency-ratio is expected to increase from 20% in 2000 to 42% in 2050 (Van Gessel et al., 2006). Such a shift will create a downward pressure on labor tax revenue and an upward pressure on public spending on pensions. Without policy changes, this could lead to a more than double public spending on pensions, while tax revenue is falling. As higher tax rates would lead to lower incentives to work, the problem might get even worse.
De-standardization of life-courses and family structures

Esping-Andersen considered the family structures and life courses to be standard in the years when the welfare states were developed. The breadwinner model, with the men working and the women providing care for children, and stable marriages, were the basis on which welfare state arrangements were developed. The past decades, due to increasing divorces and smaller families, the family structures are now de-standardized. The high divorce rate brings about an increase in single headed households, which are vulnerable for poverty. Therefore the breadwinner model is “declining both numerically and in its capacity to prevent child poverty” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:435). Also according to Bonoli, single parenthood is a new social risk, because it “presents a distinctive set of social policy problems (access to an adequate income, child care, relationship between parenthood and work)”. (Bonoli, 2005:390)

Moreover, there are too many obstacles in these welfare states for women to actively participate in the labor market, because they are unable to combine work and children. Bonoli argues that due to the increasing female participation, “domestic and childcare work […] now needs to be externalized. (Bonoli, 2005:389) In many countries, day-care is not available or too expensive. This means women have to make a choice, and according to Esping-Andersen (2001), often decide to work which has lead to low fertility rates. Also caring for a frail relative becomes a new social risk, because it was also usually done by housewives.
Current social insurance, such as pensions, is based on a breadwinner who works full-time from the start to the end of his career. According to Bonoli (2005), career profiles have changed, for example due to periods of unemployment or leave from the labor market due to childbearing. With the current regimes, certain groups face insufficient social security coverage, because they are not able to work full-time. This holds especially for working mothers.

Tertiarization

The labor market is becoming increasingly service based, which is called tertiarization. This arising service economy is dualistic, with on the one hand knowledge-intensive professional and technical jobs and on the other hand, low-value added business and some social services (Esping-Andersen, 2001:442). This creates a gap between high-skilled and low-skilled households. Bonoli defines this new social risk as “possessing low or obsolete skills” (Bonoli 2005:390). He argues that countries in which wages are determined by the market, in-work poverty is a serious risk for the low-skilled. In countries where wages are controlled by governments and social partners, the low-skilled are at risk of facing long-term unemployment (Bonoli, 2005:390).
2. A new welfare regime
The combination of the mentioned external and internal challenges creates the urgency to design a new welfare regime. If the current regime still worked well, but needed to adapt to a changing environment, only minor adaptations would be necessary. Or if the system was coping with only internal problems, minor adjustments might have fixed the system. But the internal and external challenges, make two pillars unable to provide maximum welfare and force the third pillar take over: Due to poorly working labor markets and weakened family structures “the state is burdened with responsibility for which it was not designed” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:438). This has inspired a group of political scientists to look for a new welfare state design.

This paragraph will discuss the proposed regime. First the social investment regime will be set out on the basis of the proposals of Esping-Andersen. Second, the incorporation of the social investment state in the EU by means of the EES will be discussed. Finally, an analysis on the skepticism in the literature about the possibility to reform regimes will provide theories about the feasibility of the incorporation of such a new regime.

2.1. The concept of the social investment regime
Building on the challenges mentioned in the previous paragraphs, Esping-Andersen, amongst others, defined a new welfare regime design. With his focus on regime analysis, he not only focuses on the design of the welfare state, but explicitly discusses the role of all factors that produce welfare.  In his words “the single greatest challenge we face today is how to rethink social policy so that, once again, labor markets and families are welfare optimizers and a good guarantee that tomorrow’s adult workers will be as productive and resourceful as possible”. (Esping-Andersen, 2001:435) 
Hence, in terms of the welfare regime being an interplay between three actors, he envisions a new role for the state, (labor) markets and families, combining both instruments (i.e. state spending on education) and outcomes (i.e. high activity rates). The role of the state is defined as a facilitator of the other two actors. In the direction of the labor market, the state should invest in active labor market policies and subsidizing parental leave. In the direction of families, this should be investing in education and training and services for children and the elderly. The link between (labor) markets and families is, according to Esping-Andersen, the source that should primarily provide welfare. (Esping-Andersen, 2001)
The social investment regime is productivist oriented (Midgley, 1999). Everyone who can work should work. “As was always the case, access to paid work is families’ single best welfare guarantee” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:435). It needs no explaining that people who participate in the labor market have a lower risk at becoming poor than people that do not participate. Moreover, higher participation rates increase the tax-base and hence the sustainability of the welfare state. Besides the argument of sustainability, Vandenbroucke adds that participation is a crucial source of self-respect and should therefore be a right to everyone. (Vandenbroucke, in Esping-Andersen, 2002:xi).  Next to the prime-age workers, the thinkers behind the social investment regime are also keen on delaying retirement to keep older workers active as long as possible. In current welfare regimes “workers easily collude with employers to retire early because they will gain little or nothing by postponing exit”.  (Esping-Andersen, 2001:448). However, for the welfare regime, this is very costly. Therefore costs for employers and employees should reflect the costs for society, such that retirement will be delayed as much as possible.
An extra requirement in creating a social investment regime is preventing European societies from becoming dualistic with winners and losers. A more active population might be achieved by deregulating the labor market which would lower prices and create jobs for especially the low-skilled. But, “the great dilemma, though, is that the kind of tout court, American-style, deregulation that would fuel such jobs is unacceptable to European policy-makers” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:443). This extra requirement brings forward an additional challenge for policy makers. Next to enabling the labor market to provide the maximum possible welfare, a widening gap between winners and losers is to be prevented. Hence social exclusion also needs to be tackled.

There are two conditions to be fulfilled, in order for the labor market to provide the maximum possible welfare. Firstly, in the skill-biased economy, for all groups, a decent level of education is a necessary condition to work.  “Unless we succeed in  broadly strengthening the cognitive capacities and resource base of citizens, the long-term scenario might very well be a smattering of ‘knowledge islands’ in a great sea of marginalized outsiders” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:434). Investment in human capital is believed to have high rates of return, to both the individual and to society (Midgley, 1999).
The second condition, concerns equal opportunities for men and women and especially diminishing the obstacles women face when trying to enter the labor market. Esping-Andersen argues that women should work, because “simply put, mothers’ employment is a very effective antidote to the risks that come with family instability and labor market precariousness.” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:439) However, this group now faces “severe trade-offs between employment and family obligations” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:439). When women are forced to choose between work and children, they tend to choose to work, which leads to “[a] perverse result, namely a de-facto low-fertility equilibrium” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:439). So for this group, being able to combine work and care is a prerequisite to having equal opportunities and hence providing welfare for themselves. Therefore, a main goal is to “remove impediments to economics participation, such as racial and gender discrimination” (Midgley, 1999:159)
One remark should be made, concerning the current ways of social protection.  Although Esping-Andersen suggests a shift, he also acknowledges, that “passive measures will not disappear even in the best designed, productivist welfare state” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:446) because there will always be people that will not be able to take care of themselves. Hence, “promoting labor market activation is no substitute for income redistribution and the fight against poverty […] it is necessary and possible to aim at both high levels of employment and social protection” (Vandenbroucke in Esping-Andersen, 2002: xi) 
Despite this sobering remark, the social investment regime should clearly make a shift from protecting towards enabling, based on four pillars: activating the population, promoting gender equality in combination with sustainable fertility, increasing the educational level and preventing a widening gap between winners and losers.
2.2. The incorporation of the design in European policy
The social investment regime has not remained solely a theoretical exercise. In march 2000 in Lisbon, the European Council set out new strategic goals for the European Union for the coming decade, among which the modernization of the European social model. They agreed that “investing in people and developing an active and dynamic welfare state will be crucial both to Europe’s place in the knowledge economy and for ensuring that the emergence of this new economy does not compound the existing social problems of unemployment, social exclusion and poverty” (Vandenbroucke, in Esping-Andersen, 2002:x).
The goals set at the Lisbon summit were made against an analysis of the strong and weak points of the European Union. Although the European Union is “experiencing its best Economic Outlook for a generation” (European Council, 2000:1.), the European Union faces some major weaknesses, which are in line with the aforementioned challenges:

· Low employment rate, especially for women and older workers

· Long-term structural unemployment 

· Widening skill-gaps. 

In the presidency conclusions, the section “modernizing the European social model by investing in people and building and active welfare state” (European Council, 2000:7), coincides with the ideas of Esping-Andersen and Giddens in the previous section. The European council proposes to invest in people and develop an active and dynamic welfare state, with the goal to be a stronger player in the knowledge economy and combat the risks on social problems. They propose investment in education, tailored for different groups with different needs. They aim to “create full employment, adapted to personal choices of men and women, and strengthen regional cohesion” (European Council, 2000:1)
Another goal is to improve employability and reduce skill gaps, especially by active labor market policies and investing in life long learning, and also by increasing employment in services especially for the low-skilled. Equal opportunities should be promoted to reduce occupational segregation and reconciling work and care, especially by improving childcare provisions. Modernizing social protection should be done by developing an active welfare state, ensuring that work pays, sustainable in the light of ageing, promoting social inclusion, gender equality and provide quality health care. Promoting social inclusion should be done by eradicating poverty by improving employment and growth levels. Improving skills and promoting wider access to knowledge and opportunity should improve employability and by that decrease poverty. (European Council, 2000:7-10)
The process, by which this strategic goal was to be implemented in the member states of the European Union, is by the Open Method of Coordination-approach (OMC). Which is “a mutual feedback process of planning, examination, comparison, and adjustment of the social policies of Member States, all of this on the basis of common objectives” (Vandenbroucke, in Esping-Andersen, 2002:x). The use of the OMC underlines the problem setting of this thesis: at the level of the European Council, there is no doubt whether the social investment regime is the new current in Europe. What is more interesting, however, to which degree the member states are actually reforming towards this regime and whether they are achieving the goals set at the level of the European Council. The next section will argue that in the literature, there is much skepticism regarding the feasibility of regime change, showing that the transition from a proposed reform towards actual reform is far from self-evident. 
2.3. The feasibility of welfare regime reforms
The feasibility of reforming a welfare regime is contested by many authors, who contend that welfare states are entrenched such that reform is barely possible, based on two arguments: “the prevalence of historically-shaped policy legacies and the political logic of entrenched veto powers” (Hemerijck and Ferrera, forthcoming). The first advocated by Esping-Andersen, paradoxically one of the main forces behind the introduction of a new regime, and the second by Paul Pierson.

Esping-Andersen argues that “inherent logic of our three welfare state regimes seems to reproduce itself” (Esping-Andersen, 1999:165) due to “deeply entrenched differences in institutional design, logic of delivery, modes of financing, social protection generosity and labor market policy activism” (Hemerijck and Ferrera, forthcoming).

Paul Pierson bases his argument is on political incentives. “According to Pierson, the ‘old politics’ of the welfare state, involving class politics, has been displaced by the “new politics” of the welfare state, populated by clienteles and interest groups created by the welfare state” (Hemerijck and Ferrera, forthcoming). He claims that, although there might be very strong reasons tor reform such as the aforementioned challenges of the current regimes, it is almost impossible for politicians to gain electoral support for reform proposals (Pierson, 1996). The only way to adapt to changing circumstances is by small, hidden reforms. In the next paragraph, the main question will be restated, keeping in mind this skepticism around reforming a regime.
3. How to measure the rise of the social investment regime?
In the previous sections, we have discussed the urge and suggestions for a new welfare regime as well as theories on the entrenchment of the current welfare regimes. On the one hand, the current welfare regimes are coping with problems from moral hazard and problem of regimes that do not protect the real vulnerable. The designers of the hypothetical social investment regime have tried to design a welfare regime that would again suit the current reality and that can adapt to continuing changes. The European Council has embraced this design and has decided to implement it in its member states. On the other hand, theories on the feasibility of welfare regime reform are less optimistic, claiming that due to vested interests, it is impossible to reform welfare states. When redirecting funds, the losses will be politically more sensitive then the profits and therefore politicians will not be able to restructure the welfare regime.
This contrast provides the need to look into the reality of proposed reforms. Are the member states indeed reforming towards a social investment regime, or are they not able to move away from their current regimes? Herewith we come back to the main question of this thesis: 
To what degree is the social investment regime visible in the EU member states?

The next section will discuss what should be measured, such that the degree in which the social investment regime is apparent in the EU member states can be analyzed.

3.1. Two approaches

Using the concept of the social investment regime, we can analyze the expected shift via at least two different approaches. Firstly, the social investment regime ascribes a new role to the state. Instead of directly focusing on providing citizens with welfare through for example income support and redistribution, it is envisioned to enable markets and families to provide the maximum possible welfare. Therefore, the next section will discuss spending on which policies should be labeled as ‘social investment spending’. Secondly, the focus of the designers of the social investment regime was explicitly not solely on the role of the state, but on the broad definition of the regime. This means the interplay between state, markets and families. Hence, another approach would be measuring the resulting welfare effects in the outcomes of the labor markets and families. Measuring the outcomes does not directly show the architecture of the regime, but it does however indirectly provide information about the underlying regime structure, displaying the effects of the structure on societal indicators.

Moreover, looking at spending is problematic in many ways, as we will discuss, which makes looking at the outcomes a better, alternative approach.
3.1.1. Measuring spending

As described in the previous sections, several thinkers envisioned a new role for the state. Therefore it is sensible to start with monitoring the actions of the state, in order to look for a shift in policy. State spending directly provides information about the regime architecture.

As the designers of the social investment regime have described, the state in a social investment regime should direct its finances towards investing in people and activating them to enable them to provide welfare for themselves. Therefore, the first thing to do is to identify this active spending as opposed to passive spending.

According to i.e. Esping-Andersen, active spending is spending that activates people and invests in them, as he claims that “social policy should actively mobilize and maximize the productive potential so as to minimize its needs for and dependence on government benefits” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:446). There are four types of spending by government that fall under this definition, set out below.
Spending on education

Due to skill-biased economy, a decent skill level is necessary to be able to take care of yourself. “Accelerating the pace towards a knowledge – and skill-intensive economy implies heavy investments in education, training and cognitive abilities” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:447). Therefore spending on education is a vital key in the role of the state, facilitating individuals to invest in themselves, through which they can provide their own welfare in combination with the labor market.
Spending on active labor market policies

The most direct way in which the government can activate people, is through spending on active labor market policies. Creating public employment, subsidizing job-search, supporting self-employment, developing reintegration programs, all directly focus at keeping people off passive benefits and enabling them to produce welfare in combination with the labor market.

Spending on active family policies

According to Esping-Andersen, participation of both men and women is the key to prevent from social exclusion. Dual earners will less likely become poor, even when one loses his/her job. A major concern of the designers of the social investment regime is the growing divorce rate and hence single parents. Single parents without a job are likely to experience very low income (Esping Andersen, 2001). It is only possible for both parents to work, when it is possible to combine work and care. The government can facilitate this by investing in parental leave but also in subsidizing day care. This brings about another advantage, namely jobs in the low-skill service sector. “Dual earner families require services to begin with and herein lies the gist of a win-win policy scenario, namely that more social care services are a key instrument in combating poverty and a potentially very effective employment multiplier.” (Esping-Andersen, 2001:443) Because the market can not provide this, Esping-Andersen states that “public subsidies or direct public delivery is basically a precondition” (Esping-Andersen, 2001;443).
Spending on services for the old aged
Esping-Andersen argues that, due to increasing longevity, pensioners need costly and intensive care. Because of the pension-biased current welfare regimes, the pensioners enjoy ‘excess’ wealth, which leads, via inheritance to inherited inequalities. He suggest to tax away this excess wealth and “earmark taxation of pensioners to their own collective caring needs” (Esping, Andersen, 2001:448). Again, as with day care services for children, this also creates jobs for in the low-skilled service sector. 
Summarizing, spending for the old aged, parental leave and daycare and active labor market policies should be labeled as social investment spending. These four sections of government spending will form the basis of our analysis of the role of the state, showing the architecture of the welfare regime. Paragraph 5 will operationalize this approach.
3.1.2.  Measuring welfare output from labor markets and families

Spending levels are for at least two reasons criticized in the literature. Firstly, because looking at gross spending overlooks many things, including the financing side and the dependency on the business cycle. In the OECD-paper of Adema and Ladaique (2005), the authors state that comparing data on gross public spending does not give the full picture of collective social effort across countries. They give two reasons. Firstly, data on spending does not take in account the impact of tax systems, and secondly, it misses out on the compulsory private social arrangements. The second problem will be accounted for in the spending section by including mandatory private spending, but the omission of the impact of tax systems still remains problematic.
Another problem with state spending is that it might be correlated with business cycles and economic development. A higher GDP might give a government more money tax revenues and hence more money to spend, such that an increase in spending on a particular policy goal might not signal a different emphasize of the regime. On the other hand, decreasing unemployment might lead to spending on for example active labor market policies to  go down, in which case the false conclusion might be drawn that the government is refraining from activating the population.
Moreover, spending is never a goal in itself, but an instrument. Next to the mentioned technical problems of the spending dimensions, there is also critique on looking at spending levels at all. Bruno Palier contends that the trend in the 1980’s to look at spending levels to see whether welfare state retrenchment was taking place was naïve, but also that the attempts in the nineties (i.e. Esping-Andersen, 1990) showing that money was spent “differently, under different principles, for different purposes and with different institutions” (Bruno Palier, 2003:361), do not capture the full picture of reforms. He suggests that the question should not be quantitative at all. He suggests looking at the degree of innovation introduced by changes, thereby capturing the logic of the welfare regime. This needs qualitative research instead of looking at spending figures. Also from the concept of the social investment state, focusing on only state spending would be insufficient. The most important aspect of the new concept is the way families and (labor) markets are enabled to provide maximum welfare. Therefore in this section, we will look at the outcomes of different macro-economic indicators, which indirectly provide information about the underlying regime architecture.
3.1.2.1. The goals of the social investment state

While the thinkers behind the social investment state focus on actions the state should derive, it is possible to distillate the goals they have in mind with the state actions. As stated before, the state should enable labor market and families to provide as much welfare as possible. To see whether the welfare state design indeed has enabled the labor market and families to do this, we can look at the outcomes of the labor market and families. As derived before, the concept of the social investment state is based on four pillars. The regime should aim at an active population, while avoiding social exclusion, promoting gender equality and a high level of education. Therefore, in a country with a successfully implemented social investment regime, we expect a high score on all these four dimensions. 
Active population

As argued, in the social investment regime, work is the instrument to reach the absence of social inclusion. Therefore a vital dimension in measuring the extent in which the social investment regime is producing the suggested output in the labor market, is the extent in which people participate in paid work. This holds for people of prime age, but more over for older workers. According to Esping-Andersen (2001), the retirement age should be increased such that intergenerational equity is achieved.

Lack of social exclusion

To keep away from American-style dualism, avoiding social exclusion is an additional requirement. Esping-Andersen’s concern is that a new dualism will arise and will lead to poverty among certain groups in society. Therefore, the most important thing to measure is the extent in which poverty and large dispersion of income is present. Esping-Andersen (2001) also suggests a shift from static equality to dynamic equality. By accepting short periods of low income, it is possible to guarantee good life chances for everyone.
Gender equality

Keeping the social investment regime sustainable, it is necessary to activate the whole population. An important aspect is that there need to be equal opportunities for both men and women in paid work. However, as Esping-Andersen remarks, the female participation is hindered by the need to take care for children. An important element of gender equality is that high female participation is not enough for a sustainable welfare regime. Next to preferences for children, is it also necessary to keep fertility at a decent rate such that future generations will be large enough to sustain the welfare regime when current generations retire.
Educated society

The major investment in people that can be made by the social investment regime is the investment in human capital. This can be done during the early stages of life, but also during the working period, people can engage in life long learning. Participation in both types of education is essential for the success of the social investment regime.

While these four goals characterize the idea of the social investment regime, it is not the only unique way in which the social investment regime can be in terms of goals. There are two other goals that could be added. The first is macro-economic growth and stability. Being one of the strengths of the EU that should be preserved (European Council, 2000:6), economic prosperity is a necessary condition for the sustainability of the welfare regime. However, it is not a goal unique for the social investment regime and conceptually dependent of the before mentioned goals. Low lack of social exclusion, especially combined with a highly active population is very likely to be correlated with economic prosperity. Therefore it is left out of our analysis. Another aspect of the social investment regime, a flexible labor market, is omitted from the analysis in this paper due to lack of available data. It also has some overlap with the goal of gender equality, in lowering barriers to enter the labor market.
3.2. Concluding remarks
In this paragraph, two approaches have been constructed. The spending approach directly measures the architecture of the regime. It is however sensitive to a number of problems. The outcomes approach does not directly display the regime structure, but it reveals the important elements of the regime through societal indicators. After having decided what to measure, the next paragraph will discuss the used method. Paragraph 5 and 6 will respectively operationalize the spending and outcomes approach.
4. Data and methods

In paragraph 3, two approaches were presented to measure the regime structure: one directly measuring state actions, the second revealing indirectly the structure through outcomes on societal indicators. This section seeks to find the answer to the question, through which method the proposed welfare regime design can be captured by statistics on welfare state performance.  Performance measurement by means of the Radar Chart approach and SMOP will be worked out as a method to score the countries on their shift towards a social investment regime.
Based on the three-way classification of Esping-Andersen (1990) and the addition of the Mediterranean welfare states of Ferrera (1996), this thesis will look into the Scandinavian (Denmark, Sweden, Finland), Continental (France, Germany, Belgium, Austria, The Netherlands), Anglo-Saxon (Ireland, the UK) and Mediterranean regimes (Spain, Italy, Greece and Portugal). Although the European Union consists of more countries, for example the Baltic states and the Visegrad countries, they will be ignored here. Firstly, harmonized data on these countries is usually lacking, but more fundamentally, it is hard to consider these countries as stable regimes with their recent history of transition economies.
The technique used here will be the Radar Chart approach developed by Schütz et al. (1998) and used for benchmarking for example in labor market performance (Tronti 1998, Mosely and Mayer, 1998) and gender equality (Mósesdóttir, 2001). The Radar Chart allows a comparison of the actual indicators to a benchmark. The value of the overall performance of a country will be measured by calculating the Surface Measurement of Overall Performance (SMOP), which measures the surface of the radar, making it possible to rank performance of countries and to measure changes in performance over time (Schütz, et al., 1998), Tronti 1998, Mosely and Mayer, 1998, Mósesdóttir, 2001). This method is chosen, because it can be used for ranking countries, “while keeping evident the roles by the different […] policy goals”. (Tronti, 1998: 498)

In benchmarking with radar charts, on the axes of the radar different goals are represented. There are (at least) two kinds of benchmarks: benchmarking against the best practice and benchmarking against an absolute level. For state spending, it is clear that we should benchmark against the best practice, because there is no theoretical basis on which a decision on the ideal amount of active spending can be taken. So the score of the best performing country in this respect will be used as a benchmark. 
For the outcomes of the (labor) market and families, it is possible to formulate an absolute benchmark for each sub-dimension, with one exception (fertility). This, however, leads to a weighting problem, because a variable with larger fluctuations will have more influence on the overall performance indicator than a variable with smaller fluctuations. Therefore, also for the outcomes, best practices will be used as benchmarks to score countries on their relative performance. To do this, the original data is standardized on a scale of 0 to 100. This is done so that the separate dimensions can be compared and the SMOP can be calculated (Schütz, et al., 1998). The benchmarks used in this approach are the ‘best practices’, meaning the countries with the highest score in a certain year on this dimension. Hence a score of 100 depicts the best performing country and 0 the worst. Derived from Plantenga et al. (2009), the way to standardize the scores on the different sub dimensions is done by the following formula:

Standardized value= (|actual value x1|- minimum value x1)/maximum value x1 – minimum value x1)

The maximum in this formula is the best practice, which is different for each sub dimension and will be mentioned in its analysis. The minimum will be set at the lowest score among the sample. As stated by Plantenga et al. (2009: 25), “comparisons over time are possible by applying the same values for the minimum” and the same should hold for the maximum.
The SMOP is generally calculated by the following formula: 

SMOP = (P1*P2)+(P2*P3)+(P3*P4)+(P4*P5)+(P5*P6)+....+(Pn*P1)) * sin

(360/n)/2, 

where P is the data point on the axis of the radar chart. (Hugh Mosley and Antje Mayer, 1998: 29)

However, in the radar charts with four axes that we will be using, a more simple formula to calculate the surface is:

SMOP = 0,5[(P1*P2)+(P2*P3)+(P3*P4)+P4*P1)]

The surface is affected by the sequence of the dimensions and such that “in some hypothetical extreme cases, a change in the sequence of the axes may lead to dramatically different results” (Hugh Mosley and Antje Mayer, 1998: 31). Mosley and Mayer (1998) suggest taking the average of the surfaces calculated under all possible (three) sequences of the dimensions to solve this problem.
The three main advantages of the radar chart approach are, as defined by Tronti (1998).

1. It enables self-evident descriptive analysis

2. It yields an effective and illustrative description of selective performance in only one synthetic indicator (by means of SMOP).

3. The change over time of the SMOP can indicate performance, independently from countervailing effects that possibly could have taken place.

The main weaknesses of this method are, that it does not take in account the input factors and thus can not say anything about the efficiency of the used policies (Tronti, 1998). This however, is not within the scope of this thesis, while we are only trying to detect a shift in emphasis of the welfare regime and not an evaluation of policy. The second weakness is the weighting problem: all indicators have the same weight and it is impossible to assign different weights to the different dimensions without a clear normative idea of differences in the desirability of the goals (Tronti, 1998). In this thesis we explicitly assign the same weight to every dimension, but we will display the values of all separate dimensions, so anyone with a different normative idea can recalculate the overall scores with different weights. 
Following Plantenga et al (2009), the following requirements are defined:

· Data should be harmonized, feasible and reliable. By making use of harmonized data from Eurostat and the OECD, this requirement should be met.

· We should keep strict division between outcome and instrumental variables. In the state-action approach, we look at the instrumental variables, namely state spending. In the next section we will make sure only to look at the outcome variables.

To prevent from overestimating the effect of a certain indicator, the overlap between the dimensions should be minimized. Also, to be able to combine the scores in to one overall indicator, the dimensions should be conceptually independent from each other. As discussed in paragraph 3, this is why we have omitted for example macro-economic growth and labor market flexibility.
5. Operationalizing and measuring spending
In this section, we will operationalize the spending-approach. As already acknowledged, looking at state expenditure brings about numerous problems, which will not be attempted to solve here. Instead, paragraph 6 will try another approach, indirectly providing information about the regime structure.
One problem can be corrected for, namely demographic trends.  Therefore, spending will be related to the target group, which will be mentioned in each section. The data on the four state spending-dimensions are displayed as spending per target group. Also the exact indicator that will be used as well as the data source will be discussed. In trying to measure the influence of the state on the welfare regime, not only public spending will be taken into account, but also mandatory private spending. Spending on education will be based on Eurostat data, data for the other three dimensions will be derived from the social protection expenditure database from the OECD. Tables with the data are displayed in appendix on spending.
After operationalizing the dimensions, the trends will be displayed. Finally, the scores will be combined by means of the radar chart approach and SMOP, as described in paragraph 4, to analyze the regime structure.

5.1. Education

For spending on education ‘annual expenditure on public and private educational institutions per pupil/student in EUR PPS, for all levels of education combined, based on full-time equivalents’ from Eurostat will be used. In the Eurostat data, there is already taken into account the amount of students, such that the spending per student is available. Table 5.1 displays the minimum and maximum values, used for the standardization, as well as the target group for this spending category and the average over the past ten years over the fourteen countries under research.
	Benchmark (best practice):  Denmark 2005 (8092,5 euro per student)

	Minimum (lowest): Greece 1995 (3024,7 euro per student)

	Target group: students/pupils

	Average: 5611,9 euro per student


Table 5.1 Summary information spending on education
Trends

Spending on education per student differs a lot among the fourteen member states under analysis. All countries experience upward trends, but the levels are quite different. Denmark and Austria reach over 8000 euro per student in 2005, while Greece and Portugal remain below 5000 euro. Italy has had quite high levels since 2000, but remains stable at that level until 2005. The Netherlands has improved a lot, and has become the third best performer after Austria and Denmark. All in all it seems that the Scandinavian countries and Austria spend the most on education and the Southern countries the least.
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Fig. 5.1 Spending on education per student/pupil in dollars
5.2. Active labor market policies
For spending on active labor market policies, the OECD indicator ‘total active labor market policies’, public as well as mandatory private spending, is taken. As unit of measurement, per head, at constant prices (2000) and constant PPPs (2000), in US dollars will be used. To correct for possible demographic trends, it will be related to the amount of people in the age group 25 to 65, as provided by the OECD. Table 5.2 displays the minimum and maximum values, used for the standardization, as well as the target group for this spending category and the average over the past ten years over the fourteen countries under research.
	Benchmark (best practice):  Sweden 1998 (628,9)

	Minimum (lowest): Greece 2005 (14,9)

	Target group: 25-64

	Average: 202,5


Table 5.2 Summary information spending on active labor market policies

Trends

The levels of spending on active labor market policies again show a split, here around 400 dollars per person in the age group 25-64, between Continental and Scandinavian countries on the one hand and the Anglo-Saxon countries and the Mediterranean countries on the other, with the exception of Ireland and Austria, which have switched groups. The low spending countries all started wil levels below 200 dollar and gradually rose to levels between 200 and 400 dollars, except for Greece that experienced declining levels down to almost zero in 2005. Within the high spending countries, Denmark and Sweden outperform the other countries completely, but seem to go down somewhat. The Netherlands shows the clearest increase, but declined again after 2003. It is, however, the only country in the continental group that reaches Scandinavian levels.
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Fig. 5.2 Spending on active labor market policies per person in the age group 25-64.
5.3. Combining work and care

For the spending on policies to combine work and care, OECD data on family policy are used. However, not all family policies can be considered promoting work and care. Therefore two policy goals are selected: spending on maternity and parental leave and spending on day care and home help services. The first are cash benefits, the second benefits in kind. Unit of measurement is per head, at constant prices (2000) and constant PPPs (2000), in US dollars. The target group of this kind of expenditure is people that work. Therefore it will be related to age group 25-64. Table 5.3 displays the minimum and maximum values, used for the standardization, as well as the target group for this spending category and the average over the past ten years over the fourteen countries under research.
	
	512 (spending on maternity and parental leave)
	521 (spending on day care and home help services
	Combined

	Benchmark (best practice):  
	Finland 1995 (221,2)
	Denmark 1997 (541,6)
	Denmark 1995 (701,4)

	Minimum (lowest):
	Netherlands 1995-2005 (0)
	UK 1995 (0)
	Portugal 1995 (15,3)

	Target group: 
	25-64
	25-64
	25-64

	Average: 
	67,5
	147,8
	215,9


Table 5.3 Summary information spending on active family policies
Trends

A curious jump in 1998 for the majority of the countries in the sample makes it impossible to analyze trends from before 1998. The jump does not arrive from a jump in one of the two combined indicators, but from both of them. 
Sweden and Denmark are again leaders in spending on these policies, with expenditure over 1200 dollar per person in the age group 25-64, followed at some distance by Finland and France, around 800 dollar. The Southern countries and Ireland make up the smallest spenders on family policies.  Except for Greece, these countries seem to increase spending somewhat. Belgium, the UK and the Netherlands almost doubled spending since 1998, but remain still below 600 dollars. Austria is the only country not showing an increase, even a slight decrease.
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Fig. 5.3 Spending on active family policies in dollars per person in the age group 25-64.
5.4. Services for the old aged
For spending on services for the elderly, a sub-section of the old age spending database of the OECD is taken. As Esping-Andersen (2001) suggests services for the old age instead of pensions, here will be looked only at benefits in kind. So spending on the policy goal ‘residential care / home-services’ is what will be measured. This will be related to the age group 65. Unit of measurement will again be per head, at constant prices (2000) and constant PPPs (2000), in US dollars. Table 5.4 displays the minimum and maximum values, used for the standardization, as well as the target group for this spending category and the average over the past ten years over the fourteen countries under research.
	Benchmark (best practice):  Sweden 2005 (751)

	Minimum (lowest):  UK1995-1998 (0) , Belgium 1995-1996 (0)

	Target group: 65+

	Average: 119


Table 5.1 Summary information spending on services for the old aged
Trends

Spending in services for the old age per person over 65 show very large differences between countries. While Sweden and Denmark spend between 3500 and 4500 dollars per person over 65, most countries spend less than 500 dollars per person over 65. The Netherlands is showing the clearest increase, from 1000 dollars in 1995 to almost 2000 dollars in 2005. Finland remained constantly around 1200 dollars, while the UK has increased its spending from nothing to almost 1200 dollars. 
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Fig. 5.4 spending on services for the old age per person over 65.

5.5. Overall performance
All indicators are standardized on a scale of 0 to 100 with the min-max formula, with the minimum being the lowest score in the sample and maximum the highest score in the sample. 

The scores were combined by means of measuring the surface of the radar charts. Here, first the overall scores will be displayed and afterwards analyzed by means of the radar charts. For the radar charts the countries are grouped according to the division of Ferrera, based on the classification of Esping-Andersen. The charts are displayed for the year 2000 and 2005. Data before 2000 is missing for many countries, so these moments are picked to provide trends over the longest possible time span with complete data. 

As discussed, independency of the dimensions is important when combining them into one indicator, to prevent from one cause influencing the overall indicator in multiple ways. With the four groups of spending discussed, there is no reason to assume that a high score on one indicator would lead to a higher score on another indicator. One underlying factor that might influence all dimensions, is of course GDP. This is one of the shortcomings of the spending-approach.
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Fig. 5.4 Surface measure of overall performance
Scandinavia
Although usually pictured as one regime, the differences between Denmark and Sweden on the one hand and Finland on the other are quite large. Although it is clear that Finland has a larger surface than the countries from the other groups (with the exception of the Netherlands), the gap with Sweden and Denmark is large, especially with regard to spending on ALMP and services for the old age.

Spending on all dimensions went up, except for spending on ALMP for Sweden and Denmark. Overall, Denmark and Sweden outperform all other countries, and Finland in most cases. From the view of state spending, these countries definitely spend most on social investment policies and they are also still moving in that direction. Finland, however, has been surpassed by the Netherlands as the third social investment regime.
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Fig 5.6 radar charts Scandinavia 2000 & 2005
Continental

The continental countries take up the second place in the group of countries with the most social investment regime like spending, except for the UK that has passed all continental countries but the Netherlands. The Netherlands is the best performer of the continental countries, even passing Finland. Germany is the worst continental performer, and the other three countries are quite close together in between.
Since 2000, however, only the Netherlands seems to keep moving into the direction of the social investment regime, the other countries remain at the same level.

The shapes of the radars reveal different reasons for these scores. Austria, for example beats all continental countries (and even the Scandinavian countries), on educational spending, while France is the best continental performer with respect to active spending on families. The Netherlands outperforms all countries on spending on old age services and active labor market policies.
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Fig 5.7 radar charts Continental countries 2000 & 2005

Anglo-Saxon

The Anglo-Saxon countries have made quite strong improvements. Especially the UK has increased active spending. Ireland also improved, but less so. While both countries were at almost the same level in 1999, Ireland has only surpassed the Southern countries since then, while the UK outperformed all continental countries, except for the Netherlands, in 2005.

 Again, the radars explain the reasons of the overall measure. In 2000, the UK performed clearly better on services for the old age and family policy. Ireland however, spent much more on active labor market policies. In 2005, both countries spent quite a lot more on education. Ireland is spending a little bit less on active labor market policies than in 2000, while the UK has almost caught up on this dimension.
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Fig 5.8 radar charts Anglo-Saxon countries 2000 & 2005

Southern countries

The southern countries display the least social investment regime-like spending. Greece and Portugal have scores barely above zero, with almost no visible improvements. Italy started at a level around the lowest performing continental countries in 1999, but has even reduced active spending since then. Spain is the only country that has improved, having among the lowest scores in 2000, it now has surpassed Italy in 2005, but is still below the other groups of countries.

From the radar charts, it becomes clear that Italy thanks its high score on educational spending, but has made no improvements in any dimension. The increase of the overall measure for Spain has been due mostly to more spending on education and also slightly to spending on old-age services and active labor market policies.
[image: image13.png]Southern 2000 O'dee

services

100
Educ families
policies
~———2000GR
———2000ES
———20001IT
~———2000PT

ALMP




 [image: image14.png]Southern 2005 Odee

services
100
Educ families
policies
———2005GR
———2005ES
——=2005IT
——2005PT

ALMP





Fig 5.9 radar charts Southern countries 2000 & 2005

Conclusions of the spending approach
The Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands seem to have developed most in the direction of a social investment state. However, Sweden and Denmark have a giant lead on Finland and the Netherlands. The Southern countries display the least social investment. Spain seems to have started a catch up process, leaving the other Southern countries behind. Italy had quite a good position in the spending approach, but has been surpassed by Spain. The Anglo-Saxon countries seemed to be on the same track until 2001, but then the UK took the lead. Both have improved somewhat, with the UK performing better than most continental countries and Ireland in between the continental and southern countries. The continental countries do not show one clear pattern. As said, the Netherlands is usually the second or third highest scoring country on the overall measure over ten years and has improved strongly. The other countries are usually in the middle between the southern and Scandinavian countries. The distance with the Scandinavian countries, however, remains much larger than the distance with the Southern countries. 
The underlying dimensions show the reasons for the different scores. The Scandinavian countries score high on almost all dimensions. The exception is Finland on spending ALMP and services for the old-age. The Southern countries score low on almost all dimensions, except for spending on education for Spain and Italy and activity for Spain, Italy and Portugal. The Anglo-Saxon countries score low on all spending dimensions, except for education and for Ireland on ALMP. The continental countries do not show one clear pattern. On the spending dimensions, France scores well on family policies, Austria on education, the Netherlands on ALMP and in 2007 also on services for the old-age. 

6. Operationalizing and measuring outcomes

In this section, it will be analyzed whether the (labor) market and families indeed provide welfare in the way the social investment state intends. The outcomes approach will be operationalized and the data will be displayed. The data range, average and trends will be discussed. The data on outcomes are displayed as the actual values for the sub-dimensions and the combined dimensions are the average of the standardized sub dimensions. As discussed in section 3, also the outcomes of the labor market and families will be measured on four dimensions. This section will discuss how these dimensions are operationalized by means of two sub-dimensions. Each sub-dimension is standardized on a scale of 0 to 100 with the min-max formula, with the minimum being the lowest score in the sample and maximum the highest score in the sample. The average of both sub dimensions will be the score on the dimension. Tables with the data are displayed in the appendix on outcomes.
After operationalizing the dimensions, the trends will be displayed. Finally, the scores will be combined by means of the radar chart approach and SMOP, as described in paragraph 4, to analyze the regime structure.

6.1. Lack of social exclusion

As discussed, the designers of the social investment regime are concerned with a new dualism. They propose a regime that should care about dynamic equality such that life chances are equal. Thus ideally an indicator of extended periods of poverty should be taken. There is, however, no data available on the duration of poverty, so here will be relied on static indicators on equality: income distribution and risk at poverty.

6.1.1. Gini

For information on income distribution, the most common indicator will be used: the GINI-index, taken from the Eurostat database. A score of 0 on the GINI-index means that income is equally distributed among the population, 100 is the most unequal score. 

Trends 

There does not seem to be one common pattern in the distribution of income. The Anglo-Saxon countries and the Mediterranean countries have much more unequal income distributions than the Continental and Scandinavian countries. The best performers in 1997, the Scandinavian countries, experience a slight increase in inequality, while the Continental countries seem to decrease inequality somewhat.
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Fig. 6.1 GINI 1997-2001
6.1.2. Risk 
at poverty

The other measure, risk at poverty, displays the percentage of the population that is below 60% of the median wage. This indicator is also taken from the Eurostat database. 

Trends 

Again, there seems to be a split between the Mediterranean and Anglo-Saxon countries, with risk at poverty rates of around 20% and the Scandinavian and Continental countries with rates between 10% and 15% over the largest part of the period. There seems to be no clear upward of downward trend over these ten years.
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Fig. 6.2 Risk at poverty 1997-2001

6.1.3. Combined

Of both the GINI and risk at poverty, the inverse has been taken before standardization, so as to have a high score being desirable. Table 6.1 displays the minimum and maximum values, used in the standardization formula, and the averages.

	
	GINI
	Risk at poverty
	Combined

	Benchmark (best practice):  
	Denmark 1997 (20)
	Sweden 1997-1999, Finland 1997
	Sweden 1997 (97,2)

	Minimum (lowest):
	Portugal 2004-2006 (38)
	Portugal 1997 (22)
	Portugal 1997 (5,6)

	Average:
	 28,8
	15,1
	50,4


Table 6.1 summary statistics on lack of social exclusion
Trends

The split between the Anglo-Saxon and Southern countries on the one hand and the Scandinavian and Continental countries on the other hand is very clear when the scores are combined. Some convergence seems to be taking place, with the low performers increasing lack of social exclusion somewhat and, more dramatically, the well performers, especially the Scandinavian countries, seem to decrease their rates.
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Fig. 6.3 lack of social exclusion 1997-2001

6.2. Active population

The designers see activity of the population as the best prevention against social exclusion. To measure this activity, there are a few indicators that provide information. The most obvious would be the participation rate, because it provides information about the people that are in work. These numbers are however very sensitive to business cycles. An indicator that is less sensitive to business cycles, is the activity rate, which is a combination of the participation rate and people looking for a job. The discouragement effect might of course still move along with the business cycle, but this is much less severe. Next to the activity rate, Esping-Andersen is also concerned with the early retiring population, so the exit age should also be taken into account. Looking ahead to the gender equality index, a possible problem of overlap arises. As the gender activity gap will be measured, high female participation will enter the overall indicator via ‘active population’ as well as ‘gender equality’. The easiest way to prevent this overlap is by focusing only on male activity in this section, which will be done here.
6.2.1. Activity  rate male, prime age

For the activity rate of men, we will use the male activity rate provided by the Eurostat database. To prevent from overlap with the average male exit age, we will narrow it down to the prime age group, 25-54.
Trends

The range of activity for males is very small, only 5,3% between the best practice and the minimum, so small differences make up the relative scores. The continental countries, except for Belgium, have the highest scores, between 93% and 95%. The lowest scores are for Sweden, Italy and Portugal. Clear trends can not be observed. 
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Fig. 6.4 Activity rate of men in the age group 25-54.
6.2.2. Male exit age

The average exit age for men can be derived from the Eurostat database and is available from 2001 to 2007.
Trends

There is not one clear pattern visible. Some countries seem to have an increasing exit age for men, for example Belgium (from 58 to 61), the Netherlands (from 61 to 64) and Sweden (62 to 54). In France, the exit age remained below 60 in 2007. Overall there seems to be an upward trend, but a very slight one.
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Fig. 6.5 average exit age for men 2001-2007
6.2.3. Combined

Table 6.2 displays the minimum and maximum values, used in the standardization formula, and the averages.

	
	Activity rate male, prime age
	Male exit age
	Combined

	Benchmark (best practice):  
	France 1997 (94,9%)
	Sweden 2005 (64,4)
	Netherlands 2007 (90)

	Minimum (lowest):
	Sweden 1998 (89,6%)
	Belgium 2001 (57,8)
	Netherlands 2001 (13)

	Average:
	92,4%
	61,6
	55


Table 6.2
Trends

As with the underlying sub dimensions, there is not one clear pattern in the dimension active population. The Netherlands has improved its score since 2003 and became the top performer in 2007. Spain has had very high levels, but declining somewhat since 2003. Belgium was the worst performer, but has caught up to the middle group. Italy remains an underperformer, although it has improved somewhat between 2001 and 2003. Also Finland remained in the lowest regions, in spite of some growth in 2004. Overall, the activity in the sample seems to have grown slightly.
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Fig. 6.6 active population 2001-2007
6.3. Gender equality

As discussed in paragraph 3, two main ingredients make up the equal opportunities for men and women: equality in paid work and the possibility to combine it with a decent fertility rate.

Therefore we will combine the gender activity gap with the fertility rate.

6.3.1. Gender activity gap

Based on Plantenga (2009), in this thesis the gender equality in paid work (gender activity gap) is based on the gender gap in employment and unemployment, both provided by the Eurostat database. Both are standardized by means of the min-max formula and the average is the gender activity gap. 
Trends
Overall, countries seem to move towards gender equality in paid work over the past ten years. The Scandinavian countries are clearly the best performers. The Belgium and the Netherlands experienced a large increase towards the best practice. The Southern countries perform the worst, although Italy and Spain seem to be catching up. Greece experienced some improvement, but very little. Portugal is the exception among the southern countries, with a score among the continental countries. The UK and Germany are the best performers after the Scandinavian countries.
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Fig. 6.7 average of standardized unemployment and employment gaps 1997-2007
6.3.2. Fertility

The fertility indicator is based on Eurostat data, which displays ‘the mean number of children that would be born alive to a woman during her lifetime if she were to pass through her childbearing years conforming to the fertility rates by age of a given year.’ 
Trends

Italy, Spain and Greece have the lowest fertility rates in the sample, increasing slightly from 1,2 to 1,4 over ten years. Portugal is the southern country with relatively high fertility, but it went down from 1,5 to below the other Southern countries in 2007. 
Ireland and France have the highest fertility rates, between 1,8 and 2,0. In Finland and Denmark, fertility has been relatively high and slight increasing from 1,7 to 1,9. Sweden started off in 1997 with a fertility rate around 1,5, but has experienced a vast increase to 1,9 in 2007. Austria and Germany had similar stable fertility rates, around 1,4. 
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Fig. 6.8 Fertility rates 1997-2007

6.3.3. Combined

Table 6.3 displays the minimum and maximum values, used in the standardization formula, and the averages.

	
	Gender activity gap
	fertility
	Combined

	Benchmark (best practice):  
	Finland 2002 (0,98)
	Ireland 2007 (2,01)
	France 2007 (90,7)

	Minimum (lowest):
	Greece 1997 (0,02)
	Spain 1998 (1,16)
	Spain 1998 (1,3)

	Average:
	0,66
	1,58
	58


Table 6.3 Summary statistics on gender equality.
Trends
The combined scores show an upward trend for most countries. Especially the southern countries seem to be catching up, except for Portugal which is the only country displaying a downward movement. The France, the Scandinavian and Anglo-Saxon countries are the best performers and cluster together. They are followed at some distance by the Netherlands which has improved quite substantially over the past ten years. Belgium, Austria and Germany have average scores and remain quite stable over time.
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Fig.6.9 gender equality
6.4. Educated society

Investment in human capital takes place in the early stages of life, but due to rapidly changing  work environments, people need to keep investing in their human capital throughout their life cycle. Measuring the extent in which the population invests in its human capital, looking at both initial education as well as life long learning is necessary.
6.4.1. Initial education 

For initial education, we take the percentage of people that has attained at least secondary education, provided by Eurostat.
Trends

Except for a small drop in 2007 in Denmark, all countries have experienced an increase in people who have attained at least secondary education. The levels, however, differ enormously. In Portugal, levels remained below 30%. In Spain and Italy, only half of the population had attained at least secondary education in 2007 and in Greece only 60%. Ireland, France and Belgium reached the 70% in 2007, the Netherlands and the UK almost 75%. The Scandinavian countries, Austria and Germany experienced levels between 80% and 85% in 2007. 
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Fig. 6.10 percentage of the population who attained at least secondary education 1997-2007
6.4.2. Life long learning

For the percentage of people that is participating in life long learning, we take ‘participation in life long learning’, provided by Eurostat.

Trends

The Scandinavian countries, the UK and the Netherlands are the only countries in which over 15% of the population is participating in life long learning. Especially Sweden en Denmark have high  rates, approaching 35%. The rest of the countries seem to remain below ten percent, although Spain and Austria seem to experience some increase. Overall there seems to be some increase, but with large fluctuations and large differences between top performers and underperformers.
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Fig. 6.11 participation in life long learning 1997-2007
6.4.3. Combined

Table 6.4 displays the minimum and maximum values, used in the standardization formula, and the averages.

	
	Initial education
	Life long learning
	Combined

	Benchmark (best practice):  
	Sweden 2007 (84,6%)
	Sweden 2005 (33,4%)
	Sweden 2005 (99)

	Minimum (lowest):
	Portugal 1998 (17,8%)
	Greece 1997 (0,9%)
	Portugal 1998 (3)

	Average:
	62,7%
	11,2%
	49


Table 6.4 summary statistics on educated society
Trends

The level of education, a combination of initial and life long learning, seems to be increasing in all countries over the past ten years. The best performers in this respect are the Scandinavian countries and the UK, followed at some distance by the Netherlands, Austria and Germany. The Southern countries are the under performers, with scores below 40%.
France, Belgium and Ireland take in the middle position with scores up to 50% in 2007.
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Fig. 6.12 educated society 1997-2007
6.5. Overall performance
The four dimensions developed in the previous sections, standardized on a scale of 0 to 100 with the min-max formula and each based on two sub dimensions, are combined into one overall measure by means of the SMOP method. The scores were combined by means of measuring the surface of the radar charts. For the radar charts we have grouped the countries again according to the division of Ferrera, based on the classification of Esping-Andersen. The charts are displayed for the year 2001 and 2007. Data before 2001 is missing for all countries on the average exit age and for some countries also on other indicators. Hence, these moments are picked to provide trends over the longest possible time span with complete data. 

In combining these scores into one overall indicator, the problem arises that there might be much overlap and correlation between the four goals. Higher education can lead to higher employment and higher employment can lead to lower social exclusion. 

However, this problem is mitigated by the fact that a social investment state is actually based on that causality. So if higher education would lead to higher employment and hence to lower social exclusion, the higher score is the right signal. Of course the causality needs not be in place everywhere. For example, higher education could not lead to higher participation of women when a breadwinner model is the standard. Or higher activity might not lead to less social exclusion, because there might be sectors with very low wages. The combined scores are displayed in the figure below. We will analyze them in the next section by means of the radar charts. 
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Fig. 6.13 Overall measure of outcomes 2001-2007
Scandinavia
The Scandinavian countries clearly display the most features of a social invest regime. Only the Netherlands has comparable scores on the overall measure. Especially Sweden, and to a lesser extent Denmark and Finland, displays also a clear upward trend. 
Looking at the radar charts, it shows that the differences have become larger between the countries. Denmark and Sweden have increased the activity of the population and Sweden much more so than Denmark. Finland has remained the same in this respect. On the level of education, the scores have also increased for all three countries, and again the most for Sweden. On gender equality, the countries have increased the scores in a similar way. On lack of social exclusion, especially Denmark has decreased somewhat
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Fig.6.14 radar charts Scandinavia 2001 & 2007
Continental
The continental countries do not follow a similar pattern. While the Netherlands has taken the third place in the ranking, Belgium scores only just above the Southern countries and Ireland.

Austria, France and Germany are grouped in between the high and low scoring countries. Overall the scores are improving for all of them, except for Germany.
Looking at the radar charts, the scores seem to be caused by different reasons. The high score of the Netherlands is solely caused by a higher activity of the population, while it has comparable scores to the other continental countries on lack of social exclusion, education and gender equality. The low score of Belgium, especially in 2001, is caused by the low activity of the population and education, while having average scores on the other two dimensions. France performs not too well on education and activity of the population, but is the best performer in gender equality, even strengthening its position in ten years. Germany performs quite average in 2001, but in 2007, scores on lack of exclusion have dropped by 30 percentage points. Austria performs quite average on most scores, but is the underperformer with respect to gender equality.
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Fig.6.15 radar charts Continental countries 2001 & 2007

Anglo-Saxon

The Anglo-Saxon countries started off in quite a similar positions in 1997, have diverged a bit since then with the UK performing better than Ireland, but Ireland seems to be catching up again. 

The radar charts reveal that the level of education in the UK is the only reason why the UK is a better performer than Ireland. In 2001, Ireland actually scored higher on all dimensions and in 2007 as well, although the UK has caught up on the activity of the population.

The level of lack of social exclusion is one of the elements that make the Anglo-Saxon countries score lower than most Continental countries, while they have decent rates at the other dimensions.

[image: image32.png]Anglo-Saxon 2001,

social
exclusion
100
80
60
40
educated active
society population
——2001ie
——2001uk gender

equality




[image: image33.png]Anglo-Saxon 2007, ¢

social
exclusion
100
80
60
40
educated
society
——2007ie
——2007 uk gender

equality

active
population





Fig.6.16 radar charts Anglo-Saxon countries 2001 & 2007

Southern

The Southern countries are the clear underperformers in the sample. They were the underperformers in 2001 and have improved barely over the past ten years. Only Spain seems to be escaping from the extremely low levels. 
Again, the radar charts give a more detailed picture of the causes of the scores. Spain has achieved improvements in all dimensions, especially in gender equality and education. 

Portugal compensates the extremely low scores on lack of social exclusion and education with decent scores on activity of population and gender equality. The latter is an exception to the other southern countries in 2001, but in 2007, Italy and Spain seem to be catching up. 

Italy scored quite well on lack of social exclusion in 2001, but has decreased on this dimension and has not managed to increase the level of education and activity of its population. Greece has low scores on all dimensions, but achieved some improvements in the level of activity of the population. 
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Fig.6.16 radar charts Southern countries 2001 & 2007

Conclusions of the outcomes approach
Again, the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands seem to have developed most in the direction of a social investment state. The Southern countries display the least social investment. Also Spain seems to have started a catch up process here, leaving the other Southern countries behind. The Anglo-Saxon countries seemed to be on the same track until 2001, but then the UK took the lead. Both have improved somewhat, with the UK performing better than most continental countries and Ireland in between the continental and southern countries.

The continental countries do not show one clear pattern. As said, the Netherlands is usually the second or third highest scoring country on the overall measure over ten years and has improved strongly. The other countries are usually in the middle between the southern and Scandinavian countries. The distance with the Scandinavian countries, however, remains much larger than the distance with the Southern countries.

 The underlying dimensions reveal the causes of the different scores. The Scandinavian countries score high on almost all dimensions. The exceptions are on activity, although Denmark and Sweden have improved enormously on that dimension. The Southern countries score low on almost all dimensions, except for activity for Spain, Italy and Portugal. The weak points of the Anglo-Saxon countries with respect to outcomes, is lack of social exclusion, but they also have only average scores on activity and education. They score very well on the gender equality dimension. The continental countries do not show one clear pattern. On the outcomes dimensions, the Netherlands scores well on activity, France on gender equality. All the other scores are average. 

7. Conclusions
In this thesis, the aim was to analyze whether the member states of the EU are reforming towards a social investment regime. Therefore, a method  was developed to measure the degree of visibility of the social investment regime in the member states of the EU. Because the social investment regime suggests a state facilitating the interplay between markets and families to provide the maximum amount of welfare, two approaches were used. The first is measuring the role of the state by means of an analysis of state spending, the other measuring the outcomes of the interplay between the market and families by an analysis of social indicators. Both approaches measure the degree of social investment by means of four dimensions, combined into an overall score by means of the Radar Chart approach. With the applied method, it is possible to display the direction of reform. While the spending approach, although conceptually and technically problematic, directly provides information about the architecture of the regime, the results of the outcomes approach reveal important aspects of the regime structure via the visible results on societal indicators.

Is the social investment regime developing in the member states, as proposed by Esping-Andersen and as implemented by the European Council in their strategic goals? Or has there been little change, as suggested by the skeptics? As usual, there is no black or white answer.  The explored approaches do not seem to contradict each other and consistently show three main findings:
1. The original regime clustering is still very visible.

The Scandinavian countries cluster together at the top end, with Finland being behind somewhat, and the Southern countries at the bottom. On the spending measure, the lead of Denmark and Sweden is very large and they also increase more than the continental countries. The Anglo-Saxon countries are in the middle, with Ireland performing just a bit better than the Southern countries and the UK scoring below the Scandinavian countries. The continental countries take in intermediate positions.  Moreover, the countries do not seem to converge very much. On the outcomes measure, the Southern countries seem to display less increases than the Continental countries, and the Scandinavian countries are moving away from the Continental countries.
This path-dependent development seems to underline the skepticism towards regime reforms. The current regimes, as classified by Esping-Andersen (1990), seem to remain intact, reinforcing their own logic. Hence, these findings seem to suggest that Pierson (1998) was right in contending that only small changes are possible.
2. Two positive exceptions
Two countries seem to escape their regime classification. Spain is the only Southern country that seems to be developing towards a social investment level of the Continental countries. While all the other Southern countries show little progress, and Italy, defined as a continental country by Esping-Andersen (1990), shows slight decreases on some indicators, Spain is improving quite a lot.
The Netherlands has always been considered a hybrid case with high scores on social-democratic indices but not extremely low scores on the other indices. It is usually seen as a corporatist country (Arts and Gelissen, 2002:186-187). This mix shows in the findings of this paper, although it seems to have moved from a corporatist positions towards a social-democratic position. This means that in contrast to the original classification, it only seemed to display social democratic features in the past ten years.
3. A slight positive trend on some indicators 
On the spending measure as well as on the outcomes measure a slight upward trend is visible. In the spending approach the main cause is higher spending on education, and to a lesser extent on family policies and services for the aged. On the outcomes approach, the scores on activity, and somewhat less on gender equality and level of education, seem to be the major causes of the increase. The improvement on especially the educational and participation levels reflects the productivist orientated aspect of the social investment state (Midgley, 1999) and the emphasis on education and employment in the EES.
So although there is a slight shift towards a social investment regime, it is a slow process and it seems that the old classification of regimes is more plausible than convergence towards one European model (except for the Netherlands and Spain). However, it definitely does not show reforms in the opposite direction of the social investment regime. The positive exceptions provide hope for the possibility to reform a regime, be it slowly and with many obstacles yet to overcome.
8. Discussion

In this paragraph, briefly the weak points of the used method will be discussed, along with suggestions for further research and improvements.

The method used in this paper suffers from a set of shortcomings. The problems with the spending approach have already been discussed, namely the difficulty of using quantitative research to analyze a regime logic (Palier, 2003), as well as the problems of using aggregate data on government expenditure (Adema and Ladaique, 2005). 
The use of the radar chart approach has many advantages, mostly the quick visual overview and the possibility to combine scores on different dimensions into an overall indicator. However, the combined score is equally influenced by all included dimensions which is overly simplistic. It assigns similar weights to all dimensions, while there is no theoretical basis to argue that a change in spending on old-age services is equal to the spending on active labor market policies.

Moreover, the standardization process with the use of best-practice benchmarks influences the weighting as well. Prime-age male activity, for example, fluctuates very slightly but it is stretched out by standardizing it on a scale of 0 to 100. Again, no theoretical basis for weighting is available, but further research might look into a more sophisticated way of weighting than setting all changes as equal. Benchmarking against an absolute level, as done in Plantenga et al. (2009) is intuitively more logical, although the weighting problem still exist. A change in a difficult to increase, very valuable indicator might weigh as much as a volatile indicator.
In the outcomes approach, a causal relation between the dimensions might lead to an overestimation. A high score on education, for example, may lead to higher activity levels, which may lead to lower social exclusion. As argued, this causal relationship would be a positive signal of a social investment state and hence not be a problem. Further research could develop dimensions that are conceptually more independent.
Both approaches seem to be consistently showing the level of social investment in the countries under analysis. However, the lead in spending approach of especially Denmark and Sweden seems to be much smaller than the lead in the outcomes approach. It would be interesting to look into the efficiency of the spending on activating policies.
Overall, this thesis should be considered as an exploratory attempt to capture regime logic by quantitative indicators, showing the differences in the architecture. Further qualitative data could look inside the black-box, analyzing the way regimes are reformed. 
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10. Appendix: Spending
10.1. Spending on services for old age
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10.2. Spending on family policies
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dk 217,484 483,879 54 100,0 145,673 473,276 55,1 86,2 169,375 494,711 55,2 92,5

fi 221,239 221,202 54,5 61,6 163,783 251,725 54,1 58,2 183,916 274,234 54,2 64,3

se 194,304 395,232 51,2 88,4 150,267 341,592 52,7 71,2 205,349 468,152 53 97,8

Continental 0 0 0

be 38,113 15,872 53,4 5,6 45,642 168,435 53,5 29,2 51,896 230,687 53,5 39,3

de 75,68 91,858 56,9 20,8 73,519 80,126 56,9 18,9 65,387 100,103 55,2 21,3

fr 72,431 151,532 51,4 32,0 99,02 299,777 52 58,1 92,338 314,958 52 59,4

nl 0 88,106 55 10,3 0 214,214 55,9 27,8 0 307,578 55,6 41,2

at 162,253 98,565 54,2 35,6 102,519 114,711 55,5 28,5 44,25 127,735 55,6 22,0

Anglo-Saxon 0 0 0

ie 9,899 17,675 46,7 2,3 15,87 52,315 49,8 8,4 28,07 88,621 52,6 15,1

uk 16,26 0 51,9 0,1 20,801 188,636 52,9 28,8 33,108 230,954 52,8 37,1

Southern 0 0 0

gr 12,489 19,652 52,4 2,5 15,202 24,593 53,5 3,5 19,201 29,102 55 4,6

es 14,636 2,866 51,4 0,3 26,804 104,883 53,6 17,0 36,152 121,831 56,5 19,7

it 24,432 20,52 54,5 4,1 30,888 140,547 55,7 21,9 46,207 157,876 55,9 26,4

pt 13,343 1,961 51,2 0,0 20,136 51,845 53 8,3 33,06 67,556 54,7 12,1


Source: OECD-stat online

10.3. Spending on active labor market policies

[image: image38.emf]1995 2000 2005

ScandinaviaDollars Size target groupstandardized& weightedDollars Size target groupstandardized& weightedDollars Size target groupstandardized& weighted

dk 487,144 54 74,0 582,852 55,1 87,2 527,607 55,2 78,6

fi 291,411 54,5 42,9 228,577 54,1 33,4 253,994 54,2 37,3

se 514,364 51,2 82,7 486,955 52,7 75,9 399,394 53 61,4

Continental

be 295,384 53,4 44,5 297,036 53,5 44,7 314,935 53,5 47,5

de 281,33 56,9 39,5 307,468 56,9 43,4 257,158 55,2 37,1

fr 267,692 51,4 41,8 301,077 52 46,7 237,177 52 36,3

nl 338,385 55 49,7 442,628 55,9 64,7 405,817 55,6 59,4

at 94,889 54,2 12,5 150,715 55,5 20,7 190,123 55,6 26,6

Anglo-Saxon

ie 257,97 46,7 44,4 272,179 49,8 43,9 216,574 52,6 32,5

uk 92,922 51,9 12,8 88,569 52,9 11,9 150,544 52,8 21,8

Southern

gr 63,43 52,4 7,9 44,625 53,5 4,8 14,962 55 0,0

es 76,11 51,4 10,2 142,886 53,6 20,2 179,906 56,5 24,6

it 62,188 54,5 7,4 143,456 55,7 19,5 145,912 55,9 19,8

pt 70,893 51,2 9,4 103,998 53 14,3 119,425 54,7 16,2


Source: OECD-stat online

10.4. Spending on education

[image: image39.emf]1995 2000 2005

ScandinaviaEuro per studentstandardized& weightedEuro per studentstandardizedEuro per studentstandardized

dk 7108 80,6 8092,5 100,0

fi 4676,8 32,6 5454,5 47,9 6201,9 62,7

se 6184,9 62,4 7029,6 79,0

Continental

be 5313,7 45,2 6431,2 67,2

de 4972,1 38,4 5676,5 52,3 6629,8 71,1

fr 4444 28,0 5714,2 53,1 6295,4 64,5

nl 4066,2 20,6 5835,9 55,5 7317 84,7

at 6260,8 63,9 7144,3 81,3 8092,1 100,0

Anglo-Saxon

ie 4480,9 28,7 6025,9 59,2

uk 4799,1 35,0 7151,3 81,4

Southern

gr 3237,7 4,2 4484,8 28,8

es 3024,7 0,0 4304,1 25,2 5681,5 52,4

it 6384,6 66,3 5906,1 56,9

pt 3943 18,1 4813,8 35,3


Source: Eurostat online (yellow cells are estimates based on closest available data, due to missing data)

10.5. SMOP spending

[image: image40.emf]SMOP 1995A00 1996A00 1997A00 1998A00 1999A00 2000A00 2001A00 2002A00 2003A00 2004A00 2005A00

DK 12791 13643 13476 14750 14346 15231 15696

FI 3188 3683 3498 3250 3319 3251 3033 3424 3822 4489 4455

SE 11564 10971 11045 12768 12385 13473 14139

BE 83 101 102 467 1543 1598 2377 2447 2574 2625 2668

DE 1449 1346 1571 1638 1682 1976 1950 1919 1935

FR 1300 1460 1650 2425 2777 2966 3035 3129 2983 2977 2950

NL 1158 1248 1725 2664 3200 3926 4234 5098 5359 5849 6345

AT 1385 1580 1714 1612 1878 2228 2245 2557 2528 2422 2602

IE 624 907 1078 1240 1349 1516 1666

UK 769 987 1345 1676 2171 2374 3036

GR 29 41 37 79 64

ES 16 38 58 217 363 554 583 758 891 1054 1257

IT 1345 1149 1415 1210 1136

PT 123 183 208 218 278 291 400


11. Appendix: outcomes
11.1. Lack of social exclusion
[image: image41.emf]1997 2001 2005 2007

GINI Risk at povertyLack of social exclusionGINI Risk at povertyLack of social exclusionGINI Risk at povertyLack of social exclusionGINI Risk at povertyLack of social exclusion

Denmark 20,0 10 92,9 22,0 10 87,3 24,0 12 74,6 25,0 12 71,8

Finland 22,0 8 94,4 27,0 11 69,8 26,0 12 69,0 26,0 13 65,5

Sweden 21,0 8 97,2 24,0 9 85,3 23,0 9 88,1 23,0 11 81,0

Belgium 27,0 14 59,1 28,0 13 59,9 28,0 15 52,8 26,0 15 58,3

Germany 25,0 12 71,8 25,0 11 75,4 26,0 12 69,0 30,0 15 47,2

France 29,0 15 50,0 27,0 13 62,7 28,0 13 59,9 26,0 13 65,5

Netherlands 26,0 10 76,2 27,0 11 69,8 27,0 11 69,8 28,0 10 70,6

Austria 25,0 13 68,3 24,0 12 74,6 26,0 12 69,0 26,0 12 69,0

Ireland 33,0 19 24,6 29,0 21 28,6 32,0 20 23,8 31,0 18 33,7

United Kingdom 30,0 18 36,5 35,0 18 22,6 34,0 19 21,8 33,0 19 24,6

Greece 35,0 21 11,9 33,0 20 21,0 33,0 20 21,0 34,0 20 18,3

Spain 35,0 20 15,5 33,0 19 24,6 32,0 20 23,8 31,0 20 26,6

Italy 31,0 19 30,2 29,0 19 35,7 33,0 19 24,6 32,0 20 23,8

Portugal 36,0 22 5,6 37,0 20 9,9 38,0 19 10,7 37,0 18 17,1


Source: Eurostat online 

11.2. Active population

[image: image42.emf]1997 2001 2005 2007

activity prime age maleaverage exit age maleactive populationactivity prime age maleaverage exit age maleactive populationactivity prime age maleaverage exit age maleactive populationactivity prime age maleaverage exit age maleactive population

Denmark 92,4 91,4 62,1 49,6 91,7 61,2 45,6 92,5 61,4 54,6

Finland 89,7 90,9 61,5 40,3 90,3 61,8 36,9 90,4 62 39,4

Sweden 89,7 90,4 62,3 41,6 92,4 64,4 76,4 92,9 64,2 79,6

Belgium 92,1 91 57,8 13,2 92,2 61,6 53,3 92,5 61,2 53,1

Germany 93,3 93,5 60,9 60,3 93,6 80,63005 67,7 93,8 62,6 76,0

France 94,9 94 58,2 44,5 94 58,7 48,3 94,2 59,5 56,3

Netherlands 93,5 94 61,1 66,5 93,8 61,6 68,4 94 64,2 90,0

Austria 93,9 93,7 59,9 54,6 92,8 60,3 49,1 93,7 62,6 75,0

Ireland 91,1 91,8 63,4 63,2 92,1 63,6 67,5 91,6 63,5 62,0

United Kingdom 91,7 91,3 63 55,4 91,1 63,4 56,6 91,6 63,6 62,8

Greece 92,8 91,7 60,6 41,0 92,4 62 58,2 92,6 61,8 58,6

Spain 94,5 94,1 61,1 67,5 94,6 62,5 82,8 94,6 61,6 76,0

Italy 90 90,7 59,9 26,3 91,2 60,7 37,1 91 61 37,4

Portugal 93,1 92,6 62,3 62,4 92,4 62,4 61,3 92,8 62,9 68,8


Source: Eurostat online (yellow cells are estimates based on closest available data, due to missing data)

11.3. Gender equality
[image: image43.emf]1997 2001 2005 2007

Gender equality in paid workFertility Combining work careGender equality in paid workFertility Combining work careGender equality in paid workFertility Combining work careGender equality in paid workFertility Combining work care

Denmark 77,71 1,76 74,1 87,82 1,76 79,2 88,34 1,8 81,8 89,53 1,84 84,8

Finland 92,81 1,75 81,1 91,63 1,73 79,3 97,96 1,8 86,6 96,78 1,83 87,8

Sweden 95,22 1,52 68,8 97,12 1,57 72,7 99,15 1,77 85,5 95,39 1,88 90,0

Belgium 47,56 1,6 49,7 67,68 1,6 59,7 71,85 1,6 61,8 74,25 1,6 63,0

Germany 73,82 1,37 49,3 80,18 1,35 51,3 82,48 1,34 51,8 87,07 1,37 55,9

France 65,22 1,78 69,1 68,13 1,9 77,6 78,74 1,94 85,3 84,90 1,98 90,7

Netherlands 55,87 1,56 51,5 71,08 1,71 67,9 80,20 1,71 72,5 80,73 1,72 73,3

Austria 65,45 1,39 46,3 73,85 1,33 46,9 80,37 1,4 54,3 76,78 1,38 51,3

Ireland 66,51 1,93 78,5 67,57 1,93 79,1 71,39 1,86 76,9 73,99 2,01 87,0

United Kingdom 74,08 1,72 70,0 78,51 1,63 66,9 81,43 1,78 77,2 82,79 1,84 81,4

Greece 0,00 1,28 9,59 1,25 10,1 11,17 1,33 15,6 21,22 1,41 25,3

Spain 6,54 1,17 3,9 18,61 1,24 14,0 39,14 1,35 30,7 46,51 1,4 37,4

Italy 20,97 1,21 13,4 33,27 1,25 21,9 44,22 1,32 31,5 49,67 1,35 36,0

Portugal 65,60 1,47 51,0 69,77 1,45 51,9 76,17 1,4 52,2 70,73 1,33 45,4


Source: Eurostat online (yellow cells are estimates based on closest available data, due to missing data)

11.4. Educated society
[image: image44.emf]1997 2001 2005 2007

Initial LLL Educated societyInitial LLL Educated societyInitial LLL Educated societyInitial LLL Educated society

Denmark 78,6 18,9 73,2 80,7 18,4 74,0 81 27,4 88,1 75,5 29,2 86,7

Finland 69,6 15,8 61,7 73,8 17,2 67,0 78,8 22,5 78,9 80,5 23,4 81,5

Sweden 74,7 25 79,7 80,5 17,5 72,5 83,6 33,4 99,3 84,6 32,4 98,5

Belgium 57,8 3 33,2 59,5 6,4 39,7 66,1 8,3 47,5 68 7,2 47,3

Germany 80,4 5,4 53,8 82,5 5,2 55,0 83,1 7,7 59,3 84,4 7,8 60,5

France 60 2,9 34,7 63,2 2,7 36,8 66,8 7,1 46,2 68,7 7,4 48,1

Netherlands 64,5 12,6 53,0 66,9 15,9 59,8 71,8 15,9 63,5 73,2 16,6 65,6

Austria 73,1 7,8 52,0 77,5 8,2 55,9 80,6 12,9 65,5 80,1 12,8 64,9

Ireland 49,3 5,2 30,2 59,2 5,35 37,8 65,2 7,4 45,5 67,6 7,6 47,6

United Kingdom 54,7 19,2 55,8 64,6 20,9 65,8 71,8 27,6 81,5 73,4 20 71,0

Greece 45,7 0,9 20,9 52,1 1,2 26,1 60 1,9 33,1 59,8 2,1 33,3

Spain 33,7 4,4 17,3 40,4 4,4 22,3 48,5 10,5 37,7 50,4 10,4 39,0

Italy 39,6 4,6 22,0 43 4,5 24,4 50,4 5,8 31,9 52,3 6,2 34,0

Portugal 22 3,5 7,1 20,2 3,3 5,5 26,5 4,1 11,4 27,5 4,4 12,6


Source: Eurostat online (yellow cells are estimates based on closest available data, due to missing data)

11.5. SMOP results

[image: image45.emf]1997a00 1998a00 1999a00 2000a00 2001a00 2002a00 2003a00 2004a00 2005a00 2006a00 2007a00

Denmark dk 10385 9956 10213 11033 10340 12009 10987

Finland fi 8082 7750 8165 8265 8973 9204 9164

Sweden se 9082 9501 11321 11438 15200 14126 15193

Continental

Belgium be 3476 3821 3704 4893 5784 5541 6122

Germany de 7263 7036 7458 7347 7648 7535 7101

France fr 5969 6502 7387 6788 7022 7635 8315

Netherlandsnl 8707 9628 8666 8958 9391 10297 11161

Austria at 6661 6779 6677 6537 7034 7656 8423

Anglo-Saxon

Ireland ie 5175 4791 4705 4945 5426 5992 6374

United Kingdomuk 5338 5347 6961 6483 6655 7707 6882

Southern

Greece gr 1125 1264 1362 1660 1867 1885 2139

Spain es 1772 2058 2824 2917 3477 3608 3770

Italy it 1449 1426 1887 2006 1944 2041 2134

Portugal pt 1686 1744 2085 1508 1945 2189 2243
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