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In an era when the political and public discourse on the European
integration is dominated by notions about the backlash of that process,
and even “The End of Europe” has been hastily declared,! it is more
important than ever to reflect on the commonalities and diversity of
European societies. In fact, the discussion of these qualities can not be
regarded as a novelty. In the last one and a half decades an intense dis-
course has emerged around the evolution and sustainability of the
“European social model,” stimulating both political and academic
debates across Europe. On the one hand, the concept has appeared with a
normative content, referring to the agenda of European integration.
When Jacques Delors presented it as an alternative to the American
social and economic development in the mid-1980s, it meant the preser-
vation and even strengthening of the achievements of European welfare
states, and, possibly that of the social dimension of European integra-
tion.2 In fact, a continuing ambition of the European Union had been the
promotion of social cohesion, and this objective was even formalized in
Art. 2 of the Treaty on European Union. However, it has often been
claimed lately that the emergence of new production technologies and
globalization along with the establishment of the European Monetary
Union have fundamentally changed the relationship between the Euro-
pean Union’s economic and social objectives, and an extensive social
policy is inconsistent with increased economic integration and global
competitiveness. As opposed to this view, there is evidence of economic
dividends of a Social Europe as well, in addition to the positive impact it
has on the quality of life. Moreover, major social groups are interested in
both the retrenchment and the protection of welfare programs, as a result
of which the continuation of animated public debates can be expected.

On the other hand, the concept of the European social model has
emerged in academic discussion as a realized social developmental path
of post-war Western Europe. In its most inclusive sense, the European
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social model has been used to refer to specific shared institutional fea-
tures of Western European societies in the post-war period. There is no
commonly agreed definition, but the model is routinely characterized by
the coexistence of robust economic development and social progress,
and, more specifically, by a combination of an extensive welfare state
and highly institutionalized and politicized labor relations.3 The emer-
gence of the model can be traced back to the “mid-century social com-
promise™ or to “Europe’s social contract” or, in some respects, even
further back, to the first half of the 20th century,6 and is often contrasted
either to the “American” or the “Japanese model.” There exists another
line of argumentation maintaining that the European social model cannot
be described by welfare and industrial relations alone. It has been sug-
gested that the concept should be analytically broadened and include
other aspects, such as the “institutionalization of social diversity”
(coordination, corporatism, democratic procedures, subsidiarity) and
“social equalization” (universalism, market regulation, redistribution,
solidarity).”? A closer look can also reveal intra-European diversity and
several national or regional “Socio-economic models,”8 or “Families of
nations.”® On the basis of this diversity, some observers even doubt the
plausibility of the model.!0

As seen above, despite the multitude of approaches, commonly
applied definitions regard welfare as the core, though not the exclusive,
component of the European social model. In fact, a closely related but
narrower concept, the European social policy model, has also been
proposed. Francis G. Castles has recently presented evidences for the
existence of an emergent similarity of Western European social policies
since the mid-1980s. Castles argues that from the 1980s, the conver-
gence has been most pronounced between the Scandinavian and several
continental countries—belonging to the social democratic and the con-
servative welfare regimes respectively and comprising a majority of the
Western European societies.!! In the language of the convergence theory
these countries form a “convergence club” in Western Europe. Earlier
studies have also argued that they converge on combining both elements
of the social democratic and the conservative model, such as universal
coverage and benefits based on work performance.12 We can also refer
to other relevant results that have shown convergent welfare develop-
ment in Western Europe for the same or earlier periods of the 20th
century. They maintain that there were significant differences between
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Western European welfare systems in the first half of the 20th century,
but diversity considerably decreased by the 1950s, and the tendency of
convergence continued steadily in the next two decades. Subsequently,
changes in variation between countries from the 1970s onwards dis-
played a somewhat less clear-cut pattern, but in several areas the
convergence continued. As a result, in 1990 the differences between the
Western European countries can be regarded as less significant in that
respect than they were in the middle, and at the beginning of the 20th
century.13

In sum, the European social model and the European social policy
model are contested concepts; however, there is strong evidence for the
convergence of the majority of Western European welfare systems and
for the plausibility of these notions. In the following, we turn to the rela-
tionship of East Central Europe and the European social policy model,
since not only globalization has been perceived as a threat to the Euro-
pean social policy model, but several observers have called attention to
the risks “entailed by widening social and regional inequalities in the
EU.14 In a more explicit formulation some experts considered it a real
danger that the “EU enlargement may take the EU further away from its
common social and societal values” embodied in the European social
model.13 The assumptions about East Central European countries sup-
porting not only the US in the international arena, but wishing to follow
a US-type economic and social welfare system have received wide
acclaim both in scholarly works and in the wider political and public
discourse lately. Other observers have been more cautious about the
prospects of “social dumping”16 and more optimistic about the opportu-
nities and chances of the enlargement process for proactive welfare
policies.17

The assessment of the impact of the Eastern enlargement on the
social policy of the EU-countries—and on the prospects of the social
policy of the EU itself—greatly depends on the relationship of welfare
development in Western and in East Central Europe—whether they have
diverged from each other or, on the contrary, they have shown increasing
similarities. In an attempt at finding answer to that question, we propose
here a long-term view on differences between Western European and
East Central European welfare. The analysis of the European social
policy model gains considerably from the adoption of a long-run
perspective. A historical analysis exploring the convergences and diver-
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gences might counterbalance a major drawback of the concept, namely,
its static nature.18 A long-run analysis of the welfare system of East
Central Europe can also be beneficial, since the East Central European
region underwent a quick transition process in the last one and a half
decades, as a result of which the trends of that relatively short period can
easily mislead the analyst.

Based on the above considerations, in the analysis the following
main questions will be addressed:

1) Was the direction of welfare development in East Central
Europe similar to that in Western Europe in the post-WWII era, as a
result of which East Central Europe was set on the road to become part
of the European social policy model? Or, on the contrary, did the trajec-
tory of East Central European welfare development diverge from West-
emn Europe?

2) What was the dynamics of welfare development in East Central
European countries compared to that of Western European societies?
That is, in which specific spheres of welfare development and in what
periods of time did convergence and/or divergence dominate?

3) Regarding the post-1990 period, the issue can also be raised
whether the welfare systems of the East Central European transition
countries moved towards an American type of residual welfare, or
towards some of the welfare regimes more prevalent in Western Europe.

An important methodological problem, present in many compara-
tive studies, is what is to be regarded as the unit of comparison. The
European social policy model is obviously a moving target and appar-
ently the development of East Central Europe has not been fully unified
either. When selecting the countries into the Western European sample,
an effort was made to include the ones that produced similar socio-
economic and political development in the 20th century. Thus among the
countries analyzed—beside Norway and Switzerland—the present Euro-
pean Union member states are included with the exception of Spain,
Greece, Portugal, and Luxembourg. For space reasons we can not
describe post-WWII Western European welfare convergences and diver-
génces in detail here, but rather, we refer to another publication that
focused on this problem.!9 As far as East Central Europe is concerned,
we take Hungary as a case study and the other countries in the region
will be dealt with in relation to that case.
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In the paper, we first analyze East Central European welfare devel-
opment with respect to the formation and persistence of the European
social policy model in the decades prior to 1990. Another section will be
devoted to recent changes, and in the final part of the paper we
summarize the results along with putting forward some conclusions.

East Central European Welfare in a West European Context:
Past Trends

To operationalize the research work on social welfare it is neces-
sary to select some specific aspects for analysis. The variables singled
out for comparison should reflect the main aspects of welfare identified
in research on European welfare states, and the diversity of these states
in areas outside welfare expenditures or any other single dimension
should also be taken into consideration. At the same time, however, the
variables have to make long-run historical comparison, as well as the
assessment of the dynamics of changes in some form possible. Consid-
ering the above, the major variables of the present comparison are 1)
welfare expenditures (the relative size of welfare expenditures based on
different methods of calculations, and expressed as a percentage of the
economic output); 2) relative importance of welfare institutions (the
existence of programs; the process of expansion and the differentiation
of the programs; the changes in the structure of expenditures); 3) char-
acteristics of welfare rights (what percentage of the population receives
benefits based on what principles; the level of benefits); and 4) control
rights of welfare clients.20

The aspects selected cover important elements discussed in the
literature, however, no attempts have been made to claim that other areas
of welfare could not have been considered for inclusion, such as the role
of state and public organizations in different areas of welfare, issues of
legal regulation, the role of gender in welfare, and, even more impor-
tantly, the distributive outcomes of welfare regimes. In fact, the effective
outcomes of welfare systems were among the most robust indicators of
comparative analysis. However, the lack of relevant long-term data pre-
vents us from an historical analysis of weifare outcomes. Other thematic
limitations include that we compare the development of welfare states
primarily through the evolution of social security, and first of all,
through its major component, the social insurance system. This choice is
supported by the significance of social insurance programs both in
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Western and in East Central Europe in the whole welfare system.2! In
addition, among the East Central European countries, the focus is on
Hungary, while we deal with other countries to a limited extent. These
limitations can significantly reduce the validity of findings. Despite the
constraints, however, we find that the areas examined are good indica-
tors of major tendencies in the relationship of East Central European and
Western European welfare development. Thus the approach might at
least serve as a starting point for further, more comprehensive studies.
First, the interwar period will be the focus of attention. As to
welfare spending, due to the lack of appropriate data and methodological
problems both in the case of Hungary and Western Europe, considerable
difficulties arise in the comparison of welfare expenditures in the first
half of the 20th century. Still, based on the definitions of welfare ser-
vices most often applied by international organizations (ILO and OECD)
and in international research, it can be stated that although Hungary did
lag behind most of the Western European countries in welfare expendi-
tures relative to the GDP all through the period examined, the difference
is smaller between the world wars—and greater in most of the Commu-
nist period—than has been suggested in the scarce literature on the
subject. Furthermore, when also taking the benefits of those in public
employment into account, social security expenditure levels appear con-
siderable even in a Western European comparison in the interwar
period.22
Nevertheless, due to the lack of reliable long-term data sets it is
hard to make any definitive statements about the first half of the century
regarding the convergence or divergence of Western European and
Hungarian welfare expenditures. Considering trends in some Western
European countries, such as Germany, intensifying Hungarian welfare
legislation in the late 1920s and in the 1930s as well as the welfare
programs launched in this period provide sufficient grounds only to
formulate the hypothesis that social insurance and social security expen-
ditures in Hungary converged to those of Western Europe in the 1930s.23
In the pre-Second World War period the developmental direction of
Hungarian welfare institutions coincided with Western European trends.
On the one hand, the early introduction of first social security programs
(1892, 1907) in comparison with Western Europe and the timing of
introduction in accordance with Western European trends made social
security and the assimilated schemes the most important instrument of
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welfare policy in Hungary, too. In addition, convergence, but at least
similarity can be seen in the differentiation of social security programs
and in the structure of social security. Although the pace of differentia-
tion is difficult to measure, the maturing of health insurance in Hungary
in the first half of the century is obvious, which considerably expanded
the types of services financed by social security even in a Western Euro-
pean comparison. Similarly to many countries in Western Europe, the
growth of expenditures on pensions was the most rapid in Hungary, too,
making it the most important among the programs.24

The comparison of the social security development of interwar
Hungary and Western Europe in the area of social rights reveals a
dichotomy. On the one hand, the available data indicate that the ratio of
those covered by social security schemes was rather low in Hungary, and
diverged from the Western European level. On the other hand, however,
the relative level of benefits, especially as regards state employees
largely approached the conditions in Western Europe and with the
maturing of the generous 1928 pension insurance further convergence .
could be expected.25 Interwar Western European trends were also
reflected in the changes of the qualifying conditions for social security
benefits. The means-test principle was assigned a secondary role behind
the insurance principle and specific qualifying conditions such as the age
limits and waiting period of pension insurance, or the waiting period of
health insurance also approached Western European standards. At the
same time, the pattern of coverage with high benefit levels conforms to
the Bismarckian tradition, and constitutes the application of the Bis-
marckian principles to a dominantly agrarian society with a relatively
small working class.26

Before the Second World War the organizational features of Hun-
garian social security programs resembled those of the countries
following Bismarckian principles. Similarly to Germany and Austria,
programs were introduced in the form of compulsory insurance.2? The
unique feature of Hungarian development is the centralization that took
place within the framework of the system. Moreover, several types of
schemes had self-governments before the First World War and in the
1930s, which operated just as democratically as many of their Western
European counterparts.28

Turning to developments in the second half of the century, the

most striking feature of the communist welfare regime just establishing
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itself was the relatively low level welfare expenditures, both compared
to welfare efforts in Hungary in the interwar period and in an interna-
tional context. In terms of social insurance expenditures, social security
expenditures and social expenditures relative to the GDP, Hungary
diverged from Western Europe until the end of the 1970s. Moreover, in
1980 Hungary was still more behind the West than in 1930.29

Regarding the relative levels of Western European and Hungarian
welfare expenditures, the 1970s and the 1980s may be seen as the begin-
ning of a new era. In terms of the relative ratio of social insurance and
social security expenditures the gap was narrowing from the 1970s on, a
process accelerating at the end of the 1980s. The latter process was due
to, first, the recession in Hungary that was reflected in the stagnation of
the GDP, and, secondly, to the relative stability of Western European
spending. This dynamics does not hold for total social expenditures, as
these also show divergence between Hungary and Western Europe in the
1970s and 1980s, with the exception of the last few years of the 1980s,
mainly due to an increasing uniformity of the countries of Western
Europe.

Institutional differences between Western Europe and Hungary
began to increase as well from the middle of the century onwards. In
communist Hungary, a specific structure of social rights emerged. As a
major difference compared to Western Europe the basic institution of
social security was full-employment—in fact, a compulsory or forced
employed status of the working-age population—even if it did not al-
ways exist and not everywhere and implied low levels of income. Other
important institutions of communist welfare included price subsidies for
specific goods and services, and the system of social benefits offered by
companies—both with altering significance over time. In addition, the
changes in the functions of social security were specifically contradic-
tory in communist Hungary. On the one hand, the elimination of tradi-
tional institutions of poor relief increased the significance of social
security programs. On the other hand, the influence of social policy con-
siderations in other areas, which enjoyed relative autonomy in Western
European societies (such as price mechanisms or the labor market
mentioned above), decreased the importance of social security within the
whole welfare system. The differentiation of social security programs
continued in Hungary but with priorities different from those in Western
Europe, with its prime considerations related to the efficiency of
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production and the mobilization of the work force. The differences in the
relative significance of institutions are also shown by the structure of
expenditures. In the first two decades, the most important characteristic
was the low ratio of pension-related expenditures and the relatively high
ratio of health care spending compared to Western Europe. The changes
observed between 1960 and 1980 signaled an advancement toward the
Western European pattern only in terms of the growth in the proportions
of pension expenditures. As regards other expenditure items, the trends
were opposite. In contrast to Western Europe, the relative decrease in
health expenditures and the opposite process in family benefits represent
especially strong divergences. As a significant difference, it is also
important to mention the complete lack of unemployment expenditures
in Hungary.30

After the Second World War the degree of coverage increased at a
significant pace in Hungary, with ratios close to the Western European
average even in the first decades.3! In contrast, the politically motivated
discrimination of certain social groups, most of all, farmers, in the 1950s
meant more of a divergence from Western Europe regarding qualifying
conditions, even if these could not have been regarded unified for all
types of social security in the given period either. The marked leveling
off policy in the level of benefits, and even the elimination of rights
obtained earlier, is another characteristic of the early communist welfare
system that had no parallel phenomenon in the West.32 The level of
benefits relative to earnings was also low in comparison to Western
Europe. However, the crudest forms of discrimination were eliminated in
Hungary in the second half of the 1950s. The growing significance of the
solidarity principle of the 1960s and 1970s in the area of qualifying con-
ditions, paired with the rapid increase of the coverage, can be regarded
as moves toward universality in accordance with Western European
processes. Moreover, in Hungary the whole population was covered by
social insurance sooner than it was in most Western European countries.
The relative level of benefits does not turn out so favorably in a Western
European comparison, although the ratio of pensions relative to earnings
corresponded to the Western average in the early 1980s. By the 1980s in
Hungary an increasing number of benefits were granted on the basis of
citizenship, and from the mid 1970s all in kind benefits of health care’
belonged to this category, similarly to the British or Swedish systems. At
the same time, other important social security services, e.g. pensions or
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sick pay were closely tied to the contributions paid, regarding both their
qualifying conditions and their levels, which was similar to the Western
European welfare type often called conservative or corporatist.33 These
similarities to different types of Western European welfare regimes
suggest that by the 1980s the Hungarian social insurance system applied
a combination of elements customary in Western Europe as qualifying
conditions. Although this is not a distinct feature compared to the
interwar period of Hungarian welfare, in this area it signals a new
convergence to Western Europe in contrast to the 1950s.

At the same time, after the Second World War a strong divergence
began to appear between Hungary and Western European welfare states
with regards to organizational solutions in social security and such dif-
ferences basically persisted all through the communist period. In most
Western European countries the state commanded an increasing role in
the operation of social security in the decades following the Second
World War. However, the complete nationalization of social security in
Hungary allowed considerably greater influence for the state than any-
where in Western Europe and resulted in an organizational construction
unknown there.34 Until the mid-1980s the operation of social security
was in the hands of trade unions, themselves an organic part of the
power structure of the party-state. In addition, there was no democratic
control of any kind over social security schemes.35 Elected self-
governments did not exist and the lack of democratic control over the
state administration made even indirect control impossible, thus turning
this aspect of social security into the welfare area where divergence from
Western Europe was of the greatest degree.

In the period between and especially after the two world wars, the
two other countries under investigation, Poland and Czechoslovakia,
show strong similarities with Hungary in welfare development. This is
predominantly due to the fact that similar processes of transnational dif-
fusion took place in all the three countries both at the time of passing the
first acts of social security and in the subsequent post-WWII phase of
welfare states.36 At the beginning, diffusion was obviously reinforced by
territorial overlaps specific to the region. The western part of Poland
belonged to Germany up to the end of the First World War, and Galicia
was part of Austria; the northern regions of Czechoslovakia also be-
longed to Austria, while its southern territories constituted part of Hun-
gary. In addition, the legislation related to social issues in Hungary—the
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other half of the former Habsburg empire—was strongly influenced by
Austrian legislation. Successor states adopted and enforced social secu-
rity systems that had existed on their territory before and made efforts to
integrate them. Thus, the impact of Austria and Germany, the two coun-
tries having an early and advanced social security system was direct. The
uniformity of the region was later enhanced by the Soviet system and
the communist ideology.

Consequently, Czechoslovakia and Poland—Ilike Hungary—
adopted the Bismarckian principles of social security at an early stage.
There were different schemes applied to individual strata of society, with
special emphasis on the inclusion of industrial workers and public
employees. These schemes also show structural similarities at this early
stage of development, even if not always in all three countries simulta-
neously. Some characteristics of the welfare system run parallel in
Czechoslovakia and Poland. For example, unlike Hungary, Czechoslo-
vakia and Poland had unemployment insurance introduced in 1921 and
1924, respectively. Moreover, the system of social security was more
decentralized in these two countries than in Hungary. Decentralization
also included a geographical aspect, as, for example, Slovakia had for
some time social security regulations different from those in Czech and
Moravian territories. Similarly, it took some time in Poland to integrate
diverse welfare traditions.37 However, both countries, as well as Hun-
gary, show a tendency towards a more centralized organizational form as
early as the interwar period, with the state acquiring a more dominant
role.

Yet it was Poland and Hungary that took a most analogous course
of development in the region, introducing individual programs almost
simultaneously. A uniform old age pension insurance for white-collar
workers was adopted in Poland in 1927, the same year as in Hungary,
which was then extended to blue-collars with new terms in 1933.38

On the other hand, the social and economic disparities between the
countries of East Central Europe manifested themselves in the welfare
system as well. Despite several parallelisms, Czechoslovakia had a much
more sophisticated welfare system than the other two countries. One of
the most significant differences in the region was that Czechoslovakia
introduced pension insurance for blue-collar workers as early as 1924,
and, more specifically, that alongside with industrial workers, agricul-
tural ones were also covered by the scheme. Moreover, in Czechoslova-
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kia the state old age pension was a precursor of the Beveridge principles,
as the payment of contributions was not a prerequisite to it. Not only was
the standard of social security higher in Czechoslovakia both in terms of
coverage and the conditions of the benefits, but the quality of social
legislation beyond social security was also outstanding here in the
region.39

The decades after the Second World War saw the uniformity of the
region increase in terms of welfare policy. However, the extent of uni-
formity and the dynamics of convergence were not the same at different
times in the examined period. The convergence of welfare accelerated in
the region right after World War II, only to be followed by a halt of this
process in the 1950s and 60s, which was followed again by a fast
convergence in the last two decades of the communist regimes. Conse-
quently, the pattern of development prevailing in Hungary applies to the
whole region with the exception of the middle phase of the 1945-1990
period.

In the case of other East Central European countries it is not possi-
ble to measure convergences and divergences to each other and to West-
ern Europe in such a detailed manner as it was discussed in an earlier
study on Hungary.40 However, internal uniformization also manifests
itself in the level of social security expenditure. While in the first part of
the discussed period Czechoslovakia had an exceptionally high expen-
diture/national income ratio (in 1965 the ratio in this country was almost
double of that in either Poland or Hungary, the two countries already
spending similarly at this stage), by 1980 differences mostly disappeared
between the three countries.4l This implies that while Czechoslovakia
managed to keep up with the social security expenditure of Western
European countries in the first part of the communist era, in the 1970s
and 80s it was lagging well behind along with the other two countries.

The structural development of social security and other welfare in-
stitutions reflects the very same trend. The welfare system that emerged
in Hungary and the other two countries after the communist takeover
was embedded in the production process and relied on full employment
and the security of the workplace. This was complemented by other
specific features such as fringe benefits and an extensive system of price
subsidies. Social security was integrated into this system, with its sig-
nificance, generally speaking, rather diminishing than increasing. This
structure was fundamentally different from the models of welfare
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emerging in Western Europe about this time. Despite the minor altera-
tions made to this system, its basic elements persisted until the recession
of the 1980s in all three countries, although in late communism the sys-
tem disintegrated at a much higher rate in Poland and Hungary than in
Czechoslovakia.

Legislation after World War II partly initiated by non-communist
political forces focused on the extension of social rights in the region,
which was shortly replaced by a policy rewarding ‘merit,” a policy of
particularities and privileges rather than that of universalism. In the
1950s, a differentiation of social security eligibility took place in all the
East Central European countries, where industrial workers, the armed
forces, party and state bureaucracy were privileged.42 Moreover, there
was a heavily work-related element in the benefit system: cash benefits
(pension, sick leave) were not merely closely linked to employment but
also determined by the level of income. This characteristic became even
more pronounced in time. Alongside similarities there were significant
differences between the three countries in terms of coverage. It was
primarily Poland being different from the other two countries, due to the
high number of private farmers, who were not eligible for pension insur-
ance for quite a long time. By the 1980s universalism gained ground in
all three countries, and the differences within the region were simultane-
ously decreasing. In Hungary as well as in Czechoslovakia, the 1970s
were the turning point, when universalism became the underlying
concept in social security (1975). In Poland this development took place
somewhat later, at the end of the 1970s.43

There were some organizational differences as well but these did
not actually affect the inner logic of the operation of social security sys-
tems. In Hungary the organizational and financial unification of social
security took place earlier (1951), and Poland preserved the traditional
organizational framework of its social security system to a larger extent.
Unlike Hungary, in Czechoslovakia and Poland social security was not
controlled by trade unions but by state administration directly. On the
other hand, democratic control was lacking in all of these countries.

This development resulted in the simultaneous presence of the
communist, social democratic and Bismarckian features and traditions in
East Central European welfare. As far as the largest welfare scheme, the
old age pension is concerned, the low relative significance of social
security pensions within the welfare system in the 1980s due to the price
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subsidies mentioned above affecting pensioners can be regarded as a
communist characteristic. Furthermore, similarly to social democratic
regimes, coverage was of high level along with centralized management
and the state playing a central role. The differing rights given to individ-
ual social groups and the income-related level of pensions are features of
the conservative welfare system. However, in the case of health care, the
basic principles of the social democratic system prevailed in the 1970s
and 80s, such as providing free medical care based on the principle of
citizenship. Similarities between the welfare systems of the three East
Central European countries imply that Czechoslovakia and Poland
related to the European social policy model analogously to Hungary.

Extending the analysis of the social security system of communist
countries to their whole welfare system will affect the results in a con-
tradictory way as far as the relationship to the European social policy
model is concerned. On the one hand, the structural peculiarities of
communist welfare systems widen the gap between these countries and
Western Europe. As outlined above, social security played a central role
in Western Europe, while it played a different, mostly subordinated one
in communist welfare regimes, which can be regarded as their unique
feature. On the other hand, including price subsidies and other welfare
benefits into ‘welfare efforts,’ i.e. expenditure, the differences between
Western and East Central Europe might diminish.

In sum, in the interwar period, the welfare systems of Poland and
Hungary lagging considerably behind Czechoslovakia were less devel-
oped than most of the Western European national systems. However, the
dynamics of development was considerable and the developmental
direction of East Central European welfare coincided with Western
European trends in several respects. After the Second World War differ-
ences between Western European and East Central European welfare
states began to increase, first in all examined areas. Then, by the end of
the 1980s, besides the distinctive features of communist welfare dis-
cussed earlier (for example, the relatively low level of expenditures, the
peculiar structure of spending, the specific functions of social insurance,
the different principles of qualification for benefits, and to the lack of
control rights of clients) the East Central European welfare—and first of
all, social security—system shared features both with the Scandinavian
social democratic and the continental Western European conservative
models.
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It may be of interest to see what bearing this legacy—the develop-
ment of welfare systems outlined above—had on East Central Europe
when conforming to the European social model in the course of the
political, social and economic transformation of the 1990s. From this
aspect the similar scale of welfare efforts (including price subsidies and
other welfare spending) to those in Western Europe can be regarded as
dividend of the legacy. In addition, as shown above, there were several
other identical features with the social democratic and conservative
welfare systems dominant in Western Europe. Most of the former differ-
ences derived from the political system, thus its democratization could
eliminate major divergences. The fact, however, that most of the welfare
spending were interwoven with the communist economic system (price
subsidies, fringe benefits in factories, the indirect and hidden costs of
full employment) was a burden when adopting the European social pol-
icy model, because the fall of the regime jeopardized their survival.
Consequently, whether the adoption of the European social model after
the regime change would turn out to be feasible depended heavily on the
success of transforming resources associated with the old system into a
welfare system compatible with market economy.

Recent Changes in East Central European Welfare
and the European Social Policy Model

At the beginning of the “triple” transformation in East Central
Europe, there were diverse expectations by observers regarding the pos-
sible futures of the region’s welfare systems. In the early 1990s, Bob
Deacon, one of the experts most familiar with social policy in the region,
expected a very heterogeneous, diverging welfare development there—
three countries with three different paths. He also predicted the emer-
gence of welfare regimes more or less consistent with the ones in
Esping-Andersen’s typology: “liberal-capitalist” welfare state regime in
Hungary, “post-communist conservative corporatism” in Poland, and
“social democratic” regime in Czechoslovakia.44 Most experts, including
Esping-Andersen, however, projected the dominance of liberal regimes
in East Central Europe in the near future.4> The latter expectations were
based on two factors. On the one hand, there was the consideration that
international agencies (such as the IMF and the World Bank) preferring
liberal welfare policies might have a large impact on the transformation
process, especially in countries with large foreign debts. In contrast, the
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international agencies, first of all the ILO and the EU, that might have
been expected to support an anti-retrenchment policy of welfare states,
were fairly passive. The passivity of the EU in that respect can be con-
sidered remarkable, since, contrary to the ILO, it had effective political
and economic means to influence the governments in the region.46 On
the other hand, there was a line of political reasoning among experts,
namely, that the “most articulate and politically best-organized social
forces” give preference to the liberal model.47 In the following, we
describe the realization of these scenarios. As in the former section of
the study, we take Hungary as a case study country and the development
of other East Central European countries will be presented in relation to
that case.

The post-communist transformation of economy deeply affected
and challenged the Hungarian welfare system in the early 1990s. Not
only the former system of guaranteed employment, subsidized prices on
basic necessities diminished but the basis of a new social security system
compatible with market economy was also shaken. First of all, the social
costs of the transition increased demand for welfare services, while the
number of contributors significantly decreased as a result of mass unem-
ployment, growing informal economy, and the easy availability of early
retirement and disability pension. Despite the economic recession—and
the liberal scenarios described above—the first years of economic tran-
sition did not see a significant decrease in social expenditures. In relative
terms the spending even increased, since the economic output decreased
and the government(s) introduced costly programs, such as unemploy-
ment benefits and new social assistance schemes, to meet the social
needs created by the emergence of mass unemployment and the rise in
poverty. The entitlements for the already existing major social security
benefits remained unchanged for several years, although coupled with an
erosion of real values.48

1995 marked a watershed in the Hungarian social welfare system
when a significant curtailment of social benefits was carried out,
followed by similar measures in the next years. In the first two years of
the new policy course (in 1995 and 1996) the loss in social expenditures
totaled to 5% of the GDP—a fall from 29.5% to 24.3%. The major
means of the retrenchment of welfare was a conscious policy of non-
indexation of the benefits at a time when the inflation was galloping well
over 20% annually again, but some entitlements were also cut back.49
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Both of the two biggest cash welfare schemes (pension and family
allowance) were affected by liberal reforms. As to the pension system,
the new ex-communist (socialist) government curtailed social rights in
1995, for example, by raising retirement ages from 55 and 60 years for
women and men, respectively, to a uniform 62 years until 2009. How-
ever, the basic principles of the pay-as-you-go pension system remained
unchanged until 1997, when much more comprehensive reforms were
launched, followed by their actual introduction a year later. The new
system was modeled after Latin-American (Chilean and Argentinean)
precedents favored by international agencies, such as the IMF and the
World Bank, and made up of three pillars: a basic state pension, a
compulsory private pension, and a voluntary private pension. Joining the
new pension scheme became compulsory for new entrants of social
security, and optional for employees under 47. One fourth of the total
contribution of employers and insured persons was scheduled to go to
the second pillar, that is, to private pension funds.50 In 1995/1997 the
universality of family allowance, initiated quite recently, in 1990, was
also abolished. A means-test procedure was introduced first for families
with not more than two children, then for all families.5!

However, there was no consensus about the direction of welfare
reforms. After the 1998 elections, the new government, usually labeled
as conservative, cancelled several aspects of the liberal measures and
reintroduced solidaristic principles and universal entitlements. It revised
the pension law and reset the contributions going to private insurance
companies to a lower level to ensure more revenues for the public pen-
sion fund. This step could only partly counterbalance the introduction of
the private insurance principle. With the maturing of private pensions,
this pillar is expected to play a significant role in the Hungarian pension
system. However, all in all, the pension system retained its predomi-
nantly public nature, with an almost universal coverage. The pensions
are based on contributions, that is, on work performance. There is a soli-
daristic element as well, since a modest vertical redistribution among
contributors also takes place. This latter characteristic of the public pen-
sion system has even been strengthened during the transformation years
since indexation was often applied to pensions in a non-linear way,
favoring lower pensions. The ratio of private pension spending to total
pension expenditure was almost negligible in Hungary in the 1990s. The
new government reintroduced the universal right based on citizenship for
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family allowance and maternity benefits as well. This turn meant a
rehabilitation of the citizenship principle as a source of rights in the wel-
fare system and the means-test principle was forced into the defensive.52

There is no indication of a liberal transformation in other major
areas of welfare either. Other schemes of social security also remained
universal, the most important of which are the cash and in-kind benefits
-of health insurance, even if widespread corruption institutionalized under
communism in that sector hinder the effective realization of social rights
to a considerable extent. The role of means-tested poor relief and other
social assistance, often regarded as an indicator of the liberal regime, has
remained subordinate in Hungary. The share of social assistance within
social expenditures was well below the ratio of liberal regimes in
Esping-Andersen’s study—only 3.3% as opposed to 18% in the USA
and 16% in Canada in 1980.33 In this respect, the Hungarian welfare sys-
tem would not qualify as a liberal regime either.

In sum, after a decade of reforms the Hungarian welfare system did
not realize the liberal scenario proposed by many observers in the early
1990s and does not fit any of Esping-Andersen’s regime types, either.
Undoubtedly, there have been “liberal” tendencies, especially between
1995 and 1998, during the ex-communist socialist government: social
expenditures were considerably decreased, in some programs the univer-
sal entitlements were transformed into means-tested benefits, and the
privatization of public programs was carried out. However, in the 1990s
most of the entitlements were retained and even new ones (unemploy-
ment, social assistance) introduced. The universality is still a major
governing principle in Hungarian welfare. In addition, the partial liberal
transformation of schemes proved not to be an irreversible process. From
1998 on, the new government has reintroduced solidaristic and univer-
salistic principles both in the pension system and in other welfare
schemes.

The welfare systems of the other two—or, rather three, subsequent
to the partition of Czechoslovakia in 1992—East Central European
countries developed in relation to the European social model in a manner
similar to that of Hungary. This is not to say that the transition of the
individual countries in the region did not show any unique features in
terms of welfare. In Poland the economic shock therapy went in tandem
with the slow transformation of the welfare system, but the pension
reform received relatively extensive support from the political elite—
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unlike in Hungary.54 In the Czech Republic the prevailing liberal eco-
nomic phraseology went alongside with a surprisingly solid subsidizing
of social security in the first half of the 1990s. Here, the most profound
reforms were made in the area of health care, where a system of com-
peting public health insurance funds was established, while benefits
based on the principle of citizenship and universalism remained intact.55
What made Slovakia unique was the even slower speed of changes
throughout the 1990s. Not only were there differences between the East
Central European countries but the reforms in the individual fields of
social security were not equally profound either: the least extensive
changes took place in health care and the transformation went furthest
the most profound in the area of unemployment and social assistance,
while pension plans and family benefits were between the two.

As a result of this, the differences between the welfare systems of
East Central European countries increased somewhat as compared to the
1980s.56 Despite all the changes and differences, however, outside
political agencies and observers were, depending on their ideals, either
disillusioned (IMF, World Bank) or satisfied (EU) by the realization that
the fast, liberal transformation of the welfare systems according to the
US-model has not been carried out in the region. As an example, re-
garding the reforms of the region’s health care system, EU publications
declared that “all health care financing reforms are in the mainstream of
Western European tradition.”37 This was quite unexpected because,
unlike the World Bank and the TMF, the EU did not actually influenced
the region in social policy issues or made even considerable attempts to
do so. Research findings also emphasize the lack of liberal transforma-
tion not only in the early period8 but at the end of the 1990s as well.5?
Thus, as far as its relationship to the European social model is con-
cerned, the development of the welfare system in East Central European
countries was resembling that of Hungary.

Opinions in the literature are quite varied about the future of the
welfare systems of East Central Europe ranging from the ones predicting
a liberal transformation60 and the ones reluctant take sides®! to those
highlighting the slow speed of transformation.62 However, the countries
of the region have passed the stage when the fast residualization of
welfare systems was urged by budgetary crises and demanded by inter-
national monetary institutions as well as facilitated by high inflation and
a non-transparent, volatile political situation. According to the findings
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of several opinion polls “the majority of Central and Eastern European
citizens are indeed very much in favor of the fully-fledged ‘European
Model’,”63 which suggests that the liberalization of welfare systems
would clash with the will of voters. The more so, because democratic
institutions now operate more transparently and reliably and reflect the
preferences of voters to a greater degree than in the first stage of transi-
tion, and the political environment in Central East European countries
has became highly competitive. The EU accession of the countries in the
region also encourages the adoption and sustenance of the institutions of
conservative and social democratic welfare systems dominant in the EU.
At the same time, due to the organizational weakness of social groups
interested in the preservation of extensive welfare systems,64 those advo-
cating the residualization of welfare systems stand chances of realizing
their programs when repeatedly challenging the status quo.

Summary and Conclusions

In this paper we examined the development of post-WWII welfare
systems in East Central Europe in the context of the formation and per-
sistence of the European social policy model. An effort was made to
incorporate important characteristics besides the changes in expenditures
most frequently analyzed in the literature and to focus on aspects of
analysis allowing for long term investigations as well as the assessment
of the dynamics of changes. Accordingly, the most important areas
under investigation included the relative levels of social expenditures,
the basic structural characteristics of welfare institutions, social rights,
and control rights of welfare clients.

There have been various criticisms against the concept of the Euro-
pean social and social policy model. There are obvious dangers in using
the concept, such as neglecting the internal diversity of Western Europe
or applying a static approach to social development. However, if handled
- with care, the notion may have its advantages as a heuristic tool. It
emphasizes some of the major structural commonalities of post-WWII
(West) European societies that might constitute the prerequisites of
European political and economic integration.

In the interwar period the welfare systems of Poland and Hungary
lagged considerably behind not only most of the Western European
national systems but also Czechoslovakia. However, the dynamics of
development in East Central Europe was substantial and the develop-
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mental direction coincided with Western European trends in several
respects. After the Second World War differences between Western
European and East Central European welfare states began to increase,
first in all examined areas. Then, by the end of the 1980s, despite the
distinctive features of communist welfare (for example with regard to
the relatively low level of expenditures, the peculiar structure of spend-
ing, the specific functions of social insurance, the different principles of
qualification for benefits, and to the lack of control rights of clients) the
welfare—and first of all, social security—system of the region shared
features both with the Scandinavian social democratic and the continen-
tal Western European conservative models.

As to the changes of the 1990s, after a decade of reforms the
Hungarian welfare system did not realize the liberal scenario proposed
by many observers in the early 1990s and does not fit any of Esping-
Andersen’s regime types. Undoubtedly, there have been liberal tenden-
cies—especially between 1995 and 1998, during the ex-communist
socialist government: social expenditures were decreased, in some
programs the universal entitlements were transformed into means-tested
benefits, and privatization of some of the public programs was carried
out. However, in the 1990s most of the entitlements were retained and
even new ones (unemployment, social assistance) introduced. The uni-
versality is still a major governing principle in Hungarian welfare. In
addition, it is remarkable that the partial liberal transformation of welfare
schemes proved not to be an irreversible process: from 1998 on the new
government has reintroduced universalistic and solidaristic principles in
the pension system as well as in other welfare schemes.

Despite all national variations, the development of the welfare sys-
tems of the other East Central European countries has proceeded in the
1990s in a similar way as in Hungary. Research has usually emphasized
the absence of a liberal transformation not only regarding the earlier
period but also as far as the late-1990s is concerned. External factors and
observers were, depending on their ideals and preferences, either disiltu-
sioned (IMF, World Bank) or satisfied (EU) by the realization that the
fast and profound liberal conversion of the welfare systems into a US-
type residual system has not been carried out in the region.

The different welfare programs had their own specific dynamics in
the first decade of post-communist transformation not only in Hungary
but also in other East Central European countries. Some of them have
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been transformed, others remained intact, and totally new ones were also
created. The newly emerging welfare regimes in East Central Europe do
not conform with any of the regime types in Esping-Andersen’s typol-
ogy. Rather, the new welfare systems are a mixture of different elements
of these regimes, or, as an analyst the Hungarian system described, they
are “faceless.”65 As a result, there has been no marked convergence to
the residual US-type welfare model. The East Central European welfare
systems of the 1990s are not close relatives of any Western European
welfare regime, either. Rather, they mostly mix elements of the social
democratic and the conservative regimes. Since there are signs indicat-
ing that the future European social model will be based on a merge of
the social democratic and conservative welfare models, the welfare de-
velopment of East Central Europe in the 1990s suggests that the welfare
states of the region will converge on that newly formed European social
policy model.

Notes

1. Robert J. Samuelson, “The End of Europe,” The Washington Post, 15 June, 2005.

2. For a more recent quasi-official use in the EU, see Anna Diamantopoulou, “The
European Social Model: Past its Sell-by Date?” Institute for European Affairs. Dublin, 20
July 2000.

3. John Grahl and Paul Teague, “Is the European Social Model Fragmenting?” New
Political Economy 2:3 (1997): 405-426; lan Gough, “Social aspects of the European model
and its economic consequences,” in Wolfgang Beck, Laurent van der Maesen and Alan
Walker, eds., The Social Quality of Europe (Bristol: Policy Press, 1998), 89-108,

4, Colin Crouch, Social Change in Western Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1999).

5. Martin Rhodes and Yves Mény, “Europe’s Social Contract under Stress,” in Martin
Rhodes and Yves Mény, The Future of European Welfare. A New Social Contract? (Basing-
stoke-London: Macmillan, 1998), 1-19.

6. Hartmut Kaelble, 4 Social History of Western Europe, 1880-1980 (Dublin: Gill and
Macmillan, 1990); Hartmut Kaelble, “Wie kam es zum Europdischen Sozialmodell?” Jahr-
buch fiir Europa- und Nordamerika-Studien 4 (2000): 39-53.

7. Andreas Aust, Sigrid Leitner, and Stephan Lessenich, “Konjunktur und Krise des
Europaeischen Sozialmodells. Ein Beitrag zur politischen Praeexplanationsdiagnostik,”
Politische Vierteljahresschrift 43:2 (2002): 274-282.

8. Bernhard Ebbinghaus, “Does a European Social Model Exist and Can it Survive?”
In Gerhard Huemer, Michael Mesch, and Franz Traxler, eds., The Role of Employer Asso-
ciations and Labour Unions in the EMU. Institutional Requirements for European Economic
Policies (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999), 24.



EAST CENTRAL EUROPE AND THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL POLICY MODEL 157

9. Francis G. Castles and Deborah Mitchell, “Worlds of Welfare and Families of
Nations,” in Francis G. Castles, ed., Families of Nations. Patterns of Public Policy in West-
ern Democracies (Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1993), 93-128.

10. Colin Hay, Matthew Watson, and Daniel Wincott, European Integration and the
Persistence of European Social Models (POLSIS, University of Birmingham. Working
Paper 3/1999), 17.

11. Francis G. Castles, “The European Social Policy Model: Progress since the Early
1980s,” European Journal of Social Security 3/4 (2002): 312-313.

12. Pekka Kosonen, “European Welfare State Models Converging Trends,” Inter-
national Journal of Sociology 4 (1995): 81-110.

13. Kaelble, Social History of Western Europe, 1880-1980; Denis Bouget, “Conver-
gence in Social Welfare Systems: from evidence to explanations,” in Linda Hantrais, ed.,
Researching the European Social Model from a Comparative Perspective (Cross-National
Research Papers 7 (1) 2003. European Research Centre. 2003), 42-54; Béla Tomka, “West-
ern European Welfare States in the 20th Century: Convergences and Divergences in a Long-
Run Perspective,” International Journal of Social Welfare 12:4 (2003): 249-260.

14. Jacques Delors, “Foreword,” in Daniel C. Vaughan-Whitehead, EU Enlargement
versus Social Europe? The Uncertain Future of the European Social Model (Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar, 2003), xvii.

15. Daniel C. Vaughan-Whitehead, EU Enlargement versus Social Europe? The
Uncertain Future of the European Social Model (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2003), 34.

16. Jens Alber and Guy Standing “Social dumping, catch-up, or convergence? Europe
in a comparative global context,” Journal of European Social Policy 10:2 (2000): 99-119;
Georg Vobruba, “The enlargement crisis of the European Union: limits of the dialectics of
integration and expansion,” Journal of European Social Policy 13:1 (2003): 35-62.

17. Hans-Jiirgen Wagener, “The Welfare State in the Transition Economies and the
Accession to the EU,” West European Politics 25:2 (2002): 171,

18. For a similar point, see Hay, Watson, and Wincott, European Integration and the
Persistence of European Social Models, 16.

19. Tomka, “Western European Welfare States in the 20th Century,” 249-260,

20. Tomka, “Western European Welfare States in the 20th Century,” 249-260; Béla
Tomka, Welfare in East and West: Hungarian Social Security in an International Compari-
son, 1918-1990 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2004).

21. Arnold J. Heidenheimer, Hugh Heclo, H. and Carolyn Teich Adams, Comparative
Public Policy. The Politics of Social Choice in America, Europe, and Japan (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1990), 229.

22. See Appendix, Tomka, Welfare in East and West, 41-44.

23, See Appendix, ILO, International Survey of Social Services. Studies and Reports,
Series M. No. 11 (Geneva: ILO, 1933); Béla Kovrig, A munka védelme a dunai dallamokban
(Kolozsvér: Universitas Francisco-Josephina, 1944); Béla Kovrig, Magyar tdrsadalom-
politika, 1920-1945. 1. rész. (New York: Magyar Nemzeti Bizottmany, 1954).

24. 1LO, Compulsory Sickness Insurance. Studies and Reports, Series M. No. 6
(Geneva: ILO, 1927); Kovrig, Magyar tarsadalompolitika, 118-133.

25. Kovrig, Magyar tarsadalompolitika, 126-129.

26. See Appendix, Gabor Gyani, 4 szocidlpolitika multja Magyarorszdagon (Budapest:
MTA TTI, 1994), 14.

27. Dorottya Szikra, “Modernizacié és tarsadalombiztositas a 20. szazad elején,” in
Maria Augusztinovics, ed., Kérkép reform utan (Budapest: Aula, 2000), 11-27.



158 EAST EUROPEAN QUARTERLY

28. A magyar tdrsadalombiztositas Gtven éve, 1892-1942 (Budapest: OTI, 1943);
Kovrig, Magyar tdarsadalompolitika, 123; Tomka, Welfare in East and West, 104-111.

29. See Appendix, Kozponti Statisztikai Hivatal, Magyar Statisztikai Evkényv 1981
(Budapest: KSH, 1982), 387, Tomka, Welfare in East and West, 41-48.

30. Rudoif Andorka and Istvan Gy®rgy Téth, “A szocidlis kiadasok és a szocial-
politika Magyarorszdgon,” in Rudolf Andorka, Tamds Kolosi and Gysrgy Vukovich, eds.,
Térsadalmi riport, 1992 (Budapest: TARKI, 1992), 413.

31. See Appendix.

32, Jack Minkoff and Lynn Turgeon, “Income Maintenance in the Soviet Union in
Eastern and Western Perspective,” in Irving Louis Horowitz, ed., Equity, Income and Policy
(New York-London: Praeger, 1977), 178-180.

33. Endre Sik and Ivan Svetlik, “Similarities and Differences,” in Adalbert Evens and
Helmut Wintersberger, eds., Shifts in the Welfare-Mix (Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 1990), 276.

34. Istvan Laczko, A magyar munkds- és balesetbiztositds torténete (Budapest: KJK,
1968), 156-176.

35. Zsuzsa Ferge, Fejezetek a magyarorszagi szegénypolitika térténetébsl (Budapest:
Magvetd, 1986), 162-167; Bob Deacon, Social policy and socialism (London: Pluto Press,
1983), 155.

36. Susan Zimmermann, “Wohlfahrtspolitik und die staatssozialistische Entwick-
lungsstrategie in der »anderen« Hilfte Europas im 20. Jahrhundert,” in Johannes Jiger,
Gerhard Melinz, and Susan Zimmermann, eds., Sozialpolitik in der Peripherie (Frankfurt/M.
and Wien: Brandes and Apsel, 2001), 212-213.

37. ILO, International Survey of Social Services. Studies and Reports, Series M. No.
11, 117-153, 511-545.

38. Maciej Zukowski, “Pensions Policy in Poland after 1945,” in John Hills, John
Ditch, and Howard Glennerster, eds., Beveridge and Social Security. An International Retro-
spective (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 155-156.

39. Kovrig, A munka védelme, 1-32.

4Q. Tomka, Welfare in East and West, esp. 35-95.

41, Francis G. Castles, “Whatever Happened to the Communist Welfare State?”
Studies in Comparative Communism 19:3-4 (1986): 217.

42. Johan Jeroen de Deken, “Social Policy in Postwar Czechoslovakia,” (EUI Work-
ing Paper SPS No. 94/13. Florence: EUI, 1994), 137.

43. Wlodzimierz Okrasa, “Social Welfare in Poland,” in Julian Le Grand and
Wlodzimierz Okrasa, eds., Social Welfare in Britain and Poland (London: STICERD, 1987),
14.

44, Bob Deacon, “Developments in East European social policy,” in Catherine Jones,
ed., New perspectives on the welfare state in Europe (London and New York: Routledge,
1993), 196. .

45. Gosta Esping-Andersen, “After the Golden Age? Welfare State Dilemmas in a
Global Economy,” in Gosta Esping-Andersen, ed., Welfare States in Transition. National
Adaptations in Global Economies (London: SAGE, 1996), 1-31; Zsuzsa Ferge, “Social Pol-
icy Regimes and Social Structure,” in Zsuzsa Ferge and Jon Eivind Kolberg, eds., Social
Policy in a Changing Europe (Frankfurt/M. and Boulder, Co.: Campus, 1992), 220.

46. Bob Deacon and Michelle Hulse, “The Making of Post-communist Social Policy:
The Role of International Agencies,” Journal of Social Policy 26:1 (1997): 60.

47. Ferge, “Social Policy Regimes and Social Structure,” 219.



EAST CENTRAL EUROPE AND THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL POLICY MODEL 159

48. Zsuzsa Ferge and Katalin Tausz, “Social Security in Hungary: A Balance Sheet
after Twelve Years,” Social Policy and Administration 36:2 (2002): 178-195.

49. Orsolya Lelkes, “A great leap towards liberalism? The Hungarian Welfare State,”
International Journal of Social Welfare 9 (2000): 94.

50. Béla Janky, 4 magdnnyugdij-pénztdrak tagsiga (Budapest: TARKI, 2000).

51. Michael F. Forster and Istvan Gyorgy Toth, Csalddi témogatdsok és gyermek-
szegeénység a kilencvenes években Csehorszagban, Magyarorszdgon és Lengyelorszigban
(Budapest: TARKI, 1999), 26; Andras Gabos, “Csaladok helyzete és csaladtamogatdsok a
kilencvenes években,” in Tamds Kolosi, Istvan Gyérgy Téth and Gyérgy Vukovich, eds.,
Térsadalmi Riport 2000 (Budapest: TARKI, 2000), 107-112.

52. Gabos, “Csaladok helyzete és csaladtdmogatasok,” 112-113.

53. Lelkes, “A great leap,” 101-102.

54. Tomasz Inglot, “Historical Legacies, Institutions, and the Politics of Social Policy
in Hungary and Poland, 1989-1999,” in Grzegorz Ekiert and Stephen E. Hanson, eds.,
Capitalism and Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe. Assessing the Legacy of Com-
munist Rule (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 243,

55. Bob Deacon, “Eastern European welfare states: the impact of the politics of glob-
alization,” Journal of European Social Policy 10:2 (2000): 151.

56. Katharina Miiller, “From the State to the Market? Pension Reform Paths in Cen-
tral-Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union,” Social Policy and Administration 36:2
(2002): 159.

57. Consensus Programme, Recent Reforms in Organisation, Financing and Delivery
of Health Care in Central and Eastern Europe in Light of Accession to the European Union
(Conference May 1998. Brussels: European Commission, 1998).

58. Ulrike Gotting, Transformation der Wohlfahrtsstaaten in Mittel- und Osteuropa.
Eine Zwischenbilanz (Opladen: Leske und Budrich, 1998), 261-284.

59. Deacon, “Eastern European welfare states,” 151.

60. Zsuzsa Ferge, “Welfare and ‘lll-Fare’ Systems in Central-Eastern Europe,” in
Robert Sykes, Bruno Palier and Pauline M. Prior, eds., Globalization and European Welfare
States. Challenges and Change (Houndmills-Basingstoke; Palgrave, 2001), 151,

61. Deacon, “Eastern European welfare states,” 152.

62. Consensus Programme, Recent Reforms in Organisation, Financing and Delivery
of Health Care.

63. Ferge, “Welfare and ‘111-Fare’ Systems in Central-Eastern Europe,” 151.

64. Claus Offe, “The politics of social policy in Eastern European transitions: antece-
dents, agents, and agenda of reform,” Social Research 60:4 (1993): 649-685.

65. Lelkes, “A great leap,” 102.



Copyright of East European Quarterly is the property of East European Quarterly and its content
may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright
holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for
individual use.





