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ABSTRACT:

It is not possible to question the importance ofiifg policy: the way how family policy is administd
affects greatly our well-being. The more respongheegovernment is to family needs, the more satsf
are the citizens with public policy. In countriegwless responsive family policy, also fertilitgtes are
lower. The matter is not affecting only the perddivees how the family matters are organized, the t
whole world economics as well. If there are notwggio children and tax payers in proportion to the
elderly, it has macro economical effects and tleetp is not in balance either.

Even if family policy is slowly getting more attéon in the realm of public administration, diffeces in
family policy responsiveness have not been empedsenough. Since the European Union countries
belong to the same unification, citizens would imofirst hand assume there are vast differences how
responsive the countries are in their family polfegilitating their life. That makes one to ask how
similar European Union countries actually are? Latein future it will be shown if the idea of fomng a
union of the countries was a good vision or if il fail — partly because of the differences. THere, as
one reason this thesis will illustrate three difer family policy cultures of Western, industrigi;
European Union nations; Finland, Germany and Italy.

This research studies how responsive are the FinGisrman and Italian governments to family policy.
According to most of the welfare state models, theyeach belonging to a separate group. In tesgh
these countries’ family policies are analyzed viite help of public administration doctrines new lpub
administration and new public service, of which reaf the countries is more or less constructed
according to the ideal systems. In addition, with help of the concepts of responsiveness, govertaine
responsibility and good governance, the topic léllopened up.

This is a qualitative study using comparative apphoas a method. With the help of comparison the
differences of family policy in the countries a@pared. This thesis has a wide range of matehadtw
consists of theoretical administrative and publaiqy literature, as well as of material among abci
policy, welfare, justice, governance and specidalifig policy literature. In addition, in the empidatpart
there are used statistics, governmental documentsanstitutions for comparing the three countries.

The central findings of the study show that Finla@&rmany and Italy are still belonging to separate
welfare groups in their responsiveness. The amoahtsenefits are highest in Finland, moderate in
Germany and lowest in Italy. The Finnish governms@ms to be most responsive to family policy and
also citizens tend to be satisfied with the publipport for families. Comparing these countriesjliy
rates are also highest in Finland and as well aseathe EU average level, which appears to haweedir
connection with responsive family policy. In mangpacts Germany spends half of the amount to
families as Finland do. Around one third of Gernaétizens are satisfied with the family policy. ltai
government gives in many points the same amourteokfits as Germany, or half of the amount as
Germany does. The fertility rates for Italy and @any stay around the same, being below EU avemge a
well as being countries with one of the lowestiligytrates in the world.

KEYWORDS: government responsiveness, serving citizens, yamailicy, welfare
state






1. INTRODUCTION

This thesis concentrates on comparing governmesporeiveness to family policy in
Finland, Germany and ltaly. It opens up the whyd aherefores for their policy and

shows the breadth of the family policy in thesentaes.

1.1.Background

Family policy is seen as a top priority in contemgyyg social policy (Starke & Obinger
2009: 133). It is an important issue affecting Wiele society. It has a large influence
on citizen’s lives and life-organization. As Giddefi999: 51) has stated, the matter of
family policy administration cannot be emphasizewuwgh. Among all the changes
going on in the world, nothing is more importardriithose happening in our personal

lives — like in the family.

In one scale family policy means responding tazeits’ needs in situations where the
support is needed. To respond to families give<iti|een temporal and financial aid, as
well as other services (Anttonen & Sointu 2006:. 28)other words, they are subsidies

to help and facilitate life in phases when theeaditional expenses.

Family policy has been greatly acknowledged as ohethe fields where state
intervenes. State intervention is seen as an éakémttor in overarching questions
concerning family policy since it is the governmenttich provides the foundation for
social democracy (Starke & Obinger 2009: 133). Berwcitizens is a task of a
responsive government and many reasons behindathéyfpolicy lie in the decisions
made by the political machinery. Thus, public adstmtion and the government have

a major part in forming family benefits (Bjorklurad07).

In earlier periods, the strength of nations wassuesd in battalions and armaments —
now societal indicators about well-being are seemrmare important (Heidenheimer,

Heclo & Adams 1990: 13). Indeed, the real critdoa the success of a society is



primarily its progress in terms of respect for hamights and dignity (ISSA 2010). The
guality of society and public services is also faméntal to citizens’ well-being and
quality of life (Ferrarini 2006: 1; Eurofound 20088, 62).

In public discussions it is often asked: who ipmsible? It has become an important
research topic internationally. From the beginniafj 1990 the idea has been
emphasized to invest time and money in children andhe last 15 years public
responsiveness of social care has increased. &ncgears social care has changed
from being a marginal question to a major topic aghsocial policy. It has changed
progressively from being a private issue to a puliid political question. (Anttonen &
Sointu 2006: 4-5, 46.)

In order to be member of the European Union, thantty must fulfill the EU

membership requirements. Thus, the countries atertain extent similar. However, in
spite of common goals, they are also much distifdie nations might have
considerable differences between their governmeptdicies (Rosner 2003: 257;
Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 15; Starke & Obinger 200a®3). But how similar or

dissimilar are the member states of European Uthionght actually to be?

Why government responsiveness varies by natiorpaltidy section? Each country has
developed its own style of social protection agsult of a long process. Thus, public
administration, orgovernment administrationis a continuation of the culture and
reflecting particular traditions. It is relatedtte history, politics, economy and culture
(Waldo 1996: 6; Rosner 2003). Also according tovesgence theory the disparities in
the systems might come from the stage of socio@uoan development which each
country has reached (Hantrais 2000: 37). Also is #tudy, the differences of each
country’s administration is based on different $adtistory, legislation, culture and

politics, as well as the way they have answeratbtoographic needs, so to mention.

In contrast to efficiency, they have developed ¢bacept of social justice (Denhardt
2008: 195). Social justice means giving same pdsib despite of background or

wealth. Also for families it should be able to gis@me possibilities despite of person’s



background or wealth (Rawls 2003: 168). Thus, itldobe stated that the more
responsive the countries are in their family policg greater amount of solidarity they
have.

There have happened vast changes in all areasb€ jaund private life in last decades
and it is recommended to link country-comparisanglbbal issues and trends (Dogan
& Kazancigil 1994: 8). This thesis will open up tkeecumstances of demographic
changes and low fertility rates. It is a macroecoimoproblem causing unbalances in
the societies as fertility rates are today low Hrelamount of elderly people is growing.
Secondly, family patterns have gone through a wrasisition since family sizes have
changed (Paskalia 2007: 39). The government shalkl these changes into account.
In addition, the family administration should ifsehange and modernize since the
societies need to develope and modernize all the {Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 12,
19).

The situation of present welfare policy is inteirggt Even if welfare regimes might
converge at some part, it is still forecasted nattenewed diversity than radical
convergence (Ebbinghaus & Manow 200l1a: 313). Mdsthe EU countries strive
towards social policy alike Nordic way. Still, theye often either representing two
extremes or in-between (Anttonen & Sointu 2006:;1R@BmMmer 2006: 238). Micro-
level studies show that leaders in this field —nmtyafound in Northern Europe — have
continued to develop their commitment to familied)ile some other countries have
moved away from this direction. (Starke & Obinge0Q: 133-134.)

The countries

To do a country-comparison, the choice of the atesmishould be made according to a
logical criterion (Riggs 1994: quoted in Dogan &z&acigil 1994: 4). In this thesis, the
choice of the countries could be reasoned in maayswrirstly; Finland, Germany and
Italy are all developed, industrialized nations ameimbers of European Union. In this
sense, they are not too different. European Unmumties have even been called as
forming a “European social model” (Armingeon & B&re2004: 6). In addition, they



10

are all countries with similar Western values amyeéhan uninterrupted democratic
tradition since the Second World War (Ferrarini 09). However, even if they are

situated all in the same continent, it does ndigfitforwardly have some relevance:
similarity is not necessarily related to the classnof the nations (Martz 1994, quoted
in Dogan & Kazancigil 1994: 7). Furthermore, EurapéJnion has also been described
as “less than a federation more than a regime”pite®f common European Union

policies, each country can — or must — still impéermntheir own practices (Ismayr 1997:
693).

These three countries are each an example of eliffesocial or welfare model groups;
and the situation of family policy has differentitsis in these countries. Thus, the
countries are also chosen in order to have a reptason of different welfare regimes
and of the three major family policy trends in Bago They reflect fundamental

differences how the societies are created (Alleax]dv, Leal, Maloutas & Padovani

2004: 57).

In the long run, the European social policy wilt Bure balance out and some benefits
will get better and some might slightly deteriorademajor topic for future research is
to find out whether the different welfare group#l stre grouping together or whether
they not anymore meet the standards they used @idaldto, Fritzell, Hvinden, Kvist &
Uusitalo 2001: 266).

Family policy of the chosen countries

The meaning of family has similar connotations batiNorthern and Southern Europe:
to take care of the welfare of its members (Allérale 2004: 4-5). Also otherwise,
responsibility for family policy in the three stedi countries in this thesis is assigned
primarily to the government (Hantrais 2004: 160iill,Sdespite of some similarities
there are debates about the differences. Accortdirtgantrais, EU member states are

divided into several groups e.g. in terms of hiserdevelopment and legal base.
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At the one extreme are the Nordic states: polickighly structured, legitimated, and
policymakers are strongly concentrated on supppffamilies. At the opposite side are
the southern European countries, where policy isenomcertain, lacking in coherence
and under-resourced, and its legitimacy is oftebialis. Between these two extremes
are countries, e.g. Germany, where the public spgakupports families, but where
policy actors are mostly reluctant to intervenehe family life of people. (Hantrais
2004: 160.)

Inside Europe, the countries usually have some camvalues. Similarly, also Finland,
Germany and ltaly have common principles of justiéd of them, however, are

administered differently and to a different exteRinland is often seen as part of
socially well developed Nordic countries with equihts and duties. According to
Hantrais, Nordic states are characterized by tfairily-friendly environment, their

coherent and integrated approach to policy fornutaand delivery, as well as their
strong ideological commitment to redistributive ipglintervention based on solidarity.
They offer a relatively high standard of benefitsd aservices, designed to afford

maximum personal choice and flexibility.

Both Germany and Italy are seen as more conseevaBermany’s social security is
described to lie somewhere between the Nordic anthern European social models
being strongly occupational, where ltaly is seerranas part of the ‘Latin’ welfare

system, where family ties have a big role.

Central European countries can be described asdhaomly partial co-ordinated,
coherent and legitimated family policies. E.g. ier@any family policy has become
more and more open and formalized as family matterge moved up the policy
program. Family policy in Germany, however, conéauo be slightly narrow in the

sense that a family with children should be based married couple.

Southern European regimes had authoritarian regiméisthe second half of the %0
century. They changed from patriarchal values tmat@acies committed to a more

liberal approach towards family life. The base tildup their welfare was a low base.
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They created their welfare systems little by ljttteeating in fragmentary coverage.
Today, compared with other EU member states, tha&ye hn common relatively
unsatisfactory levels of benefits and support sessifor families. Family policy is an
unspoken matter and relatively poorly coordinafue state has continued to delegate
the responsibility for family to family members atiee government lacks the ability to
provide the services that are most needed to sufgoily life. (Hantrais 2004: 159—
162.)

Interestingly, the Nordic countries have in genéigher amount of social capital. After
the Second World War, the Nordic countries becaomeesof the most richest nations in
the world at the same time they were building ueiquelfare programs (Kananoja
2003: 215). Another example: In a well-known reskamade by Putnam, they found
out that in states in the U.S. which have gredtaresof its population of Scandinavian
origin have also greater share of social capitahtther states. (Statistics Finland
2010.)

1.2.Previous studies

Studies about public administration as an own fetgst since three to four decades.
Since approximately 15 years family policy writingsd the issue of being responsive
to family needs are a segment of it. In social goliterature, analyses of serving
families are nowadays almost inevitably includemhc8& approximately 10 years, own
literature and publications of merely family polieye issued. In addition, there are

plenty of administrative journals which touch thieaof family policy.

According to Anttonen & Sointu (2006: 16), countgmparisons have become
significant during the last 20 years. General imiéipnalization and Europeanization
have contributed to greater interest in comparisameng researchers and politicians.
People want to know more about the differencessamdlarities between countries as
well as about practices in other countries. Thissigecially an important foundation for

European Union since comparisons are a signifistarting point for policy making.
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Also in the field of family policy, since aroundntezears comparisons of benefits are
popular, and especially between EU and OECD caminiany comparisons related to

family policy have been made.

Modernization has been a key word in European Conitmirying to co-ordinate the

Member States. Still, modernization relating to ndied family conditions has not
attracted any remarkable interest, as far as ms#gion of the system is concerned
(Paskalia 2007: 105). There have been many congpariand analyses of welfare
policies among European Union countries; howeweis not enough (Paskalia 2007:
64). Family policy has not been sufficiently emphed. Besides the welfare state,
which has remained hugely popular in public opinittre changes of the labor market,
in other words feminization, and the emergence e# rtype of worker who has to
combine work and family, as well as the changefmily structures have not evoked
that significant attention (Esping-Andersen 1993; [Zewis 2006: 13; Paskalia 2007:
64). Also governance analyses have paid littlentitia to social policy or welfare state
reform (Dingeldey & Rothgang 2009: 1).

In addition, the possibility of alleviating the mlem of aging population by increasing
fertility rates has in general reached rather E$sntion (Bjorklund 2007: 3.) Thus,

besides the numerous welfare state studies androbss, new social forms and
changes should be included as well. Still, it igrtention that it is of great relevance
where a study is made since researchers e.g. frontihné&n and Southern Europe may

have different viewpoints.

However, not until the recent years, political net in the quality of family life and
factors affecting this sphere have increased (Burad 2009). The relevance of the
welfare state for the relationship between fanmshgte and the labour market has been
widely recognized in comparative welfare state aede (Ferrarini 2006: 2). This
reflects increasing interest about the challengas families nowadays face with child
issues. Attention to family matters has intensifiadth growing awareness of
demographic trends: declining fertility togethettiwincreasing life expectancy among

Europe’s population. (Eurofound 2009.) Still, a gofml incitement towards responsive
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family policy in most of the EU countries is misgirAlso otherwise, it is important to
enhance the general European awareness in thetsr{ateikkila 2006: 3) It is still to
remind, that during the last years also in Finni€grman and Italian media and
newspapers the topic has reached attention. Abeudifferencies between the country

policies have been much written.

In the theoretical part of this study there aredukterature in the area of public and
social policy, welfare, justice, governance andcggefamily policy literature. As a
foundation for the theoretical part, there are ccifamous works as “New Public
Administration” by H. George Frederickson and “TlHew Public Service” by Robert
Denhardt and Janet Denhardt. Journals about theirEx are used in this thesis as
“The Journal of Politics” and “The Journal of Maeagent History”. There exists a lot
of literature about responsiveness, too. Also iae phurnal “Public Administration

Review” the topic of responsiveness is much disedissxd quoted in this thesis, too.

In the area of methods there are many researcleguabe found since comparative
analysis in social sciences is nowadays rather lpopuethod. For this thesis studies
made in the University of Vaasa by Salminen (1238)0) are useful for describing the
comparative method. In addition, “Comparing Natiolmg Dogan & Kazancigil (1994)

was much used in this thesis.

There are made a lot of works in the history of lmupolicy. They are used in the
empirical part. It has been also made plenty of agnaphic publications and they are
growing every year. Especially helpful for this sieewas a report by Bjorklund (2007)
made in Swedish Institute for European Policy Stsdin addition, in the empirical part
are used law, statistics and other public policgdaThere are a great amount sources of
these to find as books, journals and especiallgriv@t sources, as e.g. Eurofound,
European Commission, Eurostat, OSCE, United NatioRmlex, ISSA (The
International Social Security Association) and siiryi web pages, which are consulted
in this work. For this thesis, a publication abdarmily policy responsiveness in EU
countries made by Anttonen & Sointu (2006) fromtiStes Finland is especially

useful.
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1.3.Research guestions, methodology and structure

Research questions

Differences in family policies have not been enoegiphasized and it is important to
make comparative studies of them. Goal of thisysiado show that the governments’
policy serving citizens, in this case families,feli§ greatly between the three studied
EU countries, namely between Finland, Germany &aty.l Even though the EU
countries are partly seen as identical, especialgn compared with the American

system, one still needs to ask how different thentrees are allowed to be?

The main research questions are stated as: Howmsise the governments of the three
countries are to family needs concerning the sgrfimction? At the same time it can
be studied do the countries indeed belong to stpavalfare groups? The current
matter of demographic issues is included in thislstand it will be studied if the public

responsiveness has influence on fertility levels?

When doing a comparative research, it will be oftarswered to questions “how”,
“why” and “to what effect” (Heidenheimer et al. ®%4). In this thesis, it will be
answered to “how” by describing the family policyseems of the countries. In the
background of these observations there will be riteal considerations of public
administration and welfare policy. To get an ansteetwhy-“question it will be given
both historical, contemporary and juridical infotioa about the countries and their

policies in order to understand better their actiand why the nations differ.

This thesis will also answer to the question “toatvlextent” by giving concrete and
practical facts to what extent do the countriespsupthe family needs, whether the
assistance is financial, material or in the formtiofe. In general the main aim is to
illustrate and describe these countries’ familyiggopractices and afterwards analyze to
what extent are the systems responsive, as welo afind explanations for their

differences.
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Methodology and structure

This thesis is a comparison of government respensiss to family policy in Finland,
Germany and Italy. The purpose of a comparison i@describe the cases and with the
help of the comparison explain the similarities afifferences (Anttonen & Sointu
2006: 16). A comparative study can be based ettheualitative or quantitative data or
on combination of them (Anttonen & Sointu 2006:1B)is is a qualitative study using

quantitative data in analyzing family policy measm the three countries.

The structure of this paper is following: In thisst introductory chapter the background
of family policy, previous studies in the field aell as research questions and methods
are presented. This is followed by the second @mapthich concentrates on the
theoretical basis for this study: it open ups publdministration doctrines which are
relevant for family policy and responsiveness. didition, it introduces concepts about
good governance as well as theories about weltatessas a foundation for the later

empirical observations.

The third chapter focuses on methods of this thaslier which they are used in chapter
four which illustrates a number of empirical obsgions: In the empirical chapter,
besides country presentations according to welfaredels, there will follow

descriptions of family policy issues including listal development, demographic
facts, observations of values, legislative backgdyufinancing and the concrete
amounts of family benefits. In addition, this tleeshows citizens opinions about family
policy in the three countries, which are to autfoaté the stated observations. This
collection of documents is seen as an indicatowt@mt extent the countries are
responsive. At last, chapter five summarizes theclksions of this research. This final

chapter provides for a complex description andrpretation of the problem.
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2. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF GOVERNMENT
RESPONSIVENESS TO WELFARE POLICY

“Theory” means a cohesive set of ideas about wipyablem exists and/or how a
change can be created. Having a theory that is thase research and the
experience of other social movements can help jsstdy our actions to others
... A theory can indicate where we’re going (the dwenve desire), why we
believe we are moving in the right direction; anohwhwe can get there. Theory
helps us to see how our actions build on one amgdthéTransforming
Communities 2000.)

Theories used in this thesis help one to see hoffereint aspects of public

administration are at last all congruent with eattter. They let one understand deeper

why the welfare regimes differ and from where de tamily policy characteristics

originate.

2.1.Public administration doctrines behind responsiieking

2.1.1. New public administration

New Public Administration supports the questionghi$ research. It is said to be the
public servants’ commitment toward the pursuitafial equity as well as economy and
efficiency in the function of public agencies. Ae#erickson, the creator of new public
administration, has defined, social equity is augraf not that coherent values.
However, what it seems to mean is the general tbétysemong officials to the needs
of traditional disadvantaged groups. (Rourke 19820.) Families are one of these

groups.

Philosophically seen, the new public administrattakes its ideas from theories of
justice, mainly from justice suggestions of Raul& creator of justice theory, to which
Frederickson also mainly lean on (Rourke 1982; Ek(qLO97). As Frederickson has
stated, fairness, especially to the most undetpged in society, should be the

compelling matter of public servants.
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In addition, Frederickson sees citizens’ partidgpatas part of fair policy, as well as
other policies that will enhance the possibilityatthcitizens who are affected by
government decisions might have some voice in ngatiem (Rourke 1982: 600). Also
Rawls shares this opinion; according to him thdreutd not be indirect obstacles to
political participation and the citizens should éathe same possibilities. However,
differing from Frederickson’s view, Rawls does rsste there is a citizen’s duty to
participate in public life. According to Rawls, shimight be excessive and public
administrators might overstep the bounds of théfice (Esquith 1997: 331.) What
comes to family policy, it depends on the situatibrmight be the policies are already
well organized when citizens do not feel a stroegchto complain. However, it is in

general good to be able to participate also in fagquestions if needed.

The key feature of the new public administratiors@ial equity. In general, public
administration tries to answer either of these tiols: “How can we offer more or
better services with available resources?” Thismadming efficient. It also asks “how
can we maintain our level of services while spegdiess money?” This is being
economical. New public administration adds to tthie thought if this service does
enhance the social equity. As Frederickson haesdsté#tthe public administration does
not actively try to correct the inequalities in thrdern democratic societies, it will

unavoidably deteriorate these problems.

Frederickson has also added that public servicest tvei decentralized in order to be
more responsive. Public services should be equitati$tributed, regardless of
economic class divisions. He restates the prinsipfgustice: according to him it means
equal liberty, fair equality of opportunity and théference principle meaning that in
social and economic policymaking, only differentleat are to the benefit of the least
privileged are acceptable. Organizational needsldhwever exceed individual rights or
human needs for primary goods. “The problem” of ptam organizations, therefore, is
to concentrate more on dignity of the individualizein. (Esquith 1997: 328-334.)

Family services should also be distributed regasdtd class divisions.
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Following Frederickson, principles of justice ameal guidance for legislative and
constitutional actions and decisions, especiallpatitical society (Esquith 1997: 328—
334). Constitutions concerning family policy aresallater analyzed in this thesis.
Modern public democracy should strive to activate@leanocracy which is selected
through electoral process. The pattern of “plumalishould be united with protection

for marginal groups.

Also the employees in the area should behave aogptd certain standards. According
to Esquith, public servants should behave ethicdll@ve higher ethical standards than
other citizens. In contrary to citizens who all bathe natural sense of justice, the
administrators also carry “noblesse oblige”, a duatyserve the public. By behaving
ethically, public administrators enhance their aeif-worth as well as the self-worth of
citizens. The public administrator should also beaetive participant in public dialogue
about the needs of citizens. (Esquith 1997: 3283)3BHdis is seen for instance in the
citizen satisfaction questionnaires in this thdsisaddition, according to Esquith, public
administrators should have direct and routine adgon with elected officials and
legislative bodies, as well as with the citizenkisTis crucial for the progress of social
equity. Indeed, according to Frederickson and Hawblic administrators should be
“both moral philosophers and moral activists”. biddion, public servants have a duty
to pay attention to the interests of future genenat both proximate and far into the
future. (Esquith 1997: 328-334.) Also concerningiifg matters, public administrators

should think about families’ situations in the figu

2.1.2. New public service

“Contemporary public service traces the Platoraditton in which public interest is
seen as distinguishable from self-interest, ideoldly seen” (Lewis & Gilman 2005:
129).

Public administration related to political scienise especially seen itNew Public
Service New public service streams from the democratiendmist practice and

concentrates on issues of citizenship and commusdyo mention. (Denhardt 2008:
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12, 16.) According to the model, should the conimacbetween citizens and their

governments be democratic (Denhardt 2008: 174).

The new public service transcends the aggregafiandovidual self interest (Denhardt
2008: 184). New public service is about servingghleple as citizens, not as customers.
It is about creating trust and co-operation witAnd among citizens. This is interesting
as in some countries people have more trust onigabthority as well as on fellow
countrymen. According to Denhardt (2009: 181), tleav service-principle tries to
promote government to be sensitive to the opiniohgitizens. This new way and
attitude in serving citizens is to make public ggvmore dignified and significant. It is
to strengthen democratic values, citizenship, aedgssue of public interest as the most
excellent value of public administration. Drawingrh these approaches, there are

elaborated basic notions about the new methodwipublic service.

Public service values contribute to serve citizéasmnake the world better and safer.
The public service values are to make democrackate — to show the best how it is
to be a citizen in a serving society. In fact, e hew way of serving, citizens are the
owners of government in acting for the greater camrgood. (Denhardt 2008: 184.)

Serving families is one step towards making thelavbetter.

According to Denhardt (2008: 183), to serving pipie also belong to value citizen’s
rights and public service more than entrepreneuhalking. Instead of rowing or

steering people as customers, the central roleeotiministrator should be to strive to
offer as high quality service as possible, withoot forgetting to take the law and the
accountability into consideration. In summary, ¢thel servant should value the people,

not just the productivity.

Public servants should serve rather than stedealding the citizenry they should take
the values into account. They should lead with cament and integrity that respects
and improves citizenship. (Denhardt 2008: 183-184is said, that administrators
should be subordinate to elected officials becaakseted officials are directly

responsible to the people. These officials, whigh e e.g. politicians, should listen the
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public voice, and tell the administrators how toveethe public’s needs. (Denhardt &
Denhardt 2007: 122.) This serving of the publictisnly the needswhat officials think
to exist, but the needs public wants (Finer 194[7, 3juoted in Denhardt 2007: 122).

Therefore, it is important to ask e.g. familiesiropns.

One part of new way of service thinking is citizemolvement. According to Denhardt
(2008: 174-177) and Hadley & Young (1990: 53),dsponsiveness belong also social
responsibility — citizen’s duty to participate imbgue and decision making. Due to
this idea, citizenship is not considered just gsaralical form, but that citizens also
carry a certain degree of responsibility, morabtyd should express their long-term
interests. Moreover, there is particularly stroijeot to engage citizens in all phases of
the policy-making process: they are seen as haumngqual responsibility both for the
problem-identifying as well as the solution-exeecnti(Denhardt 2008: 181-183.) To let
the families be part of the policy-making procek® dets the administrators see what

functions best.

Denhardt has stated that public administrators Ishtwy to work for common opinion
about the public’s best. The decision making shawtbe a duty of an individual, in
contrast — there should prevail a shared respdingitnf public wishes as the
cooperation consists of citizens, groups, elecggatasentatives and other institutions.
(Denhardt 2008: 182.) A patrticipative citizen ddesaok only his or her needs, in
contrast; the role of the citizen is to look to peilmeed and broader interest of the
people. Thus, a community is described as a devdtica set of common values and
norms, and where the responsiveness prevails amitngns as well. To summarize;
the more there is interaction between the governiea the desires and interests of the
citizens, the more likely the civil society is tacgeed and increase its improvement.
(Denhardt 2008: 176.)

However, the government still plays an importané rio leading the civic society and
has the duty to assure that the issues as jufdiceess and equity come true (Denhardt
2008: 182). As Rawls has mentioned, the idea dficeigs important to take into

account when thinking about a well-ordered sociéiifle matter of justice for a
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democratic society where citizens are seen asafndeequal, is whether, and how well,
it can serve the publicly recognized and mutuaigognized conception of justice.
(Rawls 2003: 9.)

“Under all circumstances, theories must be adaftede changing social and cultural
circumstances of the times.” (Denhardt 2008: 19¢r&fore, as already earlier pointed
out in this study, also family policy must be tafld to the needs of today, as well as
according to the demographic circumstanéésw public servicefollowed bythe old
public administration and the new public managemenis a response to our
contemporary interests. According to Denhardt (2A®5), today living standards are
high in most western areas and there would be Ipigsifor utmost effective practice
of social policy. You can always strive for doingngething better: There are plenty of
opportunities and beneficial actions to be achievedrder to serve people better, to

make our world function better and to create somgthf great consequence.

2.2. Responsiveness as part of welfare policy

Responsiveness means sensitiveness, it is aboet ditiality of being responsive;
reacting quickly; as a quality of people, it invesvresponding with emotion to people

and events” (The Free Dictionary 2010a).

2.2.1. Responsiveness to citizen’s needs

Based on previous international comparisons it banstated that there are vast
differences how responsive the governments areotnals policy (Hantrais 2004;
Anttonen & Sointu 2006; Paskalia 2007).

Making public administration and governance morspogsive to citizen’s needs is
generally one of the most important goals. It isufsing on strengthening trust,
accountability and participation in government imder to serve citizens more
responsively, effectively and efficiently. (Unit&tations 2006.)
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What is responsiveness in a welfare state? AccgritirDenhardt, responsibility is an
important and central concern of public servicemfttstrative responsiveness is about
the extent, to how much the correspondence betwsditymakers and public
references is valued. This is also closely relatét effectiveness: To what degree do
decision makers succeed in desired policy outconmesrder that the administrative
state can attain legitimacy and be responsivegets to prove its capacity to enhance
the importance of the individuals, equality in th@untry and collective participation.
(Denhardt 2008: 116-119.) In addition, a respongiublic service should guarantee
minimum standards of benefits for all citizens (l¢gd& Young 1990: 18-19).

Responsive public servants should be open, ablewndiidg to respond. In addition,
they should be just and uncorrupted. Listeningzeits is important: it helps
administrators to gather valuable information. Ada@ll, due to the listening, the view
of citizens get the change to have real impact ederal priorities and policies. In
addition, to listen citizens promotes accountapilin the sense that it helps
administrators to remain open to emerging perspestand to hear neglected voices.
(Stivers 1994: 367-368.) Also in this researchiit be showed citizens’ voices, e.g. if

they are satisfied with family policy or if theyust on government.

Responsiveness is a fundamental part to any madede! of public policy, which has
often been related to bureaucrats, to well-trapedessionals, who are responsive and
attentive. In addition of concentrating on compéetgerformance in government
operations, they should always keep in mind pudiltes. Besides interpreting public
values in a best possible manner, they should leetalidentify important, often hidden
needs — as well as to try to find a solution faenth This demands certain degree of
leadership to be able in bringing the issues toatdel(Stivers 1994; Denhardt 2008:
119-125.) Furthermore, responsiveness is not dobutastriving for outcomes; it is
also about doing so in a just and democratic wagn{iardt 2008: 125).

Why responsiveness has not always got that muamtath as e.g. responsibility?
“Responsive” means “quick to respond or react appeitely or sympathetically;

sensitive”. It means to be “sentient, answeringspodent and reactive”.
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“Responsible”, on the other hand, means to bediablaccount as the primary cause,
being the cause or explanation; trustworthy; ableloose between right and wrong,
politically answerable”. It means to be accountallependable, reliable and stable.
(Strivers 1994: 365.) Thus, responsibility is ajsart of serving citizens in a way.
According to Strivers, the responsible bureaucesisble things to happen. They are
capable of moral judgment, reliable, as well astipally answerable. In contrast, a
responsive public servant is sympathetic and capaibieeling or suffering; and first of
all sensitive (Hadley & Young 1990: 10; Strivers949 365). This is it, one needs
responsible governance. However, in order to begrp a nation serving — and

listening — its citizens, the administrator mustrégponsive as well.

Nevertheless, according to Strivers, to rely toocimwn administrator's sense of
responsibility it threatens democratic accountphibDifficulties with trusting too much
on professional norms of responsibility have beeted. Professional expertise is not
enough to make possible for public servants to eugle changing and turbulent policy
environments, and that does not make workable agpes. Thus, again, to balance the
contradiction between administrative effectiverssd democratic accountability it is to
listen the citizens and to take public interesb imtcount. The experience of listening is
an experience of openness, too. It makes us awdhe oeality. The act of listening is
characterized by reciprocity. As Levin has statedjsten another is to learn what the
world is like from a position that is not one’s ogwo reverse roles and experiences.
(Stivers 1994: 364-366.) All these concepts can hés connected to equal policy, to
the matters of solidarity and fairness. As Stiadds, the advantage of listening citizens
as part of responsiveness is that it turns theipselrvants not into superpeople but it
teaches them modest and significant capacitiegg(StiL994: 367). Also in this thesis, it

differs how much administrators are taking citiZzes@nions into account.

As Stivers mentions, it has been suggested th#ifusKdistening and reciprocity to
differences cultivates the society. It createsaresh public space and a sense of mutual
commitment. Therefore, responsive listening maymte the accountability of public
officials as they begin to see the citizens asonats of the same public square. How it

is responded to differences makes up the politicsuo everyday lives. Difference is
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indeed the essence of a democratic nation rathaar ¢h roadblock to it. Listening
citizens is seen as a reciprocal understandingsticg; it promotes a situation-emergent
view of truth. Perhaps even the skill of listenitijzens could become as part of the
practice of responsiveness in public administrat{&tivers 1994: 366.) However, in all
these contexts, it can be noted that the studiadhtdes in this thesis have used

different approaches what comes to listening aitizend being responsive.

As stated by Stivers (1994: 364), responsivenessasislly seen as an aspect of
responsibility. Nevertheless, in public administat responsiveness is also seen as a
problematic concept. Administrators partly tendreat responsiveness as a hindrance
for professional effectiveness or as a politicgdezkiency. Over the years the emphasis
has changed towards relying more in the adminmtsat personal sense of
responsibility. Already Wilson has stated that ausirators should have their own will
in order to accomplish the work properly (Wilsor02029). Thus, being responsive to
citizens is not simple: Besides legislation andoaatability, administrators should take
into account common values, political norms andgssional standards. These factors
make even more complicated the external contrdlzen preferences and moral issues:
It could be said that the relationship betweerzeits and the government is a complex
web of issues. (Denhardt 2008: 182-184.) Stiltomld be summarized that if a nation

has succeeded in fulfilling all the norms, the gomeent has made a good job.

2.2.2. Governmental responsibility

The fundamental purpose of the state is to sereectimmon good and the public
welfare (Sheeran 2006: 137). “Public policy is,itatmost simple, a choice made by
government to undertake some choice of action” (ldtvand Ramesh 2003:3, quoted
in Pollitt & Bouckaert 2009: 3).

The concept of governance exists since humanzatitin. Fundamentally it means the
process of decision making and the procedure byclwisuch decisions are made.
(Dwivedi & Mishra 2007: 702.) The government affe@xtraordinary much to our
everyday lives. Public services are seen as vitalak goods in whose allocation
government needs to play a key role (Heidenheirak 4990: 17).
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The United Nations has described governance aséitieecise of political, economic
and administrative authority to manage a natioffairs.” It consists of “the complex
mechanisms, processes, relationships and instisutlrough which citizens and groups
articulate their interests, exercise their rightsd aobligations and mediate their
differences.” (United Nations 2006: 6).

As stated by Peters & van Nipsen (1998: 58), gavent is one of the most important
components of the policy system. Even if it is tig# sole ruler, it still has a special
position, role and responsibility within a society.is also listed to be hierarchically

superior to the other components of the society.

Public bureaucracy plays a significant role in ttevernment process and has been
considered as part of it. Consequently, it is @imtb political science. On the other
hand, public administration has been said to difidate from governmental process;
from this perspective it has been argued that pubijanizations are said to influence
the development and implementation of public deaisiin a range of areas: all this is to
affect the allocation of values in society. (Demht&@008: 11-12.) Still, it is the choice
of the government how the public resources areatéa. It is their choice how shall the
benefits for families be distributed. (Heidenheiraeal. 1990: 16-17.) Of these reasons
terms andesponsivenesgssequality, justiceand freedomcan be same way applied to
public policy as e.g. to the executive body, thgidature or the judiciary. (Denhardt
2008: 11-12.) Thus, at the end it is the governmadrtt is responsible.

The governance procedure has to do with the waigides are made in the society and
how citizens and groups can affect the establishraed implementation of public
purposes (Denhardt 2008: 124). This is one reasgnpublic policy is seen attached to
government; government agencies are typically nmorerested in service — than in
production or profit as in private institutions. dnbesides the responsiveness for
citizens, the decision-making process in governm&muld be transparent, more
precise in their objectives, as well as more opwh accountable. (Denhardt 2008: 14—
15.)



27

Both public administration and political theory emagize the importance of effective
democratic governance (Denhardt 2008: 12). “A dewmter state must not only be
based on democratic principles but also democibtieaministered, the democratic
philosophy permeating its administrative machirder{levitan 1943, quoted in
Denhardt 2008: 64-65.) Democratic policy makingcanected with the way how
societal values are promoted; with the valueshlae a high degree of responsiveness
to the needs and interests of the citizenry (Dedtha008: 16). Family benefits and
social allowances are thus one respond to the naefedsople. They are intended to
cover the higher expanses after childbirth, as aglthe starting of a family (Paskalia
2007: 248).

There are two major challenges to which governmaredgrying to answer for. Firstly;
the globalization has had major impact on the gowents as they need to adapt and
respond to rapidly changing global economic, socmlitical and technological
challenges. (United Nations 2006: 1.) Besides gmeshallenges, it has also
responsibility for future generations: it shouldnaat ensuring a viable future and be
able to maintain the legacy of civilization. Thiges the government to be dynamic and
to go on “with a foot in the future”. Thus, one pf@f public interest is the respect for
future generations and to take into account thg-tenm consequences of decisions
made today. (Lewis & Gilman 2005: 75-77.) Secondlyong citizens in many
countries, the governments are trying to improweititreasing dissatisfaction with the

governance systems and the public services thaaraveded. (United Nations 2006: 1.)

However, the global level affects national goverehoth directly and indirectly. It can
be seen that the state authorities are not theprlic power guiding the governance.
E.g. the influence of European Union has had efi@adviember States’ policy systems.
(United Nations 2006: 191.) However, strict andrigit common governance for e.g.

family policy in European Union does not exist (itfars 2000: 91).

Since the state consists of families, the statst®xd help families. This reflects also the
principle of subsidiarity. (Sheeran 2006: 137.)réaponse to take families into account,

governments could create a number of programs ppasti families. These could be
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called also as preventive services. However, onother hand, the government has
sometimes been part of the problem and sometimes ¢of the solution.
(Bogenschneider 2006: 64.)

2.3. Good governance as the basis for welfare itignk

Good governance is one part of the government id@emaking process being based
on such basic values as accountability, transpgréacness, equity, and ethics, which
are essential for well-ordered democratic sociktyorder to attain the best life quality
for the public, “good governance” or “good admirasibn” is a necessity for any
government. (Dwivedi & Mishra 2007: 702.) Ethicalvgrnance means many things
besides the law. It is a culture of conduct whenme conduct is automatically sensed

as correct and some beyond acceptance (Rohr 2998: i

Furthermore, characteristics of good governancedaseribed to include widespread
participation by all citizens, management by ruldagv, transparency in the actions of
government bodies, responsiveness to the citizeeédds and desires, fairness in the
treatment of citizens, effectiveness and efficiemcthe use of public resources, public

accountability, and the implementation of strategston in planning for development.

In order to open up the good governance more pnafiyu it should be mentioned
important characteristics of it. Firstly, about theticipation: All citizens should have a
voice in decision-making, as earlier mentionedhegitdirectly or through legitimate
representative bodies that represent their intrdstis kind of participation is part of
freedom of association, as well as the possiltiditparticipate constructively. To this is
closely related the equity of good governance: diilzens, not only certain groups,

ought to have opportunities to improve and maintia@ir well-being.

Secondly, the government should follow rule of lawgal frameworks should be equal
and implemented impartially, particularly the hunraght laws. (United Nations 2006:

7-8.) Relating to this, also social protection egst should be administered fairly:
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careless administration can endanger the veryesdstof the protection itself (Scherer
1997: 52). At the same time, the government actish®uld be transparent.
Transparency is based on the free flow of inforomatiProcesses, institutions and
information are available to those concerned witent, and enough information is

provided to comprehend them.

Thirdly, as mentioned in the earlier chapter, ormt pof good governance is
responsiveness. The state’s institutions and pseseshould be responsive to all
stakeholders and associates. The counterpart ofstlaccountability: administrators in
the government, in the private sector and in thél dociety organizations are
accountable to the public, as well as to othertitginal stakeholders. However, the
accountability differs depending on which organmats in question, and whether the

decision is internal or directed to the public.

Fourthly, good governance should include conseasastation: it should reconcile the
differing interests to reach a broad common opimiorwhat are the best interests of the
group. Where possible, it should also seek to fndtonsensus on policies and
procedures between the counterparts as the govatnimenot the only institution
through which authority is exercised. There are gigsivate sector actors and civil
society organizations; and the role of good govemims to interact effectively with
these actors in achieving public goals and objestiyUnited Nations 2006: 7-8.) Also
in this study, it can be noticed that consensuwéoet the government, counterparts and
the citizens vary greatly. According to Esping-Argim, comparisons of governments’
policies reveal a central notion: governments wéio gegotiate a broad consensus with
strong national interest organizations, can mosdyeavercome citizens’ vote. (Esping-
Andersen 1997: 75.) In this thesis, this is seeth@empirical part if the citizens of

Finland, Germany and lItaly trust the governmentaxtiament or not.

Ultimately, according to United Nations, effectiems and efficiency should also be
parts of good governance: Processes and institutgirould produce results that
correspond to the needs — be effective, and makbdht use of resources — be efficient.

Accordingly, the administrators should have an cadfit strategic vision. Leaders
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should bear in mind a broad and long-term persgecih good governance and human
development, together with thoughts what is neeftedsuch development. This
demands also an understanding of the historicdlurall and social complexities in
which this vision is grounded. (United Nations 2086 These are aspects this thesis
tries to understand, too. The compared countriee tedapted to the demands for
modernization and development for their policieslifterent speed. Moreover, it varies

how effectively or efficiently the studied counsiare pursuing their services.

However, it is not self-evident, that the governmean be simultaneously efficient,
effective, equitable and ethical. When striving &sficiency and effectiveness, it can
easily happen that they sacrifice the democratiensoof equity and accountability.
(Jensen & Kennedy 2005: 235.) In this thesis, teied three countries might have

taken this fact into account more or less seriously

2.4 Welfare state ideology

Basically, awelfare statds characterized as consisting of aspects as basial rights,
reasonable standard of social security coveringiilens, as well as equality between

men and women, as well as between different papularoups (Silvasti 2003: 103).

Diverse political and ideological purposes are oegson to different welfare regimes
and social care groups (Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 1tl)s important to form country
groups since in making comparisons we need siroptibns and compact information.
Beginning from 1990s regime forming has been arerdggd part of comparisons.
(Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 16.) Overall orientatiasfssocial policy have led researchers
to form family policy models: It tends to exist anientation that countries with minor
parental leave provisions also tend to have les®ldped public services for the
youngest generation. Again the relatively genegoosyianized parental leave benefits
exist together with well-developed child-care seegi for the youngest. (Ferrarini 2006:
5)
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To distinguish between the welfare models, ther@gdalifference is whether families
are meant to be the primary source of welfare oramed whether welfare states allow
the family social rights or not (Esping-Anderser82985). Broadly speaking you can
make two distinctions between welfare groups: damaae based on public assistance
and social care based on family responsibility. Taentries will be placed in either of
the groups or in-between. Generally speaking itlccdae still said that the Nordic
countries belong to the first group and the SoutHemropean countries to the latter.
(Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 5-6.) The contradictiorthat the more familialistic the state

is, the less family benefits are provided (Pask20i@7: 63).

2.4.1. “The three welfare groups” - model

One of the most significant and extensive welfaagestypologies is Esping-Andersen’s
categorization of the three different welfare reggnfEbbinghaus & Manow 2001b: 7—
10; Kennett 2001: 7, Allen et al. 2004: 71; Fema@006: 1). It was the first wide-

ranging cross-national quantitative study of welfpolicy (Allen et al. 2004: 71).

There are different characteristics between stateket and the family in international
comparisons as far as social rights and welfarte-satifications are concerned. The
variations are not randomly distributed, but didd®y regime-types. (Esping-Andersen
1990: 26.) These regime descriptions come frontipaliand ideological causes, which
dominated in their historical development — as vesl with the established welfare
states in the 1970s and 1980s. (Esping-Andersed: 7219)

They could be described also as three differertiaddcuropes’ The social democratic
welfare regime, the conservative welfare regimetaediberal welfare regime (Esping-
Andersen 1990). In this thesis, there will be reprgéed two of these welfare state
models: Finland belonging to the social democratdfare regime, and Germany and
Italy belonging to the conservative welfare regilNevertheless, it is to point out that
with these groupings we are talking about welfagimes not about welfarstatesnor
about individual social policies (Esping-Anderse®99: 73). Also otherwise, it is

important to distinguish between welfare stateswatare systems (Allen et al. 2004:
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69). In addition, we need to notice that theredssimgle pure case. The regimes might
have differences and similarities: the Scandinawi@aael, for instance, is initially social
democratic. However, it has crucial elements okrdb method of administration.
Similarly, the European conservative regimes hafleences of both liberal and social

democratic impulses. (Esping-Andersen 1990: 28-29.)

This triad-classification from Esping-Andersen arges from classical European
political economy. It is practical to use welfatate classifications: First, they help us
to see the forest rather than myriad trees. Sedbmwde can make groups of similar
attributes, it is easier to find some missing arimovement, maybe even causality.
Three, the typologies are helpful for generatingail further. (Esping-Andersen 1999:
72-73.)

In general, the northern European countries areartrated more on services and on
the youth and young families. The continental Eeepnations are more “passive” and
pensioner-oriented: On average, the Continentahtcies spend 2.3 times more on the
old as on the young. In addition, in European welfstates, the main difference has to
do with the public-private mix: The Nordic counievast concentration on social care
is exceptional. In most continental European coesitthe caring is mainly internalized
in the family; therefore women postpone and redaddity, or stop working. (Esping-
Andersen 1997: 70-73.)

According to Esping-Andersen, traditional familgal, built around the male earner
households, is negative both for the employment &wdthe family formation.
However, there are measures for changing this: Iifapulicy that helps reducing
dependence on a single income earner, as welleathah makes it possible to combine
high fertility rates with female employment. In &@itth, to support only older citizens
in contemporary welfare states is problematicgritores the spending on the youth and
thus, it would be unsustainable. (Esping-Ander9v165—67.)

However, the welfare state or the presence of kaajhts is not definitely the

mechanism to fix the inequalities in society. limsre a system of stratification and an
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effective way in ordering social relations; it iscat the correspondence between rules
and preconditions determining the extent to whietfave ideas can offer real solutions.
(Esping-Andersen 1990: 22-23.)

2.4.2. Social security models

Social security is a part of a wider spectrum ofiglopolicy in the context of the
modern European welfare state. In general, it rg déficult to give a precise definition
of social security, one that would fit all coungi€Countries differ in their conceptions,
practices and traditions of providing protectiord aecurity to their citizens, and the
boundaries between private and public spheressporesibility cannot be drawn at the

same point in all countries. (Paskalia 2007: 18.)

Social security in the European Union Member Stadsased on the model to which
each system belongs. Classically, the social dgcuadn be divided into two main
models: employment-based system having the pupédit economic activity; and the
residence-based system, where residence in a MeBtagr assures the social security
protection. (Paskalia 2007: 63.)

In Europe, many social security matters are covesedll national systems. The same
occurrences can also be internationally found xtstand conventions. These common
topics include issues of maternity, child careks&ss, invalidity, old age, death and
unemployment. All the systems support and provatebenefits in the case of a risk.
Common for these systems is that they strive ta givcurative effect when the
contingency has happened. Instead, to preventittenachave been paid only little, if

any, attention.

Nevertheless, even if Europeans have common origimé characteristics, social
security systems in Europe have developed fundahdifterences so that nowadays a
variety of systems can be found in Europe. It waly e the 1960’s, after the Second
World War, that the differences in the various abaecurity systems began to be

observed.
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The most classical or typical division of the sbsicurity systems is divided into two
groups. The division is made on the basis of whetthe rights to social security are
restricted to the working population — or whethiee trights are based to the entire
population. The continental types of social segurre examples where work
performance is much emphasized. Instead, benefiesys based on universality for all
people belong to the Atlantic or Beveridgean tyyhat comes to social welfare state,
the two groups represent social differentiationke tfirst group reflects the

‘fragmentation’ of the social security system. Tater group reflects the ‘stateness’ of

the system, the way how the state discerns theaveeifstitutions.

According to some scholars, the Scandinavian systnstitute a very distinct model
from the first two. And additionally, a fourth gneunas been identified, containing the
southern European States — the ‘Latin Rim’ coustri¢ could be stated that social
security in Western European countries is ess@éntiadnnected to political and
economic developments. Therefore, there are alsulasities among the diverse
systems and how the risks are protected. All thrstesys have increasingly absorbed
features from the others, and today there is naligensystem of one type or another:
some countries with insurance systems have intedlumiversal practices providing
minimum income, and some states with universal atosecurity tradition, have
implemented earning-related schemes, which ainm@ainie support in cases of need.
(Paskalia 2007: 32—-34.)

2.4.3. Other welfare groupings

The ‘three world’ typology of Esping-Andersen haseb criticized. “Three welfare
groups” might be fruitful for forming descriptionisut is less useful when finding
explanations (Ferrarini 2006: 10). There has beenpelling arguments that the system
needs reconsideration, and the social security lameother classifications have been

represented instead.

The criticisms could be basically divided in twagps: firstly, according to his theory,

the conservative group includes both Central andl®on European countries, which is
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a fairly wide assumption. This division has beeediioned arguing we should divide
additional models — the Mediterranean fourth wastdl to speak, where also Italy
belongs. Secondly, it has been argued that therieritwere too basic how the
construction of typology has been done. (Espingeksen 1999: 73; Anttonen &
Sointu 2006: 17-18.) Also in this thesis, it wik ldiscovered that Finland, Germany
and ltaly, in all likelihood, belong to separatewps.

There are also many other groupings made. Howelrey, have all resulted in rather
similar conclusions (Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 18)gEKorpi has formed a typology
according to which countries are divided dependorg whether they support a
traditional family maintaining a general family sqqot, or whether they support a dual

earner family having dual earner support (Ferré&ti6: 12).

When social care of small children and children dase services have been under the
spotlight, it came out that Esping-Andersen’s thlgemups are not enough. They arrived
in conclusion that there are four welfare reginmaswhich two form clearly distinct
regimes. Firstly; the first and most coherent grasighe Nordic regime where the
services are publicly organized and mostly alsoliplybfinanced. The services are
based on universalism: services are meant for buedgy The state governs the social
services by legislation forming, but the municiphtsve a major role in planning and
producing the services. According to them the \wagiply of public services in the
Nordic countries and the high women employment gadhin hand. Another clear
regime group are the Southern European countnesjding Italy. In these countries
are very few social services, which are organizedlfnanced by the government. Still
in 1996, when the study was made, social care e@&s &s a private matter. It was based
on a juridical responsibility of the family to takare of its members: either the women
of the family are responsible of the child bearing;the most affluent families might
also consume private services. The low service Iguppcombined with low women
employment.

Thus, the Northern and Southern European counfdem two extremes of family
policy. Other regimes are also recognizable buty thee more unclear of their
boundaries. (Anttonen & Sipila 1996, quoted in An#n & Sointu 2006: 16-17.)
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Basically, however, it can be stated that some tmmhave invested more on elderly
and some more on children. Only the Nordic cousthave invested in both groups,
which is a sign that the citizenship is based ariada@are. (Anttonen & Sointu 2006:
17-18.) In the Nordic states, it is also the publitministration which is seen as the

main supplier of services for both children andeolgeople (Hantrais 2004: 180).

Daly (2001) has also divided European countries fiour groups according to the
extent of public responsiveness. To the first grbafong, again, the Nordic countries.
In these countries even high quality social cargiien to all those who need it.
According to the theory, the right to social casepart of the citizenship as it is an
explicit right to have benefits and services. Alfuis theory sees the public
responsiveness to finance and to produce the ssrais being the main character of this

regime group.

Similarly, the second group forms the pro-familyieg states, including Germany and
the most Central European countries. In these desnthe social care is still a matter
inside the family. The government has only a paréaponsibility for family issues. In
these countries women need often undergo “careltpsia the status of the work
possibilities and coming retirement pensions artegood when staying at home with

family.

According to Daly (2001, quoted in Anttonen & Sairt006: 18), to the third welfare
group which is a combination of “hot and cold stateelongs also Italy. Differing from
Esping-Andersen’s viewpoint, ltaly is a distinctuotry from Central European
countries according to the theory. This countryugrds characterized as being in
imbalance: In some things the public authorityaigrtig a great amount of responsibility
and in some no responsibility at all: e.g. in Itdiere are organized pre-schools for
children — but for children under three years thisreno service provided, and the

opening hours are not matching either.

This grouping principle discusses the criteria @bd quality care. Good social services

should be based on high quality and on the freedbruitizens to choose between
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services. According to this model, the way the &locare is organized has a major
influence on the society: well organized sociaveers produce welfare for both sides
of the coin. (Daly 2001, quoted in Anttonen & Sai2006: 18.)

2.5. Summary

Even if the doctrine is called “New Public Admimggion”, its principles concentrate

mainly on social equity: It takes its ideas fromstjce and equal principles. Besides that
the public agencies should be efficient and efiectihe doctrine asks if this service
increases the social equity, and sees the commnauh lygfore the private good. It should
not be forgotten the “noblesse oblige”, a dutyle# public administrators to serve the
public. Besides this, new public service emphadizasit is the duty of the government

to guarantee that the just and equal principlesectroe.

Even if not all the scholars think there is a @tis duty to participate in public life,
most of the public administration theories inclgdimew public administration and new
public service see the citizen participation asagt pf fair policy. Thus, for example
families should have the possibility to expressrthshes concerning family policy. In
addition, according to new public service, it isah citizen’s duty to strive for public

interest.

New public service emphasizes to value citizenpesple and not to serve them as
customers. According to new public service, thelipuinterest is the most important
value of the public administration and there shoble interaction between the

government and the citizens.

There are characteristics which describe how resperpublic service should be. It
should be just, uncorrupted, open and able to respébove all, listening citizens in a
sensitive way is important and it should be reapto Differing from responsibility,

being responsive is more about listening sentiemdt eeactive. Responsive public
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service is equal and it guarantees benefits — Hocitizens. It is about hearing the

citizens’ silenced voices — though always keepimmind the public values.

Government has a special role and responsibilithiwia society and it has a great
influence on our everyday life. It has namely ataierfreedom to decide how the
resources are allocated within a society, alsolfamatters. However, to strive for the
common good should be the main principle of a gavental agency. In addition,
democracy should be part of every government acti@vernmental responsibility
consists of many duties: Decisions made in the gowent should be more interested in
service rather than in profit. Moreover, the goveent should be dynamic and be able

to see in the future in the more globalizing world.

Characteristics of good governance include rathachmsame characteristics as the
doctrines of new public administration and new pukkrvice: It should be based on
widespread citizen participation and listen thazeit's needs — fairly, without not

excluding an effective and efficient use of pulbésources. Furthermore, characteristics
of good governance are described to include legdlteansparent framework as well as

being accountable to the public.

One part of government work is the welfare polieggime forming is an essential part
of comparisons and there exists mainly two divisiamong the welfare state ideology:
“The three welfare groups” as well as an other siivi adding a fourth group.
Typologies are practical and they are useful faating ideas further. One essential
criterion for groupings is whether they are respandor families or not. Broadly
saying it could be said the Nordic countries beltagan extensive benefit system
whereas the Southern European countries to lessngxe one and the Central
European countries place in the middle. Esping-Asel€s ‘three welfare regimes’
suggests there are three welfare groups in Eumspere Finland belongs to its own
group and Italy and Germany belong to same grouwweder, social security model
and many other groupings suggest there is a fogrttup of Southern European

countries where Italy also belong.
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3. METHODS AND DATA

3.1. Comparative approach

According to Salminen (2000: 14), the future of amsirative science depends on
administrative comparisons. In this century, thenmational development is supported
by comparative information based on politics, adstiation, economics and culture
(Salminen 2000: 31). This thesis provides compagaitnformation about supporting

families.

As Waldo has stated, comparative public adminisinahas its roots in traditions of
philosophy, politics, history and sociology, sontention. After the Second World War
the field got its impulse of the geopolitical cimastances: there were vast disparities in
wealth, power and stability. (Waldo 1996: v.) Imgmarative public policy, one of the
fields is social policy. When comparing social pgliit is about focusing on the status
of social policy, its strategy, methodology and laggtion — as well as comments on
previous results and future directions. (Heady 198®%) Also in this thesis, these

aspects of family policy in Finland, Germany aralyitare discussed.

In international comparisons the search for exoagtican be an excellent strategy of
comparative research: only by comparing can ondlsstya country is or is not deviant

(Dogan & Kazancigil 1994: 12). “Of ourselves, sadoas we know only ourselves, we
know nothing.” (Wilson 2004: 33). When all is saadd done, comparisons are the
essential way to control the function. In many amses operations can only be
exercised through the comparative method. In auiditiat the same time via

comparisons you can learn from others’ experien@stori 1994, quoted in Dogan &

Kazancigil 1994: 2.) Concerning the socio-econogti@anges, governments are also
being encouraged to compare their performance etitbr countries, their counterparts
(Hantrais 2004: 164). It would with no trouble b&samed that Western countries in

Europe might be very similar in certain policiestbat their administrative systems
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would have such far-reaching different consequengetually, this is what makes the

study fruitful between Finland, Germany and lItaly.

Studying different ideas enriches our thinking; gtovides nuance and depth.
Simultaneously, these ideas complicate matterher® tare different views of public
service and diverse thoughts of correct behavia aertain role. (Heidenheimer et al.
1990: 2; Lewis & Gilman 2005: 129.) However, at lisst, the comparison can truly
deepen our understanding in what are the comporserdseffects of administrative
culture, public management and politico-administeapolicymaking (Salminen 2000:
31; Heidenheimer et al. 1990: 2).

As Salminen (1999: 56) has stated, when the apprisao make a comparison between
a phenomena or cases, it must be analogous andtestleharacteristics must be
compared systematically. Also in this study the parison is applicable since the same
selected aspects and variables of family policyl Wé applied to each country.
Therefore, that Finland, Germany and Italy havéediint backgrounds do not affect the
reasonable implementation of the study. As Salmif2890: 25) still has noticed, this
type of case-comparison concentrates on the anaogomparison of similarities and
differences. In addition, the concepts must be ens@l. They are not arbitrary,
culturally bounded concepts; on the contrary thalisd concepts are same in every

country.

One aim in making comparisons across nations is fbhcy strategies used in one
country often have significant impacts on policyking in other countries. In order to
function successfully, we need to understand tierge problem-solving approaches
that nations adopt. Also this study makes us tcadea our understanding of the

countries’ policies.

According to Heidenheimer et al. (1990: 4), compegapublic policy is about how,
why and to what effect different governments pctparticular actions or inactions.

Even an inaction, or non-decision, becomes a poWogn it is thought over longer time
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in a fairly consistent way against pressures to dbmtrary. In this thesis, it is the

“family unit” which actions or inactions are anadys

In comparative study of public policies, it is tgpl to emphasize a particular policy
field. Furthermore, the discipline takes elementsmf several different fields.
(Heidenheimer et al. 1990: 6-7.) Likewise, evethi$ thesis concentrates on one field,
family policy, it draws elements from other fieldgke political science and

demographic studies, as well as from the realnuriggiction.

3.2. Qualitative research

This is a qualitative comparative study of familylipy in Finland, Germany and Italy.

According to Creswell, a qualitative study includeaking metaphors, and developing
matrices and tables, and simultaneously breakingndbe data and making them into
new forms. The result will be based partly on neresentation of the data, and partly on

researcher’s own interpretation. (Creswell 2007) 43

Qualitative study consists of a set of interpregtimaterial practices that make the
world perceptible. Qualitative research has a adigtic approach to the world. This
means to study things in their natural settinggnty to make sense of, or interpret,
phenomena in terms of the meaning people bringemt (Denzin & Lincoln 2005: 3.)

In addition to these approaches, qualitative refedias a strong objective towards
transforming the world (Creswell 2007: 37). Alsastkind of comparative studies of
government policies, in this case family policye @ step toward improving the policy

systems.

According to Hantrais (2004: 164), a qualitativpm@ach that take into account context
specificity, and the motives and meanings of actprevide an effective tool for

figuring out the possible effects of social polii€especially when it examines the
whole process from policy formulation to practieeg. meaning the lived experiences

of families, it is valuable to see the match betwpelicy objectives and outcomes for
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families. In the end of this study, for instance,is showed the level of families’

satisfaction with the public policy.

In general, in a qualitative study you aim to deped complex and detailed picture of
the issue under study (Viinamé&ki 2004; Creswell 7J00This includes reporting
multiple perspectives, taking into account the méamtors involved in a matter and
generally outlining a larger picture of the whadleis not compulsory to analyze large
cause-and-effect relationships among different @sperather it is to identify the
complex interactions in the situation. (Cresweld2039.) Due to this the amount of the
cases should stay limited in terms of the deptanaflysis and better understanding: an
increase in the amount of the cases makes the shailg complicated. (Viinamaki
2004: 29.) Therefore, this study remains in thee¢hcountries in order to get an

adequate and compatible analysis of the countries.

Typically qualitative studies “are emotion ladelgse to people and practical’” and one
good reason to accomplish a qualitative resear¢h Ieear silenced voices (Creswell
2007: 40, 43). This study about family policieslso to confirm this since it will show
there are significant differences in the respomsdgs of governments’ family policy
and that citizen’s opinions are not that much heewdrywhere — there are some
silenced voices. Secondly, it is useful to use itptale research when a problem needs
to be explored (Creswell 2007: 51). As already nosetd in the introductory chapter,
people might generally assume that social poliele®ng European Union are rather
similar. And even if the policies differ they mighbt know why and how much,

especially when studies in the field have not teahmuch accomplished.

It is ideal to use qualitative research in orderfolow up quantitative findings

(Creswell 1997: 40). In this thesis, quantitatieeirses as tables and statistics will be
interpreted with the help of qualitative informatiorhe empirical material is seen as an
indicator to what extent the countries are resp@nsn the end of the empirical part this
thesis presents citizens’ opinions about familyigyoin the three countries, which are to

authenticate the previous observations.
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However, as Creswell has emphasized, sometimestajiv&d studies do not have
“right” stories: They might not have endings, oglyestions. However, it can be sought
to create an accurate reflection of the gatheretnah (Creswell 2007: 51.) Also this

thesis, besides conclusions it makes, also ra@as guestions.

3.3. The empirical data

Documents are one of the basic types of informadiath it is possible to do a qualitative
research by examining documents (Creswell 2007:438) Usually in a qualitative

research it will be gathered multiple sources aédather than basing the study only on
a single data source. After collecting the datailk be organized into categories and
into more abstract groups of information and ladjerensions. (Creswell 2007: 38-39,
51.) In addition, there should be a “methodologmaigruence” in the study so that the
purposes, questions, and methods of researchlargeatonnected and interrelated so
that the study appears as a cohesive whole (Cre80@T: 42). In this study, the data is
organized into categories. The categories are cemgrwith each other and the

concepts used are more or less interconnected.

The empirical material in this thesis consists dimaistrative and public policy
literature, statistics and several types of documemovided by the governments or
institutions and organizations such OECD, Europ€ammmission, Eurofound and

Nososco. In addition, there are used constitutaonsother legislative sources.
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4. COMPARATIVE OBSERVATIONS OF FAMILY POLICY

In this part comparative observations of familyipplare handled. Such matters as
history, demographic situation, values, generalfavel state ideology, legislation,
financing, the amount of benefits, as well as eitiz opinions about family policy are

discussed.

4.1. Historical development of family policy in thieree countries

There are some comparables which are impossilheetsure, but which still have an
effect on the country’s administration. History age thing which has an enormous
influence on national configurations. “The oldecauntry, the more it has been shaped
by its history.” Some countries may have similastin their systems; however, they
can never be identical, because the attributedemidres are constructed differently for

each country. (Dogan & Kazancigil 1994: 11.)

The historical background can also be seen as @¢hson for decision-making in

politics. Choices from the past can limit the aadility of future alternatives. (Krasner
1988, quoted in Peters & van Nispen 1998: 52—339 argued that the effect of the
policies depends on the institutional settings wheis put into practice. It is a different
thing to implement specific policies in another ooy with a different history and

cultural background. If a country would like to @mice its family policy, it should look

for the specific methods that would be feasible m@atonable in that particular country.
(Bjorklund 2007: 36—38.)

The present policy instruments and political c@twan be seen as part of historic
development (Peters & van Nispen 1998: 53). Becautfteral differences stemming
from the history can be enormous between countifiesbasic country descriptions are
a prerequisite for the comparison, since thesebeathe answer to “why”- questions
(Heidenheimer et al. 1990: 3; Salminen 2000: 2Bgr&fore, it is relevant to illustrate

how the development of welfare state has procesdEuhland, Germany and Italy.



45

Finland

Finland had an employee industrial accident insteagating from 1895. Otherwise,
Finnish social security remained underdeveloped pawed with other western
European countries until the Second World War. Mésts did not have any kind of
social security scheme, except the civil servamtthe state, who were covered by a
Pensions Act since 1924. Social security at thieetmainly depended on municipal
poor relief; Finland was a poor country which eaoyowas mainly based on
agriculture and forest industry. In addition, theilcwar had also had its impacts

dividing the country both politically and socially.

Finnish social security began to develop towards énd of 1930s. The first major
reform was the National Pensions Act dating fron87L9This resulted from the new
government co-operation between the Social denmwarad the Agrarian Party and was
seen as a significant socio-political reform shayéndemocratic direction. This reform
together with the Maternity Grants Act from 1938dahe new Workers’ Industrial

Accident Insurance Act from 1935 represented sicgnitt progress in the development

of Finnish social security.

Since the Winter War a new way of thinking, nametynmon responsibility, fairness
and social security emerged. In the post-war peRodand developed into a state
dominated by labour market organizations. The familowance was a significant
socio-political reform; it covered all the familiesith children. In 1950, 592 000
families with 1 262 000 children received allowasicdlothers became eligible for

maternity grants in 1949.

Social Assistance act was created 1956. Absoluterpowas not anymore required;
preventive care could also be given to people roftéid resources. Social assistance
included compulsory maintenance and care, as veebither support to improve the

income and the state of health of the claimantienimily.
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The status of social welfare in the field of sogalicy changed in the 1960s and 1970s.
By the mid-1970s Finland had changed from an agmasociety to an industrial service
society. New pension systems and sickness inswacoastituted a significant
enlargement of the social security system and thergence of modern social
insurance. In addition, children were dischargednfthe legal obligation to provide for
their parents. The need for social services was ialsreased by the change in family
structures as well as by the increased participatib women in working life. New
social issues, like the need for children’s dayeaaame up and the reform of children’s
day-care in 1973 made that local authorities becasgonsible for the arrangement for

all children in need of such services.

The Children’s Day-Care Act and the Primary He&ltre Act were building blocks for

the Finnish welfare state in the 1970’s and 1980&ating the basis for enlarging the
scope of universal public services. Also by the ehd990’s a growing emphasis on
services was visible in family policy expenditufehildren’s day care was expanded
during the recession of 1990’s and afterwardsebldtof part-time day-care and family
day-care, a shift of emphasis towards full-time-daye started to dominate. In addition,
improvements in family allowances and child homeecallowances were made.
(Niemela & Salminen 2006: 1-50.)

Germany

In Germany social insurance was introduced comjpatgtearly as part of Bismarck’s
political strategy in the 1881 being the greatoral social insurance program first in
the world (Heidenheimer et al. 1990: 13; Bahle 20XGter Germany was united in
1871 under the leadership of Otto von Bismarck, rilagion developed a common
government structure and social policy. Alreadyobefthe official legislation, there
were numerous voluntary corporate and municipap-hahd support funds to cover

social risks.

Bismarck organized an extensive social law to calrerbiggest risks of life. The laws

grounded by the emperor were the foundation fon@ersocial legislation. To the time
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of unification, only 10% of the population were linded in the social insurance system,

as they nowadays are almost 90%.

Officially the German decentralized social policyasvestablished in 1889 and many
laws laid the foundations of the German social arelfsystem already in the 19
century. Most efforts were completed by the midd®92 egislations to cover illness,
accidents and old age and invalidity were laid. Hier regime (1933-45) introduced
major changes in individual programs and progranmiagstration. In 1942 all
employees regardless of occupation were coveregicbident insurance, by unlimited
health care, and maternity leave was extended tdull paid weeks with job

protection.

The Weimar Republic started the basic social sesvibut family benefits and family
allowances were not introduced, expect for a gheriod after World War 1. In general,
the German family policy was underdeveloped in cangon to other Continental

European countries during that time.

From the beginning the German social insuranceesysias been strongly based on
dividing groups according to professions. Despiteirt objectives, the Nazis did not
have any major effect on supporting families. Fraraple, family allowances were
primarily only for large families. They failed imis sense and German welfare state

became strongly employment-centred.

Ministry of the Family was established 1954 andeptal leave and child-rearing
benefit were introduced in 1986. Two separate Geratates evolved after World War
II, each with its own social policy programs. LaMfest Germany moved back to
decentralized administration and control. In W#st, return to separate earnings-related
and means-tested benefits for different groups mé¢laat social insurance, social
compensation, and public assistance were not etegjinto one overall administration.
In the mid 1970s, legislators tried to unite thalgpthe protection, and the entitlements
as much as possible. But they failed to developl@Eerent and uniform system that

would have eliminated disparities in individual hig. Indeed, by the mid-1990s the
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disparities in welfare benefits in unified Germamgd become even more significant
than before. (Bundesministerium fur Arbeit und @t 2009: 1; Bahle 2010;
Countrystudies 2010.)

Italy

A two-tiered economy is common for ltaly becausehef relative poverty in the South
and the Wealth in the North. Italy was not unifiettil the end of the Tdcentury. The
first obligatory social insurance systems wereomhticed between 1898 and 1919. The
national social insurance system was finished aabilzed throughout the 1950s and
1960s. However, beginning from the 1970s the pmadésegionalization started and
this had a vast impact on the welfare state spkieeerera 2005: 192.)

There were in ltaly late 1960s social movementsctvhgontributed in more liberal
social attitudes. They made possible more libeaahilfy culture and contributed to
various examples of relevant legislation. Thus dagnily planning services were
introduced in 1975. Even the extended family, whics the general pattern of Italian
life, showed a remarkable decline in the whole ¢tguduring the 1980s, including
Southern Italy. (Niero 1996: 117-131.)

In the late 1970s Italy had a wide expansion offavelprovisions. The National Health

Service established in 1978 is to be seen as theuiniversalist welfare state scheme
ever introduced in Italy — and also as a sign afedéralized policy. The local health

authorities became responsible for health servieesn for family planning services.

However, also problems arose: Italy did not haveerall National Health Plan: This

resulted in advantages of the most affluent anecéffe organized regions and towns.
(Niero 1996: 132.)

For a longer time, incrementalism has been the asghing principle in the
development of Italian welfare state. It is alsareémark that Italian welfare state has
been based on a series of ideologies and thabthial policy is much connected to the

broader cultural, economic and social climate efd¢buntry. (Niero 1996: 132.) Even if
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the proportion of GDP in social expenditures in 1960s and early 1970s was high by
OECD standards, the philosophy and the way to geowelfare were old-fashioned.
Italy implemented a universal approach in healthicgaot before the late 1970s, and
extended its social security system to most granpsociety. During this time many
other European countries were having problems wihbial policy and slowly the
problems reached Italy as well: Italy was mainlgused of its unclear decision-making
process, lack of public participation, legislatweerregulation and of its clientelism and

corruption.

Because of these debates, several proposals towandsre modern welfare system
emerged. However, the suggestions were ignored. fOuéhe inflation of 1980s
government wanted to keep the public expenditugeuwcontrol. Nevertheless, in the
beginning of 1990s the insufficient measures amdlalck of an overall strategy led to
the radical policy changes which can be seen asang point. (Niero 1996: 117-131.)
Because of their special geoeconomic or geoculitation, five autonomous regions
were established in the 1950s and early 1960s. dkher fifteen ordinary regions
became fully operative not before the late 197Ggiéhal disparities were still wide,
though. Due to this the 1980s also witnessed thergance of regionalist parties, e.qg.
Lega Nord supporting the independence of Northidy. |

Italian welfare state is withessing a clear dynarofcregional differentiation in
important policy areas, though Italy has tried tove towards more universalistic
system. However, external economic pressures agidgrideficits meant that the
universalistic welfare state never became fullyadeped. Public dept rose dramatically
in the 1980s. This was due to the government'sresffto meet demands for more
services without raising taxes. This resulted i fifact that Italy has today the largest
dept in Europe. (Ferrera 2005: 192-203.) In addljitin 1994 the government caused
massive social unrest as policymaking was not basedrding to national consensus
(Esping-Andersen 1997: 75).
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4.2. A current question: Demographic pressure orilygpolicy

Demographic facts

“Europe is facing today unprecedented demograph&nge.” So goes the starting
sentence of the European Commission Green Papat aetwafronting the demographic
challenges. (Bjorklund 2007: 9.)

Ageing in the societies has started: The baby-besméer World War Il are now
reaching their retirements from the labour markéiese changes are putting much
pressure on family policies. The population ageg&#rs and above will be growing by
2 million people every year for the next 25 yegEiropean Commission 2008b.) The
imbalance in societies will be even greater duthéofact that the number of the elderly
is increasing in absolute terms as well due taigieg life expectancy (Saraceno 1997:
86). In addition, the family models have also clahgntensely over last decades.
(Scherer 1997: 44; European Commission 2008a: 1-5.)

Ageing poses a major threat to welfare states lagid finances (Esping-Andersen 1997:
70); ageing indeed is seen as a “growth indust@fark, Burkhauser, Moon, Quinn &
Smeeding 2004: 1). It has even been called as brieeogreatest challenges in the
history of welfare state (Ferrarini 2006: 1). Itwld be impossible to ignore the fact that
ageing and its implications are major issues farwell-being (Clark et al. 2004: 1).
OECD estimations indicate that if current bendfihslards are maintained, ageing alone
will cause pension and health costs to double endsiple by 2040 (Esping-Andersen
1997: 70). Even a late forming of family will hawside social and economic
consequences. (Scherer 1997: 44.) Economically, seea needs to make good
decisions about policy and understand the diredtiadirect effects of various actions
(Clark et al. 2004: 1).

Many countries in Europe, including Italy, haveddcsevere problems in their welfare
systems: In Italy about one-third of total annuablic deficits are because of the

pension contribution shortfalls. (Esping-Andersé&d®72: 70.) Forecasts indicate that
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Italian and German populations, having one of theelst fertility rates in Western
nations, will begin to decline in the next 25 year#f there is no change in policies.
Populations in these states are becoming much eldee 20 percent or more of their
population will be over the age of 65 (Clark et2004, appendix 1). The situation has
to do also with familialism: Italy, a familialisticountry has the world’s lowest fertility
levels while the most de-familialized Nordic couesr boast the highest fertility levels

in Europe (Esping-Andersen 1999: 67).

Usually the countries strive for maximum producti&ill, in order to attain high GNP,
it also needs population. Thus, economically seenial policy is effective: it creates
trust as well as economic and population growthud{uquoted in J.P.Roos 2007: 22).
In addition, wealthy economic situation is usuafjgod for children and wealthy
children are good for the economics (Save the @mld®000: 20). Thus, it would be

profitable to create a functioning family and sbgialicy system.

The demographic pressure is a current topic simeduture of welfare states is not that
optimistic either. According to George (1996: 198)pst of the indicators examined
suggest that future demand for welfare will rishisTposes a challenge to the national
governments. It could be stated that European veelfdate is not adapting with
sufficient speed to meet the needs (Taylor-Gool®61216-217) and different national
systems and governments have answered to the regab and demographic conditions
to different degrees (Taylor-Gooby 1996: 216-21&aeno 1997: 91; Anttonen &
Sointu 2006: 19; Paskalia 2007: 7). The Mediteraaneountries appear to have been
least successful in adapting to changes that shroekt the future needs (Taylor-Gooby
1996: 216-217).

The variation between Nordic countries with gensrdamily policies and other
European countries with less generous family pedic@dccounts for approximately 0.4
higher fertility rates in Nordic countries. (Bjoddd 2007: 36—38). However, it should
be 2.1 births per woman in order to keep the pdjmunaat about same size. Countries
with lower fertility rates will have proportionalljnore older than young persons. (Clark
et al. 2004: 13-14). This is seen in appendix 1:té information given in the table
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support the fact that countries with more respandamily policy also have more
optimistic statements about population growth odiaue age. Since Germany and ltaly
have lower fertility rates than Finland, their ptgiion proportion over 60 years is also

higher. Again, their population proportion underid¢%ower than in Finland.

As seen in table 1, Finland’s fertility rate is amd 1.8 compared to Germany with 1.3
and ltaly with approximately 1.4. Finland has ambuh4 births more per women than
Italy and Germany. That is typical amount for coi@st with more generous family

policies as earlier mentioned.

Table 1. Total Fertility Rates in Finland, Germamgd Italy in 2008 (Eurostat 2008).

Country
Finlanc Germaly Italy (2007 EU Averaat
2
Fertility

rate 15
1
0,5
0

What to do?

Changing family patterns must be taken into accaaonpolicy-making and in the
modernization of family policies (European ComnossR008a: 1-5) since the ageing
crisis depends not only on pure demographics, bsb greatly on family and
employment policies (Esping-Andersen 1997: 70.) dkding to some, it is the
responsibility of policy-makers to answer to themdgraphic changes (Clark et al.
2004: 3).
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During some decades it has been made cross-nasituthés about fertility levels and
family policies (Bjorklund 2007: 36—38). Many stadishow that generous economic
support in the form of modern family policies trutas an effect on fertility behavior
(Saraceno 1997: 85-86; Esping-Andersen 1997; 199@9; Clark et al. 2004;
European Commission 2005: 5; Anttonen & Sointu 20B@rklund 2007). If the
society helps and if a great part of the costs kéllprovided by the tax revenue, the
burden of the expense is not that huge (Malms &itAsdri 2009: 56-57).

Many studies also show that by creating good pd#&b to combine work and family
may be one solution to relatively high fertilitytea (Esping-Andersen 1997: 74; 1999;
Paskalia 2007; European Commission 2008a: 5). Ofseg this requires adequate and
affordable care services. Furthermore, it has Iséewed that countries especially with
high amount of female employment have higher fertiates, too (Saraceno 1997: 85—
86; European Commission 2008b; Duvander, Ferr&rihhalberg 2008).

It has been studied, that one of the main reasamsot creating a family have been the
financial costs (Saraceno 1997: 85-86; Kuusi, gqlatel.P.Roos 2007: 22). The main
difficulties in family life were seen to be relatacosts of housing and raising children
(Esping-Andersen 2002: 63; Kuusi, quoted in J.PSR@07: 22). According to a recent
study, the first year of a child costs for the pésearound 7000 € and before the child is
18 years the costs will be around 100 000 €. Thsscare most expensive during the
first year of the child since the income is at Istvduring the maternity or paternity

leave. (Malms & Helavuori 2009: 56-57.) Therefaeew philosophy of dividing the

costs of children in the society is needed (Espgindersen 1997: 74). That is almost an

inevitable action towards more responsive familijjgyo

The studies also show that it is not any specibiiicyg instrument; rather they are all the
procedures and the political culture concerningilfapolicy which affects the situation.

The presence and the interaction between variolisig are to raising the fertility

levels: E.g. the Nordic family policy model with itbcare and parental leave which
aims at support both parents to combine parentlamadparticipation in employment.
(Bjorklund 2007: 36-38).
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4.3. Role of values

Valuemeans “a belief, standard, criteria, or a prefegghat is held by an individual” or
shared between groups. Around ethics interest enfaimily is seen as an important
value since the family is the fundamental partadisty (Sheeran 2006: 132). Also for
the vast majority of Europeans the family is aneatial value (Hantrais 2000: 95).
Values are also important to take into accounthi@ policy making: According to

Armingeon & Beyeler (2004: 7), the more a policyeadgoes well together with
prevailing national values on the country — the entitere is possibility this policy

comes true.

Good administration and values go side by sideichtg good administration means a
burden of values (Salminen 2005: 8). Democracyisparency, equality, integrity and
responsibility are values which are traditionakyated to good administration (Eskola
2006: 4). They belong to administration also in e@se that values which belong to
administration are expressed in the law. Besidiss Walues often determinate how the
ethical thinking in public service is seen. (Salenin2005: 8-12.) Values are the
principles that illustrate which administrative iaos are seen as proper administration.
There are many important values which are emphagizthe administration. But, if the
values consist only of effectiveness and econoffficiency, it is not a good basis for
administration (Viinamaki 2005: 32), thus valuesfaifness and objectivity challenge
the economical values (White 1999: 21, quoted EnNi& Salminen 2005: 29). Thus, it
could be summarized that the values for welfareishbave priority.

“Values form the foundation of the public servicéll the OECD (Organization for
Economic Co-Operation and Development) countridd hoset of certain core values.
For instance for Finland, Germany and Italy is camrthat they had all listed values as
impartiality, neutrality and objectivity as the mdequently stated values. On the other
hand also differences exist: such values as lggatitl fidelity to the state were listed as
regular values only in Germany and lItaly, whereatuas as responsibility and

accountability were listed as frequent values dnlyFinland and Germany. (OECD
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2000: 33.) It should be mentioned, that the valmestioned in the lists should also

come true in practice (Kajaste 1998: 11, quoteliemi & Salminen 2005: 29).

Also the functionality of good administration dedsnon values. At the opposite of
good administration is weak and unresponsive adnation. Corruption has been
defined as the biggest obstacle for developing ggmeernance (Niemi & Salminen
2005: 29, 34). This also according to United Nato€orruption is known to be
especially harmful toward the most vulnerable aadrived in the society (Dwivedi &
Mishra 2007: 701-702). This can also be relatedatunilies: Families are also a

vulnerable institution in the society, due to th&@ expenses, among others.

Social capital has been measured in nations to shbigh values are appreciated.
According to Kananoja it is a significant factor @énsociety: The purpose of social
capital is to aim at the common good. The moreeits trust each other and the state,
the more there is general integrity. The more eitizcan take part of society decisions
and the more impartial and equitable the incomgribligion is, the better the situation
is. (Kananoja 2003: 194-196.)

The existence of maladministration is to affecth® social values as well. General trust
in society is to affect positively citizen’s welelmg. People who live in less corrupt
societies as well as those living in a stable deat@cnation are likely to express more
trust (Eurofound 2009: 55). The trust in politioastitutions is thought to derive from a
cultural disposition for trust as well as from agoitive evaluation of the performance
of the institutions. Thus, it is connected to gahéeelings of trust in society. Trust on
political institutions may be used as an indicatbrpeople’s trust in the country’s
democracy. (Eurofound 2009: 55.) This may come fthenfact that political decisions
should always be guided by the values and prisritiecitizens (Ferrarini 2006: 159—
160).

Of the Western European Union countries, lack afsttrin such institutions as

government and parliament is most evident in It&gople in the Nordic countries
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expressed the highest levels of trust whereas &ldatiropean countries were placed in
the middle. (Eurofound 2009: 55, 62.)

It is the government and the parliament who in tinet hand make the decisions
concerning family policy. Thus, it is relevant toosv how Finnish, German and Italian
citizens evaluate the performance. Tables 2 anadcbe seen as indicators that
Finnish citizens see the policy functioning welldathat they trust on the country’s
democracy: 70 % of citizens trust on government &@Ad% trust on parliament. In
Germany and ltaly it is the opposite: In Germany?2%ust on government, and 31 %
on parliament. In Italy one fourth of citizens, @5 trust on government and 26 % trust
on parliament. This reveals about the citizengs&attion or dissatisfaction toward the
policy: As said the trust in political institutions thought to derive partly from the
citizens’ evaluation of the functioning of the iibstions. In other words, if they do find

the country’s policy being responsive.

Table 2. Citizen’s Trust on National Government2006 (European Commission
2007).
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Table 3. Citizen’s Trust on National Parliamen2006 (European Commission 2007).
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4.4. Welfare state ideology in the three countries

4.41. Finland

Finland and “The three welfare groups” model

With this regime it is referred to Nordic countri@$e reason to call this system “social
democratic” refers to the fact that during the bigfgsocial reform few decades ago,
social democracy was the dominant force (Espingedseh 1990: 27). In general, this
regime arrived quite late; In Finland it was essdt#d around 1960s (Esping-Andersen
1999: 78). It is also clearly the smallest regimmeug. Universalism, risk treatment,
generous benefit amounts and striving for equalig/typical for this regime. The latter
could be expressed also as “an equality of thedsigstandards”. (Esping-Andersen
1990: 27-28.) The system might not always differ sach from other Western
European regimes — but the difference is, the Narduntries have brought the welfare
thinking furthest. In addition, they have assuréden-based rights automatically for
everybody — and not contribution-based benefitsnasiany other regimes. (Esping-
Andersen 1999: 78.)
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To maximize the equality and well-being, the Nordauntries have no or minimized
market thinking. This is possible if the benefite adequate. Actually, it is not only
Nordic regime which includes social democratic kimig. It is rather the liberal regime

which provides rather modest benefits compared thightwo other systems. However,
what makes the Nordic nations unique, includingldfid, is the fact that they with

generosity provide universal benefits: Rich and rpoeceive the same rights and
benefits. In addition, in this regime, the stat@ygla major role in promoting well-being
and life changes. In the 1960’s the Nordic stateded to provide services catering to
family needs, especially care for children andelaerly. (Esping-Andersen 1999: 78—
80.)

Secondly, the social democratic welfare regimehiaracterized by its comprehensive
socialization of risks (Esping-Andersen 1999: 19)s committed to heavy burden in
maintaining a solidaristic and universalistic wedfasystem (Esping-Andersen 1990:
28). However, it cannot be too little emphasizeat there are many things to affect the
functioning and benefit of the system, to beginhvthie ethicality, actually the whole
culture. If there is unethical behavior in the ragj it is much to reduce the profitability

of the governance and the public economy.

Social rights are seen as an entitlement in th@aldemocratic regime-type; this has
resulted in new middle classes. They pursued aa tdat the services and benefits
would satisfy even the most demanding tastes of neddle classes. Second, the
equality would mean also that there is work avadddbr everybody and workers can
enjoy better earnings. Sitill, the approach iotet to different needs. Factory workers
have entitlement to the same rights as civil seés/and all the social classes are under
the same social security system. However, beneiits distributed according to
accustomed earnings. This system doesn’t requirekendorces. Consequently, it
constructs solidarity for all. (Esping-Andersen @927-28.) Nordic system has always
pursued equality by encouraging to work rather thgnncome maintenance or job

protection (Esping-Andersen 1997: 67).
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The social democratic regime aspires to deliverefitnpreemptively, too. As far as
family policy is concerned, it will emancipate ind help familyhood already
beforehand the need is exhausted. The idea behandlberation of family is to give
capacities for individual independence. This sigsifliberty for citizens, too. In
consequence of this, the welfare state transfemgflie even directly to children and

takes responsibility of caring for children. (EgpiAndersen 1990: 28.)

Finland according to the social security model artder relevant notions

Inside the social security model, social rights badefits in the Scandinavian or Nordic
countries indeed don’t differ from the British aoifn the Atlantic model in the sense
that they both are based on social citizenship. ¢d@w it is still much argued that the
Nordic countries constitute a separate model. Tagirs what they are pursuing are
different: even if their foundation is to grant waisal benefits for all, Nordic systems
also provide significant extra income-related bésgfinanced by contributions. Of this
can benefit those who have been actively employedrefore, their system is said to
have a dual objective: both to grant a minimum meobenefit at the level of
subsistence for everybody; and to provide conskderasupplementary benefits
concerning income. In general, concerning sociitpoit cannot be stated that Finland
would be that remarkably distinct in every aspeiwever, the answer has so far been
that they are the key aspects of policy and welfenech distinct the Nordic countries
from other European models and make them to formvangroup. (Paskalia 2007: 35—
36)

First of all, it is clear to see that when welfareliving conditions are the case, a
‘Nordic model’ seem to persist as they have systiemsimilarities; Nordic social
policies have more evidence for similarity thansdislarity. The similarities include
things like lower level of income inequality andMgoverty rates. In addition, gender
equality the Nordic countries have brought furthédt Nordic countries, including
Finland, have the lowest gender gap in earningshesg also in general have higher

labour force participation and relative low gendesparities in wages. You could even
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speak about “a Nordic equality model”. In generadistribution of benefits has been

most obvious in the Nordic countries, includingl&id.

Gender equality has already long time been an esigdth value in Nordic countries.
Thus, it might have affected the shape that gepdicies have taken. These statements
are not directly about family policy. Neverthelegwy reflect to family policy as well.
Therefore, e.g. mothers with small children in Nherdic countries do not need to be

economically dependent as much as elsewhere. @Kau#l. 2001: 263-267.)

Even if there are slight differences among theguedi in the Nordic countries, they all,
including Finland, belong to the same model andeh#sllowed the pattern of

‘modernized motherhood’ (Lewis & Ostner, quotedRaskalia 2007: 98). Moreover,
the Nordic countries are moving in a direction veiwr children’s day care is securing

the same rights as basic education for childrerer(iéla & Salminen 2006: 9-23.)

At best the Nordic welfare model is described dwmetd wide production of welfare
services and equality within. It has been discussdtk Nordic welfare states based on
equality in the competing and global world canrfftara the system based on equality.
However, the Nordic welfare state regimes have beeareptional in providing for
economical, social and educational rights. Theseiesements have not been an
economical hindrance: it has resulted in wide dagigts, marginal poverty and the

status of women have increased. (Anttonen & SA&0Q6: 11.)

All'in all, even if also Finland has disadvantage#s system and is even partly a low
support giver in child matters when compared todiostandard (Anttonen & Sointu

2006: 116-117), it is still the most responsive ntou in family policy between the

three countries — and this belonging to the Nogdawup. The public policy support may
not directly strive for higher fertility rates, btite overall generosity of benefits, which
are relatively high, redistribute income levelsvietn social groups, thus resulting in
raised life quality (Hantrais 2004: 185).
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4.4.2. Germany

Germany and “The three welfare groups” model

The German welfare model is an example of a ‘caadie-corporatist’-system.

(Esping-Andersen 1990). The reason why it is cdltawhservative regime” signals the
dominant political movement. In most of continerEalrope, liberalism has not gained
ground; also the socialists were often excludethftbe policymaking. The core of this

regime type is a blend of class division and faahgm.

Germany had welfare reforms after World War Two. sM&@ontinental European
countries copied these models. However, the refavere far from equal politics. For
this model is typical risk pooling and familialistvalues deviating from the historical
legacy meaning that Germany has had highly cené@lgovernment. The civil service
can enjoy large benefits and much more luxurioumrities than “the others”.

Concerning pensions Germany has been the cased#stncorporativism and the basic
distinction has only been made between factory affide workers, whereas health

insurance is divided in 1,200 different regionai¢wpational or company-based funds.

Familialism is typical in Germany. It is a mixtuoé the male bread-winner favoritism
of social protection and the centrality of the famwho takes care of its members and is
ultimately responsible for its members’ welfare. &Vftharacterizes Germany is the
legal instruction that parents are responsible tfogir children and children are
responsible for their parents in case of need. Edits do not get social support if
there are parents who could support them. In additthere is also a systematic
unwillingness to provide social services, as iuasss there are the general male bread-
winner model and the practice of family wage. Thanes the remaining group getting

provisions are often “atypical” households as lorahers.

The conservative model favours rather a passivp@tipo employment management.
They do prioritize a strong job protection for aldg employed adult, male

householders. Active training policy or to work thdo get good employment situation
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is marginal. To deal with youth or female unempleyin a conservative regime is a
guestion of family support or of induced labour glypreduction. This can be e.g. in
form of discouraging married women entering labooarket or supporting early
retirement. When we compare the conservative regiitte social democratic welfare
states, the uniqueness of the continental coungiegen stronger, as we notice that the
social democratic states are uniquely de-famiidiaf. (Esping-Andersen 1999: 81—
84.)

Germany according to the social security model atigbr relevant notions

Social security systems in this model are basediank performance. The benefits are
restricted to well-defined categories of the emptbypeople. Therefore, the insurance
model is the typical feature of these systems. stiiemes are divided into many groups
addressing specific fragments within the workforEgen if the principal purpose is

income maintenance in times of need for those e@uvdny the schemes, the system
actually deteriorates the class and status difteremvithin the workers, supporting only

partial solidarity.

The social security model, as well as Esping-Anel®ss model, interprets the system
originates from the early German insurance schefraa Bismarcian times. This
system prevails mainly in continental countrieshwit strong religious tradition. In
Catholic countries where the ‘subsidiarity’ preedil social security could not develop
to an advanced level. The matter of subsidiarity, that the state is expected — and
even permitted — to help citizens only when theiliaas a first option has exhausted its

capability to help.

In other words, social security in this system daseloped on a fragmented basis.
Stronger family influences had left not much spdice the development of state
responsibility. Moreover, the relationship betwé&&rrch and the State was considered
to be essential for the emergence and developniiestictal security and its articulation

in distinct models. In the Catholic countries, t#urch by tradition assumed
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responsibility for the care of the poor and sickv&dl as education and maintaining e.g.
schools and hospitals. This was the case welitire@d' century. (Paskalia 2007: 34.)

German model could be described to lie somewhetedes the Nordic and Latin
social models. According to Hassel (2001: 154-188jering from more universal,
egalitarian models of social-democrat regimes imdiocountries, the German welfare
system aspires to sustain some traditional diffeerby preserving the differentiated
treatment of social groups. For instance, the ipytlicy is driven by the desire to
raise children within a two-parent, preferably,esclusively, married couple (Hantrais
2004: 160). Also otherwise differentiated treatmexists between civil servants,
farmers and the self-employed. The German soc@lrdg system is also based on an
assumption that everybody are working. This distcrates citizens not in employment.
(Hassel 2001: 154-155.)

As far as the administration and policy formatioh German social security is
concerned, organized political activities have muwebm for public functions. As a
corporatist country, the speciality of the Germaadei are the importance and the
autonomy of their organized interest associatioh&chv officially lead many of their
public functions and belong to the organizatiortalicture of social security. Parties,
welfare organizations, churches and trade unioaegamples of these interest groups.
(Hassel 2001: 154-155.)

Germany is an example of a country that duringdkest years has been struggling with
low birth-rates and problems of women to combineidpavork and family

responsibilities (Ferrarini 2006: 159). Policy me@s are dedicated for families more
to be able to combat with everyday life — not fapgorting whether or not to have
children (Hantrais 2004: 185). Among Central Euaipecountries Germany is a
country where social services and other benefésvare focused on elderly with many

services.

Typically, woman employment in Germany is low (Amtéen & Sipila 1996: 17, quoted
in Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 16-17). In addition, pakpolicy influences the family-
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employment relationship. In Germany, e.g. the patdeave is found ambivalent. The
taxation system is seen as favouring the male hreaér providing a further

disincentive for women to be employed. (Hantraie22a.85.)

The family belongs to the core of German and Glanstiemocratic ideology, but there
appears to be a gap between idea and practice.aBefamily benefits are modest by
comparison: Public support on family policy as atcof total social expenditure is
medium. In addition, Germany is situated in the dtedwhen compared child benefit
packages. (Bahle 2010.)

4.4.3. ltaly

Italy and “The three welfare groups” model

According to Esping-Andersen, Italy is said to Imgldo the same conservative welfare
regime as Germany. The social Catholicism and dstrthe subsidiarity have been
particularly strong in Southern Europe. As wellim$sermany, also in Italy the etatist

heritage was postponed in the new post-war wetftate.

Italy, in contrast to Germany, has a unified heplitgramme while Italian pensions are
divided in more than 120 occupational plans. (Eg#ndersen 1999: 82-84.) Also
otherwise, Italy has a great emphasis on pensidms. might possibly allow for intra-
family economical assistance from the old to thengp but it is not guaranteed and the

social inequality still exists. (Esping-Anderser91975.)

In Southern Europe, as in Italy, familialism isiarportant attribute of conservatism. To
give the family benefits is often seen as unnecgsdae to the practice of “family
wage”. (Esping-Andersen 1999: 82-84.) Due to thenilfalism, Italy is more
“pensioner state” rather than “welfare state”. Toatradiction of pro-family policy in
countries like Italy is that it maintains familysgonsibilities — but at the expense of
declining fertility rates. (Esping-Andersen 1997, &7.) Interestingly, family policies

are extraordinaly undeveloped in the most famdtai regimes, as in ltaly (Esping-
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Andersen 1999: 51). And, as already stated in then@n case, also in Italy prevails a
legal instruction that parents are responsible tfogir children and children are

responsible for their parents in case of need.

The Italian system, belonging to the conservategime, assumes the standard model
to be the male bread-winner family. Therefore, sfars for ‘atypical’ households, e.g.
lone mothers, tends to be insignificant. This tgpeesidualism has parallels with the
liberal model. However, its target is very differectonservative residualism is above all
a response to a family failure whereas liberaldwsliism means picking up bad risks
left behind by market failure. Nevertheless, infboases, the approach supports social
assistance over rights, such as the Italian s@&akion, or in Germany the German
“Sozialhilfe”. (Esping-Andersen 1999: 82-84.)

Italy according to the social security model andestnotions

It was not many years ago, that southern Europedfare states were only a matter of
little academic research interest. In the pasty tivere either not included in the
comparative social policy studies, or they wereluded within broader “welfare
families” or regarded as under-developed systerumban bit similar development as
their more developed counterparts to the NorthsKBlea 2007: 37.)

According to the social security model, Italy isspmned to belong to ‘latim rim’
countries. However, it is also positioned to beloémdhe continental, that is to say, in
the conservative group as in welfare state groupingertain extent. However, the
social security model greatly emphasizes Italy does exactly belong to the same
group with Germany, as Esping-Andersen’s theorylyaio. This “fourth group” has
been characterized as rudimentary, undevelopedawel§ystem. In some of the
countries belonging to this group, there is notrighwelfare. Instead, welfare traditions
from the past associated with the Catholic Chupgear to exist.

Some social security schemes function as basicmacarrangement. Employment

structures might be radically different and oftenlude rural orientation. This scheme
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provides a system to economically barely survivd #rs reveals a different — non-
northern European — ‘welfare’ state backgroundadiition, these countries do not

strive for full employment, especially with respéztwomen.

Many of ‘Latim rim’ countries have taken big stegrsd have made strong promises in
their legislations pointing towards a ‘modern wedfastate’. However, the
implementation of the legal, institutional and sbdevels of these plans appears to be

lacking.

This categorization has been criticized for regagdsouthern European countries as
old-fashioned and that is has not been taking @toount the development and
expansion of welfare systems in 1970s and 1980yhéw, according to the social
security model, it is the centrality of the famijich is the important key feature in all
southern European regimes. Even if we cannot spkakspecific family model, in all
of the ‘Latin Rim’ countries, including Italy, therare certain common functions in the
family units. This helps e.g. understanding the wornemployment policy. In spite of
all, the family functions as a safety net beingdbarce of security and support to their
members: among others the family provides the cailel and services to the sick,
elderly and disabled. Also in case of unemployméamilies bring together their
income from different sources. When in other cdaestthey are the state welfare grants
which provide you the welfare, in ‘Latim rim’ courds, as Italy, it is the family which
tries to make it possible to their members to rexaglability to welfare. (Paskalia 2007:
36-37.)

However, the southern European countries, wherdliésmoften appear to be in most
need of financial support, are generally those wtgovernments have not the funds
available to invest in support measures (Hantr@842 160). In southern European
countries, as in Italy, governments are criticifmdthe low level of provision, which is
seen as unhelpful in preventing poverty and doésmean family support in times of
need. In addition, since services are deliveredca@nmunal level, the different
distribution of services emphasizes the interngpaliities within the country. (Hantrais
2004: 176-177.)
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Even if in southern European countries’ public dtédre strategies are planned with
enabling more women to enter and remain in worlifgg when they have young
children, a frequent complaint is about the mismmabetween working hours and

opening hours of childcare centers which are nbegent. (Hantrais 2004: 189.)

4.5. Legislative foundation of family policy

Good legislation does not necessarily make goodeguowent, but good
government cannot emerge without good laws. Thalitons necessary for
respect for human rights, democracy, and the rdilew cannot improve without
an adequate legal basis.
Legislation and its implementation are therefordtical to the development of
democracy and the rule of law. Also, for democrexyunction properly, laws
have to be prepared, drafted, discussed, and adopteough an open and
transparent process that involves actors outsideligZaent and government.
(OSCE 2010.)
The system of laws is the foundation for the purstipolicies. They define the civil
rights and duties of civil servants. (Roos 2007:The public family policy is justified
in “lex patriae”, the national law as well as ineémational agreements. Public servants
influence policy through recommendations to theslegure. (Denhardt 2008: 47.) With
information about the legislative structures it dasier to explain the causes and
consequences of welfare states (Esping-Andersef; 19&rarini 2006). Thus, it is
relevant to give a description concerning familyligo legislation in EU, Finland,

Germany and Italy.

45.1. EU

Objectives

The EU coordinates and encourages national govensnie combat poverty and social
exclusion. It encourages them to reform their doeelfare systems by learning from

each other and controlling which policies functioest. EU supports the countries to

clarify the challenges posed by demographic chamgkto prepare for the changes of
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population ageing by focusing upon the opportusitia addition, EU encourages the
member countries to report regularly with data arfdrmation. This is important for

the comparisons across the EU. (European Commig8ibda.)

The dimensions of societal wellbeing are includedhe Lisbon Strategy and are a
focus of EU social policy. This is seen in the reed EU Social Policy Agenda, which
reflects the social services of general interestlidarity and social inclusion.
(Eurofound 2009: 53.) Also otherwise, in last degathmily matters have gained
greater importance on the EU policy agenda (Ha2@04: 131).

In 1997 they required EU member states to imprdwielcare provision (Hantrais 2004:
164). In addition, already in 1997 OECD also stdteat policies should ensure that
those who have children are able to combine faamlg career duties, and that parents
need the possibility for child care facilities whiare reasonable with their employment
patterns. (Scherer 1997: 13, 47.) Still, EU does aomtrol it. According to Scherer
(1997: 47), in many countries inside Europe, theegoments are supporting one-earner
systems. In these countries, starting a familydedined and family sizes continue to
fall.

Legislation

The legislative framework for EU social policy hbeen modest when compared to
legislation on other fields (Cairns 2002: 271). dpean law has consistently had the
judgment that social policy decisions should beoagaished at national level,

performing according to the subsidiarity principle accommodate differences in
welfare systems. Therefore, one point making biteince in the family policy is the

legitimacy of state intervention in family affairsthich differs greatly between the

member states. Besides this, if policy formulateBla level is effectively implemented

in member states remains uncertain due to thetfett effectiveness in monitoring,

policing and applying sanctions can vary greatleen the countries. (Hantrais 2004:
163-164.)
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“Article 33
Family and professional life
1. The family shall enjoy Ilegal, economic and dociprotection.
2. To reconcile family and professional life, ewerg shall have the right to
protection from dismissal for a reason connectetthwaternity and the right to
paid maternity leave and to parental leave follogvitne birth or adoption of a
child.
Article 34
Social security and social assistance
1. The Union recognises and respects the entitlenesocial security benefits
and social services providing protection in caseshs as maternity, illness,
industrial accidents, dependency or old age, andthe case of loss of
employment, in accordance with the proceduresdawn by Community law and
national laws and practices(European Commission 2010b.)
European Union has a rather extensive legal basisnember states. Though, since
there still exists the subsidiarity principle td the member states decide themselves
about their family policy and EU is not controllitigeir policy, it does not mean these

paragraphs of law would come true.

4.5.2. Finland, Germany and Italy

Constitutions are a necessary part of democraticepublican government: it is the
fundamental law establishing the character of aeguwent by defining the basic

principles to which a society must conform. (Thed-Dictionary 2010b.)

In Finland, Germany and Italy, the Constitution Haes highest hierarchy in the national
legislations (Ismayr 1997:9; European Judicial Netw2007). However, the content
and implementation of the constitution might vasince the constitutions in Western
European nations manifest themselves as a comprobesveen different political

trends. This is seen as an important prerequigiteave wide consensus, stabilization

and democratic legitimacy. (Ismayr 1997: 12.)
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Finland

Finland has its legal roots from the Swedish tradit Parts of the Swedish General
Code of 1734 formed the basis for Finnish law eueder Russian control and many
Swedish laws relating to the family continued telgpafter Finnish independence in
1917 (Bradley 1996: 30). For instance, the traditid the Chancellor of Justice dates
back to the 18 century. The Chancellor's duty is to control tkaviulness of the

governments and public officials’ actions. (The i€df of the Chancellor of Justice

2010.) This is a unique institution bringing stétpil

As earlier stated, social democracy and the advhmadfare states have had a major
influence on the legal regulation (Bradley 1996i-xiv). In general, comparative
family law has been well developed partly only iortic countries, where they have
had a progressive reputation and are commonly asesetting trends for developed
countries. For example, what comes to childrenfandly already in earlier times: “In
the field of family law... many questions on whictioien was proposed in Continental
Europe only after the Second World War were raisedven solved in Scandinavian
law much earlier...” (Zweigert & Kotz 1987: 294.)

The cornerstone of the Finnish legal system isrthe of law: The main right of a
citizen is the extensive legal protection, to ¢et matter appropriately dealt and without
unjustified delay. (LAKI24.fi)

The Finnish Constitution takes family and socidigyointo account in section 19:

“Section 19 - The right to social security

Those who cannot obtain the means necessary ffe afldignity have the right
to receive indispensable subsistence and care.

Everyone shall be guaranteed by an Act the righiasic subsistence in the event
of unemployment, iliness, and disability and durigj age as well as at the birth
of a child or the loss of a provider.

The public authorities shall guarantee for everyame provided in more detail by
an Act, adequate social, health and medical sesvemed promote the health of
the population. Moreover, the public authoritieallsupport families and others
responsible for providing for children so that thiegve the ability to ensure the
wellbeing and personal development of the children.
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The public authorities shall promote the right ofeeyone to housing and the
opportunity to arrange their own housingFinlex 2007.)

Finnish Constitution emphasizes that all the fasiland citizens are under protection. It
comes out from the text that despite of citizereskground, welfare and well-being
must be granted.

Germany

Nowadays, Germany is described to be legally artiqadly a stabile country (Facts
about Germany 2010). Historically seen, the Gerfaangoes back to Roman law as
well as to other legal foundations in the variowe®an regions (Facts about Germany
2010). The German Civil Code, in force from 1908dhts emphasis on a bourgeois,
conservative model of the family. Authority to fdynimatters was imposed to the
husband, who was also principal actor what coméisegroperty. This remained under
National Socialism and until 1953, when the cowresated a paragraph of equality in
the Basic Law of 1949. The official Law on EquabRis of Men and Women of 1957
gave married women independence concerning theefsop- but still cast her as a
housewife. Still, there were remnants of the coraere family model in the Civil
Code until 1976 (Bradley 1996: 14), which still thaexist.

German Constitution states in article 6 about “Néaye, Family, Children Out of
Wedlock™:

“1) Marriage and family are under the special prot®n of the state.

(2) Care and upbringing of children are the naturdght of the parents and
primarily their duty. The state supervises the eiser of the same.
(3) Against the will of the persons entitled toithgbringing, children may only

be separated from the family, pursuant to a statwteere those so entitled failed
or where, for other reasons, the children are ergtaed to become seriously
neglected.

(4) Every mother is entitled to protection by andrec of the community.
(5) Children out of wedlock, by legislation, hawelte provided with the same
conditions for their physical and mental developtmand for their place in

society as are legitimate children(University Bern 2009.)

In German Constitution the responsibility of thenfly is much emphasized. It lets one
understand there are maternity benefits, thougbtiemphasizes if really everybody are

protected.
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Italy

Italian law is based on the civil law, the revivgdssical Roman law. Thus, the Italian
law tradition has a long history. (Pennington 2)Ithe complexity of its system is
overwhelming and one of the most difficult westdegal systems. Italy has an
impracticable amount of inconsistent national aegional laws, regulations and
judicial exegesis appears extremely complex. (Tnaumn 1997; Pennington 2010.)
Since centuries Italian law system is overloadeth viiierarchy, highly formalized
processes, enormous court queues, disastrous pgsteins and numerous unsolved
crimes. In addition, the basic rights are at riske tb the combating against mafia. Due
to the mentioned facts Italy can be called as thtefdace of law and grave of justice.
(Trautmann 1997.)

As stated in many points in this thesis, the vanmet of social services among the
countries might have e.g. cultural and juridicahsens. In Italy, for instance, the
families have a juridical obligation to help familgembers in need of social care —

something that does not exist in Nordic countrjdsttonen & Sointu 2006: 21.)

Italy’s Constitution emphasizes the issue of mggiaThe same way as German
Constitution, the Italian one mentions the protaectifor mothers and children —
especially for large families. However, it does aptphasize that everybody, also small

families, in every case, would be protected, ag-ihaish Constitution does.

Italian Constitution mentions family matter in thrdiverse articles:

“Art. 29

The Republic recognises the rights of the familg astural society founded on
marriage.

Marriage is based on the moral and legal equalityhe spouses within the
limits laid down by law to guarantee the unity loé family.

Art. 31

The Republic assists the formation of the family #ue fulfillment of its duties,
with particular consideration for large familiedirough economic measures and
other benefits.
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The Republic protects mothers, children and thengoby adopting necessary
provisions.

Art.37

Working conditions must allow women to fulfill thessential role in the family
and ensure appropriate protection for the mothed arhild.” (Senato della
Repubblica 2010.)

In addition, it could be mentioned that Finnish le@nsists of altogether 1700 acts and
regulations (Finlex 2010). The body of German fatléaws includes approximately
1900 acts and 3000 statutory instruments (FactsitaBermany 2010). The Italian
national law consists of approximately 200 000 laparagraphs covering
overwhelmingly large amount of paragraphs when amegbto other European law, e.g.
the French law which consists of 8000 paragraphaufann 1997). Already this can
explain something about the citizen satisfactiord alifferences in family policy
responsiveness. It can explain whether and howrlgleaffectively and transparently

the citizens are served — to what extent do theegats of good governance come true.

4.6. Financing and the benefits

It is important to illustrate the concrete benefihounts since “reality displays much

greater complexity and ambiguity than theoreticatigls” (Kautto et al. 2001: 263).

4.6.1. Expenditure on families

In general, it is good to support families sinckentwvise, as Scherer mentions, cutting
government expenditure increases the pressuretinéres to provide for themselves
(Scherer 1997: 55). Expenditure on families andtodin of GDP is in Finland 2, 90 %,

in Germany 1, 90 % and in Italy 0, 70 %, as showtable 4. As percentages of GDP,
one cannot see that much difference between thaetrees, though Finland spends most
of the three. Germany uses 1 % less than Finladdtaly 2, 2 % less than Finland. The

differences remain relatively small.
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Table 4. Expenditure on Families and Children axdtdages of GDP in the Three
Countries in 2006 (Nososco 2009a).

Germany, Finland;
1,90% 2909

In table 5, one can see how the expenditure of wwaial protection is allocated.

Finland uses 11, 7 % to family and children, Gennspends 11, 1 % and ltaly uses 4,
4 %. Germany’s expenditure does not differ sigaifity from Finland’s expenditure.

However, as one can see later in table 6, Finniskens receive douple as much
benefits as Germans. Thus, it can be that benefiB&rmany are reserved e.g. more for
large families. Italy’s expenditure on families arfdldren shown in table 5 are more or
less congruent with the amount of real receivecebes as displayed in table 6 about

“effective parental leave”.

Table 5. Benefits to Family and Children as Pemgatof Total Social Protection
Benefits (TPS) in the Three Countries in 2006 ($éasa2009b).
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4.6.2. Temporal and financial benefits

It is possible to sort out the countries accordmgvhat is the “real” amount of parental
leave and how “effective” it actually is. “Effecévparental leave” is a result of all the
leaves and benefits which you get by proportioniimgleave with the financial benefits
during the leave including the variables of matgrieave and financial maternity

benefits. (Anttonen & Sointu 2006: 42.) This is anportant calculation, since

practically seen, e.g. a cash benefit received otaxa cost avoided may be

indistinguishable in their effect on a family’s pesable income (Heidenheimer et al.
1990: 18).

Table 6. “Effective Parental Leave” (Anttonen & i 2006: 43).

Finland
98 weeks

Germany
49 weeks

The “effective parental leave weeks” are possibledrt out in three groups among EU
countries. To the first group belongs Finland watmost hundred weeks being one of
the longest countries of effective weeks in thedtkh. In Finland, and in general in the
Nordic countries, one gets high amount of benefitsng the maternity leave and paid
leave is long compared with other countries. Initamlt especially the fact that the
benefits during the parental leave are equal tetisrof maternity leave, which is still

exceptional, makes this country group distinctive.
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To the second group belongs Germany — countrigs avibund 50 weeks. During the
maternity leave women get a benefit which is redyi high compared to average
salary. However, the parental leave, which is gaheguite long, is mostly unpaid or
very low paid, which above all, is usually basedome’s income. In addition, when

comparing the expenses, these countries are piaced middle.

To the third group belongs Italy. Even if the maigr leave is relatively good
compensated in Italy, during the parental leavizanis get very low assistance which
makes lItaly belonging to the group of least effexiparental leave weeks. In addition,
the duration of paid leave is short and the patdesae is mainly unpaid or one gets
very low compensation of the period compared tostiary. Furthermore, countries of
this group do not have long parental leaves. (A®ito& Sointu 2006: 42—44.)

4.7. Citizens’ opinions about family policy respivesiess

The amount of citizen’s satisfaction in EU abouhiig policy corresponds the amount
how ambitious and flexible the child benefits pags are and how responsive the
government is. According to Eurofound, the higteedisfaction regarding family life is
expressed by people in the Nordic countries (Eunodo2009: 37).



77

Table 7. Citizens’ Satisfaction with Public Suppddr Families with Children
(European Commission 2008a).

Citizens Satisfaction with Public Support for Families

100%

90(;; 1 9% 6% 8% 4%

80% |

70% - 29% 29%
[V

cow | 43 %

50% -

40% -

18 %

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

30% | 27% 30% ® Not very satisfied
20% - 24% m Not at all satisfied
10% - 14 % [
0% i ; T 6 % T 11 A) T 1
EU average Finland Germany Italy

As table 7 shows, a majority of European Unionzeitis are not satisfied with public
support for families with children; especially teeuthern European countries as lItaly,
show dissatisfaction towards public assistances Tigludes also Italy where very or
fairly satisfied are 22 % of all respondents corepgato Finland with 49 %. Germany
seems to place itself in the middle with 37 % beregy or fairly satisfied; around the
same percentage as EU average. (European Commi@8fa: 7.) This seems to
reflect also in general to family life: Respondeintsouthern European Member States
do not have such a high satisfaction with famifg than those in northern and central
EU member states. Very satisfied with family lifeRinland are 54 % of respondents, in

Germany 52 % of respondents and in ltaly 41 % spoadents.

To find the right work-life balance was also peveel to be difficult. The countries are
following more or less the same paths as with @itizatisfaction. Exception of all the
27 interviewed EU countries was Finland, where o2y % found it difficult to
combine work and family. In Germany 46 % of respamd found it difficult to

combine career and family and in Italy the amouas &2 %.

Two-thirds of people thought that public measuegjive greater tax privileges for

families with children should be important. Agatns to point out that the percentage
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values correspond with earlier statements. In thenties where the state is not
supporting families that much, the citizens wisbréased tax advantages for families
with children, as seen in table 8: In Italy 80 %ctizens give it high priority compared
to 59 % in Finland. Germany is based “in the mitidiégth 71 % of citizens wishing

increased tax advantages.

Table 8. Citizens’ Opinions about an increased Adxantages (European Commission
2008a).

How important do the citizens find to have an
increased tax advantages for families with childre®

100% -
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% A

0%

® High priority
® Middle priority
Low priority

Finland Germany Italy

Rather similar case is with the importance of hguaiecess to more flexible childcare
arrangements: In Finland 56 % set high priorityitpim Italy 67 % and in Germany as
many as 69 %, as seen in table 9. (European Comomi28008a: 5-8.) This again is
following the amount of how responsive are the goreents to family policies in the

countries; the citizens set higher priority if thés not much support.
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Table 9. Citizens’ Opinions about flexible ChildearArrangements (European
Commission 2008a).

How important do the citizens find to have more

flexible childcare arrangements?
100% -
80% -
60% - ® High priority
40% - = Middle priority

20% 7 Low priority

0%

Finland Germany Italy

4.8. Summary

History is “a comparable”, which has an enormodeafon country’s administration.
Although Finland was longer a relatively underdepeld country, it later created an
extensive welfare system. It started responsibig@ljapolicy and in the 70’s the status
of welfare changed: The state started to be redgerfer children’s day-care, too, and

1990’s, the family policy was even more expanded.

Germany, a pioneer and country first introducingi@lopolicy, has been covering the
biggest risks of life, though not taking all citimeinto account. Steps towards families
were created already in the 1950’s, but Germanabseicurity system was long time
based only on employment-centered system, andrtbusovering all the citizens. In
1990's, the family policy large disparities in waak benefits among citizens were still
to find.

Italy had relatively much progressive developmeuntirdy the 1960’s and 1970’s.
Welfare provisions were expanded and family plagnservices were introduced.
However, even if their social expenditures to tae were high, the way to provide

service was slow and old-fashioned. To that timayltreached problems which
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nowadays still exist: unclear government and lagjish procedures as well as

corruption.

With the changed family models also the fertilitgtas in Western countries are
alarming low. Women'’s low employment participati@s well as insignificant family
policies have a direct connection to the matterswéler, many studies show the

fertility levels can be raised with responsive fignpiolicy methods.

There are values in the societies — of which fanslpne value. There are also values
related to good administration; these again creag in society. It seems that citizen’s
trust on national government and parliament is oeegt with the amount to what

extent the state is responding to citizens needs.

Welfare groupings are made partly on the critehow they are treating families. To
Nordic welfare grouping, including Finland, are itgd generous benefit amounts,
equally for everybody. This has resulted in middkesses. Social security in Finland is
based on citizenship. It tries to cover the riskeaaly before the risk has happened.
What makes the Nordic system different is the flaat the citizens also otherwise get a

lot of benefits. All this have been good for theremy and general well-being.

German welfare model is a mixture of familialismdaclass division. E.g. for civil
service there are larger benefits. There is a legaluction that parents are responsible
for their children, more than the state. Sociausécin Germany is based on employed
people. The system of giving the responsibility family of the welfare prevailed in
Catholic countries and social security could notdbgeloped to be based on solidarity

for all: there seems to be a gap between idea mutiqe.

According to “the three welfare groups”, Italy be¢s to the same group as Germany.
Italy’s system is described being extremely farhdtec, also carrying a legal
instruction that the family is responsible for thehildren. Social security model and
many other models though emphasize Italy belongantather group, to the ‘Latin’

countries. They have characterized Italian systemgomore undeveloped: economic
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benefits for families are low and poorly organizémiplementation of more modern

welfare plans appears to be lacking.

Even if EU slowly has more objectives concerningifees and supports the member
states to be active in family policy, it still letee countries decide of their family
legislation themselves and perform according tosthiesidiarity principle. Thus, EU’s

“regulations” do not have much effect on familyipgl

Finland has the typical Nordic legal history whishses rather much on loyal welfare
thinking. Concerning family matters, it states thmbrder to ensure the wellbeing and
personal development of the children, the publithatties must support the families
and others responsible for children. It emphasibes everybody shall be covered by
assistance at the birth of a child. Furthermore, Finnish Constitution clearly states
that everybody who cannot afford welfare themsehage the right to it. This is a sign

of a very responsive policy and a unique staterokall the three countries.

German law goes back to a conservative assumptitredamily. Even if Germany is

nowadays seen as legally a well-balanced courithas very many remnants from the
conservative family idea, which are to see in tioatitution. In its article about family

it mentions children out of wedlock are also legdted for social protection. This is
something, that Finnish constitute does not eventim® since it more probably sees it
as an obvious matter that children outside marrexgeentitled to benefits. As in the
Finnish Constitution, also in Germany families andthers are all covered by special
social protection of the state. Germany is the ardyntry of the three, where it
emphasizes that parents have the legal duty t@king care and upbringing their

children.

Italian Constitution comes from the renewed Romaw.| Though the classical
European law, the country is also called as grdyestice due to its countless complex
legal systems, hierarchy, unsolved crimes and abfidasic rights. The Constitution
guarantees to protect mothers and children. It akemtions to give protection to

families, though mostly if necessary, or if theg #&rge families in question. They do
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not emphasize that all families would be coveredrridge is also mentioned in the
German Constitution, however, the Italian Consttuthas even more conservative
assumption about families: “Family is ... founded orarriage” which does not

included in Finnish Constitution about familiesaét

All in all, the constitutions of all three counsigguarantee at least rather extensive
consideration of the families. However, the implatadon of the law paragraphs

varies.

Information about family policy financing goes coungnt together with citizen
satisfaction. The greater the state expendituréaonly benefits is, the more satisfied

are citizens with the policy.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

This thesis analysed government responsivenesantiyf policy in Finland, Germany
and lItaly. In general the main aim was to illusirabd describe these countries’ family
policy practices and afterwards analyze to whaemixare the systems responsive, as

well as to find explanations for their differences.

These countries have all national social principls of them are just administered
differently and to a different extent, since segvicitizens comes true differently in
different nations, partly due to the fact that ghatus of governing family policy has

also cultural, economical, demographical and hisébreasons, so to mention.

The government affects extraordinary much our edayyives. It is clear that the public
policy — and if they are responsive or not — hasagor impact on family organization
and family well being. This makes the ordinary ldea Finnish, German and Italian

citizen look relatively different.

The method for this research was a comparative cappr based on documentary
analysis. It utilizes various forms of sources umithg books, articles, statistics,
legislation and relevant Internet sources as gawent and ministry websites.

This thesis analyses family policy responsivenessnfthe viewpoint of public
administration doctrines new public administratéaond new public service. In addition,
it studies the matter with the help of theoretioalions about responsiveness and good

governance.

The matter of public interest should be the mostefent value of public
administration. According to many scholars it is tuty of the government to assure
that the issues of justice, fairness and equityectmre. This is it; it is the responsibility
of the government to strive for responsive famifigy. If they are not the government
and the leaders of the country organizing it, whib aveate it? If the administrators are

not thinking about the citizens in the first hanmtho will they serve first and foremost?
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As most of the theorists state, there should daistess to the groups most in need in
the society. In this case they are families. Ak tiinree countries take families into
account, just to a smaller or greater extent. Amtually, it could be made an

assumption that the existence of social rights atogmnarantee to fix the inequalities in
the society. It is more about the stratificatior fhstance families are one group to

which states should be responsive.

All of the theories used in this thesis state tiaternments should be sensitive to the
opinions of citizens: There should exist citizemtiggpation. This is important since as
some theorists have stated, citizens are actutlly 6wners of the government”. That
citizens have possibility to give their opinionsaditizen surveys, as showed in the end
of the empirical chapter, is already citizen p@pation. Finland scores above the EU
average, where half of the population are verysgatl or fairly satisfied with public
support for families. In Germany this amount is%87nd in Italy around one fifth. For
sure, it is not possible to please every sectathé society, but when only a small
amount of citizens are satisfied, it rises a goesshould the government listen citizens
more? If there prevails dissatisfaction among tlagonity of opinions, why not alter the
situation or does the government has prioritiesesehere else? Sometimes the reason
can lie behind the fact that the government justsdoot have tools or resources for
alleviating the situation if the aspects of goodeyopance are not valued that much in
the society. These aspects can be concepts apdransy, responsiveness, fairness,

effectiveness, accountability or development plagni

Public administration theories emphasize the faat when the governments do not
continuously try to correct the inequalities, thelggems will unavoidably deteriorate.
From the historical descriptions about welfare dadily policy development in
Finland, Germany and Italy, we can see that intredl studied countries, in Finland,
Germany and ltaly, the social security startedy@suine development after the Second
World War. Germany has the oldest tradition conicgyrsocial and family services.
Finland and Italy have younger traditions, thoughldhd has brought it furthest of the

three countries, whereas Italy did never develtp&imily policy to a very high level.
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Each of the studied country has a history of ith@md it is important to take it into
account when analyzing policies of a certain counfiinland has gone through the
typical Nordic development with extensive sociatvames available — for all — and
especially being responsive towards families. Geymaovered the biggest risks,
though not taking families particularly into accoukEven nowadays is the social
security divided according to professions morelisesve — than an extensive assistance
available for everybody. Italy created in the 7Riggely same sort of extensive welfare
services as other Western nations. However, theadiges between the North and
South were wide, which still continue to be. Promewhich Italy faces today date back
to that time when the country was already accusechdear governing, lack of public
participation, unclear jurisdiction and corruptiovhat comes out of both historical
statements and welfare state groupings it seem$#r@many has always been dividing
people to groups. Even if the German welfare systam first in the world, it seems it
developed to a certain point — and then stoppe@ @ktensive Finnish child and

maternity benefits were a kind of modernized vargibthe German model.

In the chapter about values it is found out tha talues differ between Finland,
Germany and lItaly. It has been expressed throughthiesis that properly governed
politics arouse trust in citizens: It should beatesl trust in order to serve citizens
responsively. As seen in the tables about citizénst in national government and
parliament, it came out that around two third afri§ trust in both institutions, fairly

douple above the EU average which is 31 %. Itadiad German population tend to
trust significantly less, from 25 % to 30 %. Int&tieg fact is, that even if the real, total
benefit amount in Germany is double as high addly,las seen in table 6, German
citizens who clearly state that they do not trustgovernment or parliament, are even
more than in ltaly. As tables 2 and 3 reveal then@a citizens wish more from the
government. In the legislation they guarantee ragixeensive family assistance, still, at
the end, they remain having only half of “Finlandisnefits”. Strengthening trust is
important since it is the government who plays & kale in allocating the public

services. If the citizens are not satisfied wita #llocation, trust is not created either. It
could be an assumption that the more there is tmsttate-run institutions, the more

responsive the government seem to be.
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One reason for Germans distrust towards governarahiparliament being even higher
than in Italy is since in Italy around tenth do rkoiow if they trust or not. This is
interesting; it seems that if the government is that responsive, one do not know if
one should trust or not, or you are more willingsttow more distrust. In Finland

citizens who do not trust are 1 to 2 %.

In this thesis, “three welfare groups”, social sggunodels as well as other groupings
were included. It is useful to form country growplsen making comparisons. It can be
stated that at the end all the groupings baseriosmnilar assumptions and have arrived
in rather similar conclusions. In other words, theye separated Finland, Germany and

Italy to separated groups, as this thesis alsisébders.

However, not all of the welfare groupings end imsaresult: “Three welfare groups”,
one of the most famous groupings made by Espingefsah suggests that besides
liberal and social democratic group, where Finldetbngs, to the conservative group
belong both Italy and Germany. However, social ggcmodel and many other models
criticize this statement being too inaccurate.slttrue, that Germany and Italy have
many differences in their policy systems, althotlgty have more similarities with each
other than with Finland. Still, as this thesis atdmws belong Italy and Germany in
many parts to separate groups, even if they are ftamhilialistic countries: Table 6,
“effective parental leave” and table 4 about “exgieme on families”, as well as
juridical information reveal that the benefit amtaiand assistance concerning Italy are
much lower than Germany has. Thus, the classifindthe three welfare groups” is not

that accurate.

That Esping-Andersen (1990; 1997; 1999) has onignéal three groups, is a kind of
statement emphasizing the distinctiveness of thehm group but still putting for

instance Germany and Italy in the same group., 8tdeems that Germany in almost all
the aspects studied in this thesis is situatingvden the two other countries. Table 5
about benefits to families and children and tablgb@ut citizens’ satisfaction support

this notion, too.
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European Union does not have much word on membggsstfamily policy and they
are the nations themselves to create and moniedr thmily legislations. In juridical
facts are also some reasons for the differencésniily policy responsiveness to find.
Finnish Constitution emphasizes, that all the eiti are covered for security. Families
are naturally included. The German Constitutioriestdo cover all families, married
couples so to say, and mothers, where the Ital@mstiution let one suppose the state
would give some assistance if necessary, mostljafge families. It also says to assist
and protect mothers and children — however, applgraot all families. In reality the
amounts are low as showed in table 6. It looks thatltalian Constitution promises
some similar benefits as the Finnish and Germars,oitemight just do not have

capabilities providing it.

Finnish juridical system is described being fluémtits processes; this might also
explain that the citizens find the system relafivedsponsive. German legal system is
described stabile, though somehow conservative tlanditizens find the family policy
likewise moderately responsive. lItalian legislativedy is being blamed due to the
juridical complexities, hierarchy and mafia issueshich complicate the whole
administration, as explained in the chapter abegislation. These facts give valuable

information concerning government responsiveness.

What comes to the area of family policy, of theethicountries Finland has succeeded
being most responsive and efficient. Finland hahdést expenditure on families and
children, following Germany and at last, Italy. Bvé expenditure on families and
children as a percentage of GDP is not that mughdmias Italy, or especially Germany
has, Finland has made best use of resources ardbstathe table of effective parental
leave as one of the EU countries giving the grédtraporal and financial benefits.
Effective parental leave is a good tool to measihe “real” amount of financial,
material and temporal assistance: it is a mathencalculation which puts together all
the benefits concerning family assistance. Finlgneés support to families with 98
weeks. Germany scores half of “Finland’s weeks’hwi® weeks and Italy has half of
Germany’s amount with 25 weeks. In this sense ahithlis besides being most efficient

what comes to the GDP also most equitable towamtgies.
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It can be that governments both in Southern andthdam Europe are everywhere
responsive to family needs — just to a differerteek In Finland you get the benefits
from the state, and in Italy and in Germany pdirthyn the family. But, who guarantees
the citizens also get the assistance from the §&nitl is not guaranteed they have the
financial resources for it — this is one of thefelénces that makes Nordic countries

more equal.

Even if it could be naturally assumed that finagcihese welfare states costs a great
amount of money, it can be at the same time stidw@dit has brought these countries
wealth as well, as it seems that equality and paresicy go hand in hand with generous
and responsive welfare systems, as in the Nordiatcies. The thing that Germany and
Italy seem to concentrate more on senior citizensiot profitable in the long run. It
might be that they maintain better the family resgbilities — but with the expense of

declining fertility rates.

The European Union and the member states, incluBintand, Germany and lItaly,
admit the fact that declining fertility rates adaraning. Still, concrete policy steps in
order to improve the situation are in many coustn@ssing. Various research results
confirm the fact that countries with sufficient faynpolicy have highest fertility rates.
Furthermore, if the women employment rates are ,hilgh fertility rates are high as

well.

The policy practices should be also created acegrth current circumstances. In the
European Union nations, family conditions have ¢eahand work-related matters are
not the same as 50 years ago. Finland has succae@deswering to the demands of
today best of the three countries. Also in ordext time fertility rates stay balanced,
families need support. The system in Germany, ah&tmily with children should be

based on a married couple is not anymore accorttingpday’s standard and might
lower the fertility rates, too. Again, in Italy, ew if their public childcare strategies are
planned with more women to enter in working lifee taccessibility and opening hours

of childcare centers should be made accordingeméeds of citizens.
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As a sum, to create a well-functioning family pwgli¢ is above all being responsive. To
form a good welfare state it is about thinking plublic’s best and the common good. In
this case it could be asked from the Finnish, Gerarad Italian citizens how satisfied
they are? Citizens’ opinions seem to be congrueit the information about the
amount of benefits: the more responsive benefascttizens get, the more satisfied the
citizens are, as tables 6 and 7 reveal. Finnishecis are most satisfied, they receive
most family benefits of the three, and their féxtilevels are also highest as seen in
table 1. Germans are a bit less satisfied, thegivedalf that much benefits as the Finns
do and their fertility levels are lowest of thedér Italians are at least satisfied of the
three; they get one fourth of the amount of fantignefits that Finns do get. Their
fertility levels remain around the same as Germhase. It seems that German
population is even more troubles with the fertilgyels as the population growth rate in
appendix also reveals: it is not growing at all.Hinland population grows 0.3 % per
year and in Italy 0.2 % per year.

If European Union should be a coherent and ratimailes group of countries, the
countries shall not be very different. At leastthe area how responsiveness the
governments are to family policy in Finland, Germaand lItaly, there are big
differences making large diversity in the citizedife-organizing in each of the
countries. Therefore, it might give idea how simita dissimilar the member states of
European Union are allowed and thought to be? émsethat, despite of some
objectives concerning family policy, the valueskafropean Union are based more on

financial targets and financial congruence, andomasocial targets.

As came out from the theories, public administaitould pay attention to the future
generations. One could assume that some biggergebaare not coming in these
countries what comes to family policy. Still, it t8 keep in mind that Italy and
Germany are the countries with record low fertiliiyes in the world that some changes
should be made in order to alleviate the situatAdso otherwise it is good that public

administrators pay attention to the future politics
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During the study some future research suggestiansedn. The differences of policy
making concerning families in European Union coesticould be more studied. The
differences in such an important issue as supgpféimilies and children could be more
emphasized. In addition, it could be made even marEo economical studies about
the family policies effects to well-being, the fity rates, and thus, to the capability of

welfare maintenance.

| want to finish this thesis with the famous woadslohn F. Kennedy (1963): “Children

are the world's most valuable resource and itshomse for the future.”
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APPENDIX 1. Background Information (WHO 2008).

Population annual growth rate (%)

Country | Value Latest Year
Finland 0.3 2006
Germany 0.0 2006
Italy 0.2 200¢
Population median age (years)
Country | Value Latest Year
Finlanc 41 200¢
German 42 200¢
Italy 42 2006
Population proportion over 60 (%)
Country | Value Latest Year
Finland 22.0 2006
Germany 25.0 2006
Italy 26.0 2006
Population proportion under 15 (%)
Country | Value Latest Year
Finland 17.0 2006
German 14.0 200¢
Italy 14.0 200¢




