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11

What are welfare state typologies
and how are they useful, if at all?’

Kees van Kersbergen

Introduction

This chapter examines the need and utility of typologies for the comparative analysis of welfare
capitalism. There exist various typologies, such as Castles’ (1993) classification of different ‘fam-
ilies of nations’ that was developed to capture and express similarities between countries’ public
policies, based on common cultural, historical and geographical features. The best-known and
prolific classification of types of capitalism (rather than welfare) is Hall and Soskice’s (2001)
distinction between different production regimes, labelled the ‘Varieties of Capitalism’ approach.
However, the field of comparative welfare state research is dominated by, and greatly indebted
to, the work of Gasta Esping-Andersen, whose landmark study The Three Worlds of Welfare
Capitalism (1990) completely revolutionized the way social scientists look at the welfare state.
Two innovations were particularly powerful (for an attempt to integrate the varieties and worlds
of welfare approaches, see Schrdder 2013). First, he introduced the concept of a welfare regime
that allowed a much broader and better understanding of how the major institutions of society
(state, market and family) interacted to produce work and welfare. In this way he not only
helped remove the field’s exclusive and theoretically unsatisfying preoccupation with the state
and social spending but he also opened up a whole new area for innovative research. Second,
he not only introduced, documented and explained the qualitative variation in welfare regimes
(as the dependent variable) but he also showed how these regimes (as the independent variable)
were systematically related to differences in social outcomes that really matter, particularly in
terms of the differential structuring of post-industrial employment trajectories.

Much intellectual effort has been invested in further developing, testing, adjusting, expand-
ing, criticizing and, in various ways, applying the regime typology as a classificatory and heur-
istic research tool. Arts and Gelissen (2010: 569) argued in 2010 that the regime typology has
become a paradigmatic one. On the basis of their review of empirical studies that use Esping-
Andersen’s regime typology, they conclude: ‘~in spite of all kinds of conceptual, operationaliza-
tion, and data problems that must be solved — that his typology is promising enough for work
to continue on welfare state models’ (581; see also Ferragina and Seeleib-Kaiser 2011; Ferragina
et al. 2013, and Chapters 24 and 27, this volume). They add, however, that further progress will
very much hinge on the ability to devise a firmer theoretical foundation of contemporary and
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future welfare state models as explanatory categories. This resonates well with Powell and Bar-
rientos’ (2011) thesis that welfare state research has not focused sufficiently on further theoriz-
ing. I agree with these positions, although the contours of better theorizing have not been
outlined as yet. I am also somewhat concerned about the confusion between empirical typolo-
gies and ideal-types (see Chapter 28) that continues to exist and that may stand in the way of the
desired theoretical progress. This chapter aims to explain the intellectual background of the
regime typology, discusses the criteria for good typologies, critically re-examines and evaluates
the operationalization of the three worlds typology, and discusses how to distinguish between
relevant and not-so-relevant criticisms of typologies.

Intellectual roots of the regime approach

Welfare states have been analysed and discussed using empirical typologies practically since sys-
tematic welfare state research became a major branch of comparative social policy analysis (see
Chapter 28). Wilensky and Lebeaux’s (1965 [1958]) functionalist study of how industrialization
affected social welfare in the USA, for instance, already early on introduced the highly influen-
tial distinction between two types of welfare. They characterized the first type as a residual
version, where ‘social welfare institutions should come into play only when the normal struc-
tures of supply, the family and the market break down’ (Wilensky and Lebeaux 1965: 138).
They called the second model the institutional variety because it assumes ‘welfare services as the
normal first line function of industrial society’ (ibid.).

Titmuss (1968: 113, 128) initially used a similar two-fold typology that distinguished between
universal (later labelled universalist) and selective models of social services and redistribution. In
his later work, Titmuss (1974) came to promote a classification of welfare states as existing in
three forms: (1) a residual type that intervenes only in cases of serious market and family failure;
(2) an industrial-achievement-performance model where a person’s performance on the labour
market is decisive for his or her social entitlements; and (3) an institutional redistributive variety
that is encompassing and egalitarian. As Esping-Andersen (1999: 74, fn. 1) himself indicated, his
and Titmuss’ typology have a close affinity.

The intellectual roots of the regime approach developed by Esping-Andersen may be traced
back to a double critique. First, there had been long-standing dissatisfaction with the functional-
ist literature for its failure to explain the huge differences in social expenditure between similarly
advanced and industrialized capitalist countries. Second, the view that democratization explained
the expansion of the welfare state did not fare much better because it could not account for the
variation in social spending among equally democratic nations either.

The basic political economy model for how democracy leads to income redistribution was
presented early on by Meltzer and Richard (1981). Their argument was that when income
inequality rises, the demand for income redistribution among voters also rises. Typically,
the income distribution is right-skewed and the income of the median voter is below the
average income. The median voter, then, has a preference for income redistribution towards the
average income. The more unequal is the distribution, the louder is the demand for income
redistribution. And the more poor people vote, the higher is the degree of redistribution. Thus,
democracy leads to redistribution via the welfare state.

This theory has two major shortcomings. First, equally democratic countries tended to have
widely diverging levels of welfare effort. Second, the most unequal societies did not redistribute
the most. In fact, countries that already had relatively modest wage differentials were also redis-
tributive leaders (say, Sweden), while highly unequal countries (say, the USA) were welfare state
laggards. The power resources (Korpi 1980) critique stressed that the working class could only

116



What are welfare state typologies?

influence public policy via democracy if it mobilized both socially in labour unions and politi-
cally in a socialist or social democratic party. The ‘power of numbers’ (membership and votes)
was 2 necessary condition for bringing about income redistribution through democratic
means. However, although in some instances social democracy was able to win a parlia-
mentary majority (e.g. in Sweden in 1940 and again in 1968), political coalitions as a rule
decided the type and extent of redistributive policies. A large number of studies corroborated
the thesis that the stronger politically organized labour (social democracy and labour unions)
was, the more redistributive the welfare state tended to be (for an extensive analysis of social
democracy, see Keman 2017).

However, the social democratic impact upon redistribution could also be questioned because
universalism and generosity did not necessarily imply redistribution from the rich to the poor,
but were very much favourable towards the middle classes. One major source of inspiration for
the formulation of the regime typology was tapped when researchers started to look for the
social democratic effect not so much in welfare effort and the level of redistribution (quantity:
how much welfare states spend and redistribute), but increasingly in the variation in the prop-
erties of welfare arrangements (quality: how well workers are protected against the market; how
well social service programmes serve their clientele). Social democrats typically promoted uni-
versalism, state-guaranteed social rights and high protection against the whims of the market
(de-commodification: the extent of independence from market forces), full employment and
lenient conditionality.

Esping-Andersen re-specified the welfare state concept with reference to qualitative features
and it was this aspect that radically changed the field’s orientation. Starting from the judgement
that ‘expenditures are epiphenomenal to the theoretical substance of welfare states’ (1990: 19)
and the reflection that ‘it is difficult to imagine that anyone struggled for spending per se’ (1990:
21), he suggested that the study of welfare states had much to gain by looking at three dimen-
sions that typify a welfare state regime. First, the quality of social rights is important. How good
are welfare states actually at shielding people from the uncertainty of markets and against social
risks associated with the life course? Second, the typical patterns of stratification that social pol-
icies foster mattered. Do social policies distinguish between classes of people and do all have
equal social rights? Do social policies overcome or reproduce status and other relevant social
differences? Third, it is not only the state that produces welfare but the market and the family
are always inextricably involved as well. How do these major public and private institutions of
society interact to form a welfare regime that shapes a nation’s work and welfare?

By empirically mapping various indicators that capture these three dimensions, Esping-
Andersen was able to distinguish three types of welfare state regimes: a social democratic, a
liberal and a corporatist or conservative regime. The regimes differed with respect to the major
institutions guaranteeing social security (the state, the market or the family); the kinds of strati-
fication systems upheld by the institutional mix of these institutions (the extent of status and class
differentiation, segmentation and inequality typically implied in social security systems); and the
degree of de-commodification, i.e. ‘the degree to which individuals, or families, can uphold a

socially acceptable standard of living independently of market participation’ (Esping-Andersen
1990: 37).

The three worlds typology

To explain the three worlds typology clearly and to be able to evaluate the many criticisms, it is
necessary to start the exposé with a short discussion about the analytical status of typologies (note
that my approach here contrasts with Aspalter’s treatment of real-typical and ideal-typical
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methods in comparative social policy; see Chapter 28). A typology, unlike the theoretical device
of ideal-types, is an empirical classificatory tool that reduces observed complexity by cataloguing
existing cases as meaningful representatives (types) of some concept of interest. This is done by
using relatively arbitrarily chosen values of theoretically relevant features as criteria for place-~
ment in the cells of the classification scheme, i.e. the typology. Cases that have similar or nearly
identical scores on the variables are classified as belonging to the same type.

Although a typology is necessarily constructed on the basis of some implicit or explicit
(proto-)theory, it is at heart simply a classificatory device that helps arrange the observable
empirical ‘mess” of phenomena in a more ordered, transparent and therefore comprehensible
manner. A good typology, in addition to being efficient and reliable in reducing complexity,
should be exhaustive and mutually exclusive. That a typology should be exhaustive implies two
things: (1) all theoretically relevant dimensions should be included in the construction of the
types; and (2) it should be possible to assign all existing cases to one of the types. That a typology
should be mutually exclusive means that an empirical case can be assigned to one type only. In
sum, a typology is first and foremost designed for conceptual and descriptive purposes.

Applied to the welfare state regime typology, this implies, first, that the theoretically relevant
dimensions of variation must be identified. Esping-Andersen (1990: 21) defined the core idea of
the welfare state as social citizenship, embodied in the granting of de-commodifying social rights
(first typological dimension) and the extent to which stratification is upheld or modified by such
rights (second typological dimension). In addition, the third dimension of variation relevant for the
construction of the typology concerned the extent to which the state’s welfare activities are inter-
connected with the market’s and the family’s contribution to social welfare. On each of these
dimensions, Esping-Andersen compared the existing worlds of welfare and found that welfare
states were systematically clustering around specific values of the identified dimensions.

To operationalize the de-commodification potential of social rights (pensions, sickness insur-
ance and unemployment benefits), Esping-Andersen looked at (1) the rules of access to benefits
(eligibility and restrictions on entitlements, such as contribution record and needs test), (2) the
level of income replacement offered, and (3) the range of entitlements. The decision how to
draw a line between a high, medium and low level of de-commodification was not theoretically
justified but technically solved on the basis of one standard deviation below (low) or above
(high) the mean (medium) (Esping-Andersen 1990: 54, appendix). However, the final ranking
of countries in the three types was based ‘roughly on how nations cluster around the mean’
(Esping-Andersen 1990: 51).

Stratification, the second dimension of the typology, was specified by arguing that one needs
to look at how social policies affect the social structure. A welfare state ‘may cultivate hierarchy
and status’, writes Esping-Andersen (1990: 58), as is done in conservative social policy, ‘another
dualisms’, as is characteristic for the liberal type, ‘and a third universalism’, which is the distinc-
tive feature of the social democratic variety. The conservative stratification dimension of the
typology was operationalized by looking at the differentiation of social insurances (corporatism)
and the privileges of civil servants (etatism). Liberalism was measured by looking at the import-
ance of means-testing, the level of individual contributions and the strength of the private
sector, and universalism was the main feature of socialism (Esping-Andersen 1990: 69). The
empirical result (Esping-Andersen 1990: 75, table 3.3) was again based roughlyon the mean
scores and standard deviations of the cumulated index scores and showed that three clusters
came to the fore.

The third dimension of the typology was theoretically meant to capture a nation’s specific
mix of state, market and family in the provision of social welfare, but Esping-Andersen empiri-
cally exclusively looked at the public—private mix in pension policies. Pensions were argued to
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be the logical choice, because they were the largest and most important part of social transfers.
Esping-Andersen distinguished public pensions, civil service pensions and private pensions, and
measured the public—private mix. Again, three pension regimes emerged from the classification
(Esping-Andersen 1990: 85-87).

This short overview shows that the typology is above all a classificatory device that reduces
the empirically existing complexity of the many worlds of welfare to three. It also seems clear
that the boundaries between the three types are occasionally drawn in a theoretically relatively
arbitrary way, but cases end up in one of the types owing to similar scores on the various vari-
ables. The worlds of welfare come in three regime types.

The liberal regime of countries such as the USA, the UK, Australia and New Zealand relies
on low and flat rate benefits for which very strict eligibility or access criteria are formulated and
applied. Benefits are means-tested, low, meant primarily to prevent or alleviate poverty, and for
the most part tax-financed. If citizens wish to have more than basic protection, for instance, life
insurance or a private pension scheme, they will need to purchase that on the market or acquire
it via their employer. Such arrangements are often stimulated through tax exemptions and
allowances. Public social spending is comparatively low. The regime has limited collective pro-
visions and is service-lean. The welfare state solely targets the poor, the extremely vulnerable
and the neediest. It reinforces social differences, particularly between welfare recipients, the
middle classes and the privileged, and between the well-paid professionals and the underpaid
underclass of the working poor. In short, this is a tightfisted welfare state that offers little protec-
tion and does not interfere very much with the inequalities generated by the market.

The social democratic regime as found in the Scandinavian countries is also tax-financed, but
is much more lenient in its eligibility rules (no means-testing) and generous in the provision of
benefits and services; it works with compulsory social insurance with earnings-related benefits.
It aims to offer a high level of social protection through benefits and services as a matter of rights
to all citizens. It is an expensive welfare type, and public social spending and tax levels are high.
As a result, maximum labour market participation of all groups is highly valued, not only as a
commendable goal in itself but also as necessary for upholding the universal and expensive
welfare state. This regime excels in the provision of public social services (social care, health,
labour market and education). The role of the market is downplayed. The social democratic
welfare state itself is a major employer, where women in particular find jobs. Because of its uni-
versal features, the regime greatly diminishes social distinctions.

The conservative regime stresses that social rights are earned on the basis of one’s economic
contribution to society (employment) or one’s social function in the family (primarily house-
wives). Hence, social benefits are financed through payroll contributions, and those who have
no job, especially women in their role as mothers, are entitled to benefits via their relationship
with an employed person (husband, father or other family members). Eligibility is strict to the
extent that actuarial principles link performance (e.g. contribution period and employment) to
entitlements: Unlike the other regimes, the conservative welfare regime discourages female
employment and employment of the elderly and disabled. The level of social benefits depends
on former income and contributions to the insurance funds. There are usually many different
collective schemes, with special treatment of civil servants. Also in this regime, the market plays
arelatively limited role. The particularist features of the regime tend to reproduce existing social
stratification, reinforcing differences between occupational status groups, men and women, and
types of families. This regime is a minimal service provider (e.g. underdeveloped childcare) and
telies primarily on cash transfers through myriad occupationally distinct schemes.
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The quality of the typology and the confusion of types and ideal types

What is the quality of the typology, i.e. to what extent does it conform to the criteria of a good
typology specified above? Esping-Andersen’s typology is arguably exhaustive: first, because de-
commodification, stratification and the public—private mix are the relevant dimensions that
needed to be included; second, because approximately all 18 cases (for which data were avail-
able) could be classified in one of the types. The single biggest missing aspect in the classification
exercise concerns the role of the family in the public-private mix of social provision.

The typology cannot unambiguously be qualified as mutually exclusive, however, because
there emerged several marginal borderline cases of which it was not clear to which type they
should be assigned. For instance, as Esping-Andersen (1990: 51) accurately reports, Belgium, the
Netherlands and Austria have high levels of de-commodification and are put together with the
social democratic countries. However, the distance between Austria (the lowest of the high
scores) and Denmark (the lowest of the social democratic countries) is exactly the same as the
distance between Austria and Italy (the lowest in the conservative group). So, should Austria be
placed in the conservative or in the social democratic group?

We encounter comparable classification difficulties with respect to the other dimensions of
the typology, such as the problem of the high degree of universalism of benefits in the liberal
countries Canada and Switzerland and the high degree of social democratic regime attributes in
the Netherlands. In all instances, Esping-Andersen points to the problematic issues and cases,
although he does not always justify well the choices he had to make to ensure that all cases could
be assigned to one of the three types, and to one type only.

In any case, Esping-Andersen clearly struggled with the placement of some of the cases in an
attempt to meet the ‘mutually exclusive’ criterion. In fact, in his re-examination of the three
worlds typology, he (1999: 73ff.) explicitly inculcates that his was first and foremost a classifica-
tion device and exercise. He explains furthermore that typologies are useful because they allow
for parsimony, may highlight underlying patterns and causalities, and help generate hypotheses
that can be tested. He also defends the typological approach against various criticisms.

In trying to answer the question of whether the typology had remained robust and valid,
Esping-Andersen (1999: 86) confusingly argued that since typologies ‘are, in a sense, ideal types,
there are bound to be ambiguous cases’ and he mentioned the Dutch case as an example. In the
context of the typology method, however, it is not possible and therefore incorrect to label cases
as ambiguous. The only thing that might be ambiguous is the way the researcher classifies a case
as of a certain type. If it is difficult to categorize a specific case; for instance, because the scores
on the relevant dimensions allow for assignment to more than one type, the typology clearly has
the problem that it is not mutually exclusive. It is the typology that is ambiguous, not the case.

The problem is that Esping-Andersen is confusing both his typological method with the ideal-
type approach and cases with types (see Chapter 28), a misunderstanding subsequently and uncriti-
cally reproduced in the literature (Arts and Gelissen 2010: 572ff; Aspalter 2011; Powell and
Barrientos 2011; but see Rice 2013; Becker 2009). An ideal type is a theoretical construct which
has no empirical cases that fit any of the types, whereas a typology is a classification device in which
all empirical cases must find a place as belonging to one of the types, and to one type only. In a
typology, an empirical case either belongs to a type or it does not. In ideal-typical analysis, the ques-
tion concerns not whether an empirical case fits the theoretical ideal, but the extent or degree to
which it does. The question of ‘goodness of fit” only makes sense when working with ideal types.

The distinction between a typology and an ideal-type is important, because it helps distinguish
between constructive and to-the-point criticisms of the original regime typology and not very
useful (because they are ill-conceived) attacks on the three worlds as ideal-types. For example, a
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valid criticism would be that the regime typology is not exhaustive because it did not include all
the theoretically relevant features of welfare states into the toolbox of classification, including the
institution of the family or household and social services (Esping-Andersen 1999: 73), as a result of
which it does not capture well the important differences and similarities between the regimes.

Potentially equally valid is the criticism that the chosen dimensions for the construction of
the typology make it impossible to classify all the existing cases of welfare states in the correct
categories. Castles and Mitchell (1993) proposed broadening the three-way typology by includ-
ing the so-called wage-carner type that guarantees income through another dimension, namely
the wage arbitration system. Asa result of the focus on public policies, the three worlds typology
underestimated the extent to which the welfare regimes of Australia and New Zealand guaran-
teed income. They were more de-commodifying and less liberal than Esping-Andersen’s clas-
sification suggested. Esping-Andersen (1 999: 89) admitted this, but argued that, in fact, since the
1990s, this model had been effectively dismantled by large-scale market liberalization, turning
these welfare regimes into fully fledged cases of the liberal regime.

Some argued that it would be useful to add a Mediterranean type (Leibfried 1992; Ferrera
1996) because Southern welfare states are special in one dimension: they only have residual social
assistance programmes. This point did not convince Esping-Andersen either. Unless the regimes
of such countries as Spain and Iraly could be shown to have some specific features that the three-
worlds classification had not yet picked up, there was no reason to sacrifice parsimony. But the fact
that the underdevelopment of social assistance seemed to be an expression of the strong familialism
of these countries may be a reason to introduce a fourth world. Ultimately, however, this option
was rejected for empirical reasons, because the distinction between the conservative and Mediter-
ranean model was too small to be considered germane (but see Ferrera 2010).

Others have taken up the task of developing and expanding the regime typology beyond the
world of advanced welfare capitalism by exploring to which extent distinct patterns may be
discerned among welfare states outside Europe, North America and the Antipodes. There is a
lively debate on the characteristics of an emerging Asian or Confucian regime (e.g. in Japan,
South Korea and Taiwan) (see Aspalter 2006; Peng and Wong 2010, and Chapters 19 and 20,
this volume), on the distinct trajectory of Latin American public policies and their similarity to
the conservative and Mediterranean regime (see Huber and Bogliaccini 2010), and on the pos-
sible emergence of a distinct post-communist regime in Eastern Europe and Russia (see Cook
2010). If anything, these debates underscore the heuristic prolificacy of the regime typology.

An ill-conceived criticism of the three worlds typology concerns the argument that the
worlds of welfare are far too complicated and have changed too much to be captured by any
typology. This is, for instance, the position taken by Schubert et al. (2009), who argue that we
need to take a step back to a pre-comparative stage s0 as to be able to document the real com-
plexities of social and welfare policies. Asa result, studying the diverse European Union systems
of welfare necessarily means studying 27 individual countries on as many variables as possible.
That is obviously a step back analytically and, after 27 single-country chapters, Bazant and Schu-
bert (2009) unsurprisingly conclude that there is no such thing as the welfare state and that there
is no systematic patterned variation in the key dimensions of spending, financing, actors and
“eitmotifs’ (guiding principles). The main conclusion of the exercise is: ‘it is neither possible to
ratify any of the existing groupings we know from the relevant literature {...] nor to identify
clear-cut new clusters’ (Bazant and Schubert 2009: 533).

This type of criticism of typological work misses the whole point of what a typology is about:
a meaningful reduction of complexity for analytical and comparative purposes. It also misses the
point that every typology which reduces complexity does so by necessarily simplifying reality.
This is not a disadvantage, but it is what typologies are meant to do. Therefore, to accuse a
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typology that it does not do justice to the full complexity of empirical reality is entirely beside
the point. What we end up with in Schubert et al.’s approach is a complete loss of analytical
power without any real gains in terms of empirical accuracy.

Conclusion

Esping-Andersen’s welfare regime typology has been by far the most influential and fruitful clas-
sification and it has been successfully orienting research up until the present day. The original
typology was designed with the help of data of around 1980 and made a relatively strong case
that there are three worlds of welfare capitalism. There have been many attempts to test the
adequacy of the empirical typology with different techniques, the result of which have been
mixed and have sometimes indicated the likely utility of additional types.

Do the three regimes still exist? The robustness of the typology has been questioned but also
partly corroborated by Scruggs and Allan (2006) using data from around 2000. They found that
several countries were misplaced originally and that the coherence within the clusters of coun-
tries was less strong than Esping-Andersen proposed. They also concluded that there was limited
empirical support for the continuing relevance of the regime classification. This, however, was
a surprising inference in the light of the evidence which Scruggs and Allan themselves present.
Looking at the data for the late 1990s, it is actually striking how strong the clustering of coun-
tries by regime type comes to the fore.

In conclusion, it made perfect sense then as it still does now to reduce the complexity of the very
varied worlds of welfare by grouping countries into distinct regimes. Various empirical analyses that
make use of a wide range of techniques not only confirm the correct assignment of countries to one
of the three types, but also corroborate the robustness over time of the regime clustering. It seems
sensible to discuss the usefulness of adding types to the classification scheme or to accept the exist-
ence of cases that are difficult to classify. Moreover, decades of social policy reforms may necessitate
the development of a new typology (see Danforth 2014; Emmenegger et al. 2015). However, it is
important to remember that a typological classification has the function of effectively grouping
together empirically the many wortlds of welfare capitalism and rearranging them into distinct types
50 as to reduce complexity for analytical and comparative purposes. Nothing more, nothing less.

Note
1 This chapter makes use of Van Kersbergen and Vis (2014, ch. 3).

References

Arts, Wil A. and John Gelissen (2010), Models of the Welfare State, in Francis G. Castles, Stephan Leib-
fried, Jane Lewis, Herbert Obinger and Christopher Pierson (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare
State, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 569~583.

Aspalter, Christian (2006), The East Asian Welfare Model, Intemational Joural of Social Welfare, 15, 4:
290-301.

Aspalter, Christian (2011), The Development of Ideal-Typical Welfare Regime Theory, Intemational Social
Work, 54, 6: 735-750.

Bazant, Ursula and Klaus Schubert (2009), European Welfare Systems: Diversity beyond Existing Cat-
egories, in Klaus Schubert, Simon Hegelich and Ursula Bazant (eds), The Handbook of European Welfare
Systems, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, pp. 513~534.

Becll\cller,nl.:ihve (2009), Open Varieties of Capitalism. Continuity, Change and Performance, Basingstoke: Palgrave

acmillan.

Castles, Francis G. (ed.) (1993), Families of Nations: Pattems of Public Policy in Western Democracies, Aldershot:
Dartmouth.

122



What are welfare state typologies?

Castles, Francis G. and Deborah Mitchell (1993), The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism or Four?, Dis-
cussion paper 21, The Australian National University.

Cook, Linda J. (2010), Eastern Europe and Russia, in Francis G. Castles, Stephan Leibfiied, Jane Lewis,
Herbert Obinger and Christopher Pierson (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 671-686.

Danforth, Benjamin (2014), Worlds of Welfare in Time: A Historical Reassessment of the Three-World
Typology, Joumal of European Social Policy, 24, 2: 164-182.

Emmenegger, Patrick, Jon Kvist, Paul Marx and Klaus Petersen (2015), Three Worlds of Welfare Capit-
alism: The Making of a Classic, Joumal of European Social Policy, 25, 1: 3—13.

Esping-Andersen, Gosta (1990), The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Esping-Andersen, Gosta (1999), Social Foundations of Postindustrial Economies, Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Ferragina, Emanuele and Martin Seeleib-Kaiser (2011), Welfare Regime Debate: Past, Present, Futures?,
Policy & Politics, 39, 4: 583-611.

Ferregina, Emanuale, Martin Seeleib-Kaiser and Mark Tomlinson (2013), Unemployment Protection and
Family Policy at the Tumn of the 21st Century: A Dynamic Approach to Welfare Regime Theory,
Social Policy & Administration, 47, 7: 783-805.

Ferrera, Maurizio (1996), The ‘Southern’ Model of Welfare in Social Europe, Joumal of European Social
Policy, 6, 1: 17-37.

Ferrera, Maurizio (2010), The South European Countries, in Francis G. Castles, Stephan Leibfried, Jane
Lewis, Herbert Obinger and Christopher Pierson (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 616-629.

Hall, Peter A. and David Soskice (eds) (2001), Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Com-
parative Advantage, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Huber, Evelyne and Juan Bogliaccini (2010), Latin America, in Francis G. Castles, Stephan Leibfried, Jane
Lewis, Herbert Obinger and Christopher Pierson (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 644—655.

Keman, Hans (2017), Social Democracy: A Comparative Account of the Left-Wing Party Family, Abingdon,
Oxon, and New York: Routledge.

Leibfried, Stephan (1992), Towards a European Welfare State? On Integrating Poverty Regimes into the
European Community, in Zsuzsa Ferge and Jon Eivind Kolberg (eds), Social Policy in a Changing Europe,
Frankfurt am Main: Campus, pp. 245-279.

Meltzer, Allan H. and Scott E. Richard (1981), A Rational Theory of the Size of Government, Joumal of
Political Economy, 89, 5: 914-927.

Peng, Ito and Joseph Wong (2010), East Asia, in Francis G. Castles, Stephan Leibfried, Jane Lewis, Herbert
Obinger and Christopher Pierson (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, pp. 656-670.

Powell, Martin and Armando Barrientos (2011), An Audit of the Welfare Modelling Business, Social Policy
& Administration, 45, 1: 69-84.

Rice, Deborah (2013), Beyond Welfare Regimes: From Empirical Typology to Conceptual Ideal Types,
Social Policy & Adrministration 47, 1: 93~110.

Schrider, Martin (2013), Integrating Varieties of Capitalism and Welfare State Research: A Unified Typology of
Capitalisms, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Schubert, Klaus, Simon Hegelich and Ursula Bazant (2009), European Welfare Systems: Current State of
Research and Some Theoretical Considerations, in idem (eds), The Handbook of European Welfare
Systems, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, pp. 3-28.

Scruggs, Lyle and James P. Allan (2006), Welfare-State Decommodification in 18 OECD Countries: A
Replication and Revision, Joumal of European Social Policy, 16, 1: 55-72.

Titmuss, Richard M. (1958), Review of Wilensky and Lebeaux 1958, British Joumal of Sociology, 9, 3:
293-295.

Titmuss, Richard M. (1968), Commitment to Welfare, London: Allen & Unwin.

Titmuss, Richard M. (1974), Social Policy: An Introduction, London: Allen and Unwin.

Van Kersbergen, Kees and Barbara Vis (2014), Comparative Welfare State Politics: Development, Opportunities
and Reform, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wilensky, Harold L. and Charles N. Lebeaux (1965[1958)), Industrial Society and Social Welfare: The Impact
of Industrialization on the Supply and Organization of Social Welfare Services in the United States, New York:
The Free Press.

123



