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Abstract

Much has been written since the publication in 1990 of Esping-Andersen’s The Three Worlds of
Welfare Capitalism on the concept of welfare regime as an analytical tool to study policy stability
and change in Europe and beyond. As a concept, welfare regime emphasizes both stability over
change and divergence between country clusters over convergence. Studying on concrete policy
instruments rather than spending patterns and focusing on policies introduced to protect workers
against the risk of unemployment and the loss of income, this chapter explores potential patterns
of convergence and divergence in the social policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic in four
distinct welfare regimes: the Bismarckian regime, the Nordic regime, the liberal regime, and the
Southern European regime. The main conclusions of our analysis are twofold. First, we show that,
regardless of the regime in which they belong, countries have generally enacted emergency
measures to expand and/or supplement existing policy instruments. Second, we show that existing
national policy legacies help explain key differences in the design of the policies adopted as a
consequence of this imperative.
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Introduction

Much has been written since the publication in 1990 of Esping-Andersen’s The Three Worlds of
Welfare Capitalism on the concept of welfare regime as an analytical tool to study social policy
stability and change in Europe and beyond. As a concept, welfare regime emphasizes both stability
over change and divergence between country clusters over convergence. Studying on concrete
policy instruments rather than spending patterns and focusing on policies introduced to protect
workers against the risk of unemployment and the loss of income, this chapter explores potential
patterns of commonality and difference in the social policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic
in four distinct welfare regimes: the Bismarckian, the Nordic, the liberal, and the Southern
European regimes. To add focus to our comparison, we focus on policies introduced to protect
workers against the risk of unemployment or the loss of income as result of non-pharmaceutical
interventions (lockdowns, school closures, etc.) to contain the spread of the virus. The emphasis
of the analysis is on concrete policy instruments that have been expanded or even created to address
the COVID-19 crisis with regard to employment and unemployment. Simultaneously, the analysis
concentrates on national rather than subnational or supranational policies.

The main conclusions of our comparative analysis are twofold. First, we show that, regardless of
the regime in which they belong, countries have generally enacted emergency measures to expand
and/or supplement existing employment and unemployment-related policy instruments. This swift
reaction in all the countries under consideration has been part of a broader effort to ‘save’ the
economy as part of both ‘emergency Keynesianism’ (Bremer and McDaniel, 2020: 439) and, at a
deeper level, the economic imperative of preventing a collapse of capitalist markets (Béland et al.,
2021). Second, we show that existing national policy legacies help explain differences in the
design of the policies adopted as a consequence of this imperative. At the same time, we suggest
that cross-national differences in policy legacies within the same regime cluster help account for
intra-regime variation in social policy responses to COVID-19. This suggests that, ultimately, the
weight of national policy legacies remains strong.

Three main sections comprise the remainder of this chapter. The first section provides a short
theoretical discussion about convergence and divergence in social policy during the pandemic
centred on the concepts of ‘emergency Keynesianism’ and ‘welfare regimes.” The second section,
which comprises the bulk of the chapter, provides a discussion of the social policy responses to
COVID-19 mainly addressing the risk of unemployment and the loss of income in the liberal,
Bismarckian, Nordic, and Southern European welfare regimes, in that order. More specifically, a
separate subsection is devoted to each regime, with a particular focus on two countries per regime:
respectively (liberal) Ireland and the UK, (Bismarckian) Belgium and Germany, (Nordic)
Denmark and Sweden, and (Southern European) Greece and Portugal. We selected two countries
per regime to increase the number of cases and stress potential intra-regime variation from one
country to the next. Although the discussion of these two cases per regime is not necessarily
symmetrical, the empirical sections discuss 8 cases in total (two per regime), which makes it easier
to get a better sense of the social policy dynamics witnessed in each regime at hand during the
pandemic. At the same time, perhaps with the exception of the Liberal regime, we could not
include all the main countries featured within each regime, which is a limitation of our analysis.



The final section compares these cases directly before summarizing the findings and sketching an
agenda for future research on welfare regimes and social policy stability and change during the
COVID-19 pandemic and beyond.

Welfare Regimes in Times of Crisis

Much has been written about how many social policies tend to reproduce over time through self-
reinforcing feedback effects, leading to what is known as path dependence (Pierson, 1994; 1996;
2000; for a critical perspective see Jacobs and Weaver, 2015). This perspective is consistent with
punctuated equilibrium theory, an approach that claims that path departing change typically occurs
during rare episodes called “critical junctures,” which can be triggered - amongst other factors - by
global crises (Capoccia and Kelemen, 2007).

The work of Ggsta Esping-Andersen (1990; 1999) and his many followers on welfare regimes
stresses policy stability over time (Béland and Mahon, 2016). A welfare regime is a cluster that
gathers countries featuring a relatively similar articulation of the relationship between states,
markets, and families (Esping-Andersen, 1999). The original typology of welfare regimes as
developed by Esping-Andersen (1990; 1999) only featured three regimes: 1) the liberal regime
(e.g. Canada, Ireland, the United Kingdom, and the United States), which is dominated by market
forces and relatively modest and targeted social programs; 2) the Bismarckian regime, which is
centred on social insurance and traditional gender roles; and 3) the Nordic welfare regime, which
features large universal social programs.

Although these regimes are understood as relatively stable over time, scholars have long-pointed
to path-departing pressures that may gradually transform them over time (Palier, 2010). This type
of scholarship is associated with a broader stream of research in comparative policy analysis that
has challenged the previously dominant focus on path dependence and punctuated equilibrium in
institutional scholarship (Streeck and Thelen, 2005). Simultaneously, it is clear that policy legacies
and trajectories can vary greatly from country to country within the same regime cluster, not even
to mention the heterogeneity of social programs across policy areas and instruments within the
same country (Myles, 1998; Béland, 2010). Yet even scholars like Bruno Palier (2010) and
colleagues who study both policy change and cross-country variation within specific welfare
regimes recognize the value of the concept, which allows us to systematically explore and compare
the institutional dynamics of social policy beyond individual measures and policy instruments.

In the following analysis, we study how social policies designed to address employment and
unemployment issues used during the COVID-19 pandemic have fared in four welfare regimes
present in Europe. Our analysis looks at key measures enacted during the initial phase of the
pandemic in 2020 and assesses to what degree they are consistent with the specific policy legacies
and dominant institutional logics associated with the four welfare regimes under consideration as
well as the variation from country to country within the same regime cluster. Simultaneously, we
explore the possibility of convergence among these regimes triggered by the pandemic. The idea
of a potential convergence among countries and welfare regimes is hardly a new question (Gilbert,
2002) but it takes a new meaning during the COVID-19 pandemic, which has witnessed major
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economic disruptions that might have the potential to trigger path-departing pressures leading to a
convergence among the four regimes we now turn to.

Four Welfare Regimes during the COVID-19 Crisis
The Liberal Regime

The UK and Ireland are typically located within the Liberal regime, emphasising relatively
unrestrained market forces in determining the living standards of the many and with social
protection modest in generosity and targeted largely at the poor. Ireland’s position within the
liberal grouping is sometimes contested — its scores in relation to degree of liberalism are low in
Esping-Andersen’s study (1990: 74; see Deeming et al., 2017 for a discussion) and Irish authors
have sometimes been dissatisfied with this classification, with NESC (2005: 140) suggesting that
the welfare system contains elements of hybridity and therefore that it ‘resists easy classification’.
Central to this claim, and of importance here, is that Irish social protection rates were increased in
the late 1990s and early 2000s and, despite significant restraint in the years following the Great
Recession, remained considerably more generous than those paid in the UK at the onset of the
pandemic. In concrete terms, the weekly rate of Universal Credit in the UK pre-pandemic was £73,
with additional amounts possible on behalf of children or housing costs, while Ireland’s primary
social protection rate was €203 per week (approximately £180 at March 2020 exchange rates),
with, similarly, additional amounts payable in cases of dependent adults and children.

In terms of employment-related support, the UK’s response to the pandemic contained aspects of
originality combined with a commitment to existing policy pathways. For those who could not
work as a result of stay-at-home orders but who had jobs to go back to, the government announced
the Coronavirus Jobs Retention Scheme (CJRS, or ‘furlough’) on March 20. Under the furlough
scheme, the UK government agreed to fund 80% of the gross salary of retained workers, up to
£2,500 per month for an initial three months. A separate scheme was rolled out for self-employed
people, providing equivalent levels of support, though the schemes operated quite differently in
practice. By May 2020, there were almost 9 million people relying on furlough (Tomlinson, 2021).

While furloughed workers received generous provision that operated outside of the social security
system, those who lost jobs were reliant on much less generous provision via the government’s
flagship means-tested social security payment, Universal Credit. Three changes were made to
Universal Credit, each of which had the effect of increasing the generosity of awards (Hick and
Murphy, 2021). First, the standard allowance for Universal Credit (and for Working Tax Credits
as part of the system of ‘legacy’ system of payments that were in the process of being amalgamated
into UC) was increased by £20 to £94 per week for 2020/21, representing a significant rise, the
most generous that unemployment supports would be relative to earnings since 1998/9 (Brewer
and Gardiner, 2020). Second, Local Housing Allowance, which determines the level of support
for housing costs within UC, was increased, reversing cuts that had been made to the scheme since
2012. Third, the Minimum Income Floor, which served to limit awards for self-employed people,
was scrapped. While there were proposals to waive the capital limits on UC during the crisis (e.g.
Brewer and Handscomb, 2020), which result in a reduced award for any household with more than
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£6,000 savings (and a nil award for a household with £16,000 or more in savings), these were
ignored.

These changes all increased the generosity of support provided via the social security system, but
they still implied a level of support that was much less generous for newly-unemployed than
furloughed workers. In terms of levels of support, workers could receive up to £500 per week from
furlough but just £94 from the basic rate of Universal Credit. There was added complexity in that
the schemes were not mutually exclusive: furloughed workers, who were in receipt of low earnings
could, if they made the relevant conditions, top their furlough payments up with Universal Credit
and, unlike in some other countries, the enhancements in relation to generosity were applicable to
all claimants, not only those newly-unemployed as a result of the pandemic (Hick and Murphy,
2021).

Yet, there were also significant gaps in the support package announced. Geiger et al. (2021a)
estimate that about 500,000 people were entitled to Universal Credit but did not claim it. Lack of
knowledge about entitlements played a part here; they also find that nearly a quarter of a million
people (220,000) believing that they were eligible but who did not want to claim Universal Credit.
Moreover, Geiger et al. (2021b) estimate that 290,000 people applied for Universal Credit but had
their claims rejected, the key reason being for partner’s earnings and having savings that denied
entitlement. Throughout the pandemic, there has also been an absence of attention to the
contributory social security system, which some newly unemployed workers would likely have
had entitlement to (Hick, 2020). In general, gaps in provision, where identified, did not gain
political traction.

Overall, in the UK, the initial response consisted of a high degree of support provided to furloughed
workers, with much lower levels of support to those who lost work (or were denied furlough by
their employers), and no support for some. It consisted of the introduction of a novel short-time
work scheme (furlough) as well as embedding the existing policy pathway (in terms of the rollout
of Universal Credit), with most of those who lost work reliant on the more generous provision via
the furlough scheme.

The response package in Ireland took a different shape, though it was motivated by a similar view
that income support during the pandemic would need to be more generous than was provided for
by the pre-pandemic social protection system. There was a superficial similarity in terms of
reliance on both job retention (the Temporary Wage Subsidy Scheme, or TWSS) and social
protection (Pandemic Unemployment Payment) instruments. On its introduction the TWSS was
paid at a rate of 70% of net earnings up to a ceiling of €410 per week; the Pandemic Unemployment
Payment was paid at a flat rate of €350 per week. This implied an important commonality between
the responses in Ireland and the UK — namely, that payments in both countries were for most
people significantly higher than regular social security rates (Hick and Murphy, 2021). However,
while there was, as in the UK, a reliance on both job retention and job loss payments, in practice
these schemes looked quite different. The Irish instruments in most cases provided more equal
payments than those from furlough and Universal Credit. Increased payments in cases of job loss
(via the Pandemic Unemployment Payment) were made only for those who lost work due to
COVID and paid at rates far exceeding those already unemployed (€350 vs €203 per week). This
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was contrary to the experience in the UK, where the (initial) twelve-month £20 weekly uplift to
Universal Credit was paid to all claimants, whether impacted by the pandemic or not. Moreover,
the Pandemic Unemployment Payment was paid to those who lost their jobs as a result of the
pandemic, without any reference made to either social insurance contribution records or to means-
tests, and thus stood outside of the pre-pandemic social security system. Unlike in the UK, where
most people whose work was affected by the initial lockdowns claimed the short-time work
payment (the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme), in Ireland, more of these affected claimed the
out-of-work Pandemic Unemployment Payment (Garcia-Rodriguez et al., 2021: 6). There are thus
commonalities and differences between Ireland’s and the UK’s responses (Hick and Murphy,
2021).

In terms of the social impacts of the crisis, both job loss and furlough were significantly correlated
with low pay in the UK, but a combination of the policy responses discussed above and families
acting as buffers to individual labour market change has meant that there was only a moderate
relationship between households reporting a significant fall in income during the pandemic and
economic position (Bell and Brewer, 2021: 13; see also Sanchez et al., 2021). While data from
Ireland is less extensive, Beirne et al. (2020) finds, similarly, that the Irish government’s primary
pandemic responses served to cushion losses for the lowest four income deciles. In this sense, the
fortunes of those less well-off have been shielded significantly by the policy responses in both
countries, but we will need better-quality micro-data to understand the true effects on household
living standards, including whether the different policy choices adopted in the UK and Ireland
have identifiable consequences in terms of wellbeing outcomes.

The Bismarckian Regime

Germany and Belgium are typical social insurance states characterized by the predominance of
institutionally segmented social insurance systems stemming from the Bismarckian legacy
(Hinrichs, 2010). Employees, the self-employed and civil servants each have their own social
security system; protection is in principle earnings related and contribution based. In these settings
means-tested social assistance remains rather marginal. In recent decades, however, in both
countries social protection systems were subjected to sequential reform processes which weakened
social insurance and, as a consequence, increased the share of social assistance in overall social
protection: wage replacement schemes were partly reoriented towards minimum income
protection, protection shifted towards activation and social insurance contributions were replaced
by an increasing share of tax-funding (Hinrichs, 2010; Hemerijck and Marx, 2010). These
developments occurred in both countries but with different strength and at different paces.

In Belgium, social insurance for the unemployed became less generous and less accessible but the
duration of benefits remained unlimited while social protection for the self-employed was
strengthened significantly, inter alia by introducing a system that provides income support in the
event of bankruptcy (OECD, 2017). In Germany, the role of social insurance in protecting the
unemployed is more limited: long-term unemployed must rely on means-tested benefits and so do
the self-employed with no economic activity. As a consequence, the share of social assistance in
total social protection expenditure is more than double in Germany than in Belgium (12.4 and
5.4% respectively, see OECD, 2020). The traditional strength of social insurance in both countries
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on the one hand and the stronger reliance of the unemployed on social assistance in Germany
compared to Belgium explain the similarities and differences in the responses to the COVID-
related labour market crisis in these two countries.

In Belgium?, the negative impact of the crisis on household incomes was largely cushioned by the
operation and the reinforcement of existing social insurance schemes, most notably by the lay-off
scheme for employees, the bridging right for the self-employed, and the parental leave scheme. As
aresult, the number of people relying on social insurance increased dramatically while dependence
on means-tested social assistance remained at a comparatively low level. The social partners
played a crucial role in implementing very quickly the measures needed to adapt the existing social
insurance systems to such unprecedented conditions.

Unlike in the UK where a new short-term unemployment had to be created, and unlike in Ireland
where a new wage subsidy system was installed (see supra), in Belgium and Germany the existing
short-term unemployment schemes were made more accessible while benefits became more
generous. In Belgium, the replacement rate was increased from 65% to 70% of the monthly wage
(capped at €2,754.76) while additional supplements were introduced for workers who had been
laid off for a long period. The lay-off scheme provided Belgium with a strong instrument to protect
workers and employers against the negative consequences of the public health measures
implemented rapidly to stop the spread of the coronavirus. During the first lockdown, more than
29% of the workforce benefited from temporary unemployment benefits. Social protection for the
regular unemployed remained at the same level but activation measures were de facto relaxed
while the “degressivity” of the social benefits for the regular long-term unemployed was
temporarily frozen?.

In Belgium, social insurance has also been used to support the self-employed. The existing
“bridging right” for self-employed — which in the event of bankrupt assures for a maximum of 12
months the retention of the rights to child benefits and medical care (for a maximum of 4 quarters)
and provides a monthly flat rate payment, equal to the minimum pension —was extended to support
the self-employed who had to cease their activities as a consequence of COVID-related health
measures®. In April 2020, more than 400,000 self-employed received a bridging right.

Estimates of the total cost of COVID-19-social protection measures amounts to 10% of the social
protection budget or 2.3% of GDP. Only a tiny fraction of these efforts stem from social assistance.
Although there has been some increase in the number of people who had to rely on means-tested
benefits, welfare recipiency remained surprisingly stable (Federal Public Service Social
Integration, 2021). As a result, in Belgium, the existing social insurance schemes for employees
and the self-employed mitigated the income shock substantially, especially for lower- and middle-
income households. Simulations have shown that temporary unemployment and bridging right

1 We focus on federal measures in social security and social assistance. In addition, the regions took measures such
as child benefit supplement for temporary unemployed in Flanders, Child benefit supplement for low-income
families in Brussels, energy and water subsidies in Flanders and measures related to housing support.

2 The Belgian mandatory unemployment insurance is quite unique in Europe in that benefits last in principle for the
full duration of unemployment; yet the allowances decrease with the duration of unemployment.

3 In addition, in Belgium, self-employed can fall back upon the unemployment insurance for employees if they had a
prior insurance record built up as a wage earner.



schemes effectively absorbed the massive economic impact of COVID-19. Yet, there are also
indications that, even among workers being entitled to compensatory measures, a non-negligible
share experienced a substantial fall in household incomes and in their living standard (Marchal et
al., 2020 and Sanchez et.al., 2021).

Germany responded to COVID-19 in ways which were very similar to the responses in Belgium,
but reliance on social assistance was more important. As in Belgium, the negative impact of the
restrictions on employees were cushioned by the existing short-time work scheme (Kurzarbeit),
access to which was made easier. In May 2020, approximately 19% of the labour force were in
receipt of short-time work benefit.* Long-term unemployed and the self-employed could rely on
the existing social assistance scheme in which, however, the wealth test was temporarily
suspended.® Unemployment benefits for long-term unemployed workers whose regular earnings-
related benefits were extended by three months. However, benefits for the long-term unemployed
or those without entitlement to earnings-related benefits, such as self-employed or certain
atypical workers, were not increased. As a result, as in Belgium, the gap between social
protection for the long-term unemployed and the temporarily unemployed was significantly
increased.

Overall, responses to COVID-19 in these two countries have a number of key characteristics.
First, both countries did not revert to wage-subsidy systems but responded by using existing
social insurance and social assistance systems. Second, the extent to which these welfare states
made use of either social insurance or social assistance schemes seems to be related to the extent
to which these welfare states have moved in a liberal direction. Belgium, arguably still the most
Bismarckian of the two countries, has relied almost entirely on social insurance. Germany also
made use of existing systems, but self-employed persons were covered by unemployment
assistance. Third, in both countries the policy responses reinforced the dual transformation of
social protection that took place in recent decades with retrenched earnings-related benefits for
long-term unemployed and atypically employed people on the one hand and expanded social
security to so called ‘new social risks’ on the other. Fourth, the reinforcements should, however,
also be seen as major departures from the policy route that in recent decades has focused heavily
on activating the unemployed by tightening eligibility criteria and decreasing social protection
benefits.

The Nordic Regime

The Nordic welfare states, historically known for their relatively high levels of social benefits and
an active labour market policy since the 1950s (Greve 2016; Kangas and Kvist 2019), could be
expected to have active responses to support employment and living standards during the
pandemic. Overall, this is exactly what happened in all the Nordic countries (Greve et al. 2021).

4 https://www.ifo.de/node/55800

5 https://www.bmas.de/DE/Schwerpunkte/Informationen-Corona/Sozialschutz-Paket/sozialschutz-paket.html.
According to figures from the Federal Employment Agency, approximately 81.000 unemployed self-employed
received unemployment assistance payments for at least part of the time in the months from April to September.
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The Nordic countries had different strategies with regard to how to cope with the crisis. Although
the following discussion keeps an eye on the developments taking place in the other Nordic
countries, the focus is mainly on Denmark and Sweden, especially due to the fact that the strategy
to cope with the virus varied greatly between these two countries, which had a strong impact on
the need to intervene in the economy. While Sweden became the country with the most limited
lock down policies, other countries, including Denmark, faced stronger negative pressures on
economic activity due to more and larger restriction of the economic activities. Yet, when Sweden
kept more economic activities running, albeit at the same time facing stronger pressures on its
health care system than the other Nordic countries, there was a lesser need than in Denmark to
compensate workers and companies negatively affected by the COVID crisis.

Overall, there has been an active fiscal policy in all the Nordic countries with high level of
government support to reduce the level of economic contraction and ensure that there was
purchasing power among citizens in what can be characterized as an active Keynesian demand
management policy albeit, as indicated above, this was less the case in Sweden, given its different
approach to lockdowns. This Keynesian reality combined with the fact that, in Nordic countries
during the pandemic, there was an extension of, and a number of different initiatives related to,
active labour market policy. In Denmark, for example, unemployment benefits and cash benefit
periods were extended, and the requirements for activation were relaxed®.

In the Nordic countries, during the pandemic, fewer people on average than in other OECD
countries have faced job disruptions and/or loses, with only Belgium and the Netherlands doing
better than Denmark, who has performed best among the Nordic countries in this regard. It is also
the case that, in Nordic countries, job losses affected only about 6% of the workforce and between
a quarter and a third of households faced job-related disruption because of the pandemic (OECD,
2021a) . This also meant that fewer people in the Nordic countries than in other welfare regimes
coped with financial difficulties as a consequence of the pandemic. This reality confirms the
Nordic tradition of focusing on keeping people in jobs, employment creation, and income security.
Yet unemployment levels remain higher in Sweden than in Denmark, and the Swedish ministry of
finance expects the unemployment rate to continue to be at 7.9 % in 20227, Furthermore, in
Denmark, as in the other Nordic countries but higher than in Sweden, there was significant public
support for the private businesses facing closures through direct state subsidies to companies.
Simultaneously, companies that retained employees could receive state support because of this.

At the peak of the use of retention schemes, around 10 % of all employees in Nordic countries
were using the schemes (Drahokoupil and Mdiller, 2021). Unemployment are now almost back to
pre-crisis level in Denmark and Norway, and, there, unemployment is also lower than in Sweden
and Finland (OECD, 2021c). Denmark and Sweden had a solid economic foundation that enabled
the adoption of comprehensive support packages, which included several public works and
construction activities, and thus stimulated both employment and economic demand. Furthermore,

8 For more information on specific measures in each of the Nordic countries see Coronavirus country measures see
the data provided by the International Social Security Association (ISSA).

" Upswing for resilient Swedish economy in 2021 - Government.se, accessed on August 30, 2021.
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the period has seen a comprehensive set of tripartite agreements between the state, employers, and
employees, all of which in various ways have directly helped Denmark get through the COVID
crisis, albeit the final outcome with regard to employment and company closures might only
become clear when society is fully open again.

Overall, Denmark maintained a universal approach to social benefits while keeping the labour
market partners involved in decision-making, as part of a consensus-seeking approach. At the same
time, during the pandemic, Denmark supported companies much more directly than is traditionally
the case in that country. Denmark has a decentralised welfare state and, during the pandemic, the
state has, in the context of annual bargaining with municipalities and regions, compensated these
subnational units for additional health care and social spending incurred to avoid reductions in
other welfare services amidst higher than usual health and social spending (see www.fm.dk).

Unemployment rates in all four Nordic countries in 2022 are expected to be lower than in 2020
(OECD 2021b). Overall, compared to other OECD countries, the Nordic countries, despite
massive investment in supporting businesses and the unemployed, should retain low levels of gross
public debt in 2022 while being expected to move close to balancing public budgets. Yet, this
discussion about debt and fiscal policy does not say anything about the distributional effects of
social policies. As in most countries, some industries in Denmark were hit harder than others
(especially tourism and the experience industry), where employees faced a higher risk of
unemployment, whereas investments in the construction sector led to full employment in that
sector. Thus, the overall macroeconomic balance does not mean that there was any redistribution
taking place. There were indeed winners and losers of economic development in the wake of the
COVID crisis. The scope of its redistribution effects remains unclear for the time being, but these
effects might average out so that, at the macro-level, the degree of inequality remains the same as
before that crisis.

To conclude, in general, the Nordic countries were able to cope with COVID19 presumably much
better than expected, and also with a relatively quick rebound in economic activity implying that
the use of Keynesian demand management in combination with the automatic stabilisers at play
meant that loss of jobs has been more limited, and a shorter and less widespread than initially
expected. Thus, despite the negative impact of the pandemic on specific groups, during the
pandemic Nordic welfare states proved able to support companies and those at risk of losing their
job with extensive interventions. Thereby, we witnessed a continuation of traditional Nordic social
policies, which is a sign of institutional continuity in the context of entrenched policy legacies.

The Southern European Welfare Regime

Together with Italy and Spain, Portugal and Greece belong to a group of countries which in the
literature on comparative welfare states is known as the ‘Latin’ rim (Leibfried, 1993), the Southern
model (Ferrera, 1996) or, more recently, the ‘familistic’ model (Papadopoulos and Roumpakis,
2013). These terms have been used to classify a particular model of social protection that combines
a Bismarckian pension system with a universal healthcare system; where families, namely women,
are called to play the protective role that the state plays in other models of social protection (namely
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in Northern Europe); and where labour market institutions are designed to favour those in
dependent employment.

As they were faced with the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Portuguese and the Greek
welfare states were still recovering from the impact of the Eurocrisis that began in late 20009.
During this crisis, having asked for financial assistance from the IMF and the European Union,
both countries had to pursue severe fiscal austerity measures, which translated into tax increases,
and cuts in social transfers — both in pensions and in social assistance (Guillén et al, 2016). Health
expenditure was also significantly reduced (see Petmesidou et al, 2014). Finally, as part of the
pursuit of an (externally imposed) internal devaluation strategy, measures were introduced to
reduce the protection given to those in employment, and to the unemployed as well (see Moreira
et al, 2015). Still, after 2015, at the least in Portugal, significant steps were taken to revert some of
the harshest measures introduced in the initial aftermath of the Eurocrisis — even if most of labour
market changes remained (see Moreira and Glatzer, forthcoming).

As Moreira et al. (2021) make clear, there were important differences in how the COVID-19
pandemic hit Portugal and Greece. At the health level, up until December 2020, Portugal had
already been significantly hit by the pandemic. Greece, on the other hand, had been one of the least
hit countries in the OECD. Economically, however, Portugal and Greece were both among the
most affected countries in the OECD.

In Portugal, the backbone of the response to the economic toll of COVID-19 involved the
introduction of a derivative of the ‘Layoff scheme’, which had been a feature of the social security
edifice since 2003 — even if a marginal one. The ‘Extraordinary Support to the Maintenance of
Employment Contracts’ - or ‘Simplified Layoff’ scheme — was introduced in March 2020 and
allowed companies that suffered a significant drop in turnover (at least 40%) or that were forced
to close/reduce activities as part of the measures to reduce the spread of the pandemic to reduce
the number of hours worked, or to suspend work contracts. During this period, employees would
be entitled to a payment worth two-thirds of their gross salary, subject to a minimum equivalent to
the national minimum wage - adjusted to the number of hours effectively worked. This payment
was to be subsidized in 70% by Social Security.

In July 2020, the ‘Simplified Layoff’ scheme was replaced by another derivative of the original
Layoff scheme: the ‘Support for Progressive Recovery’.® This new scheme reduced the threshold
of losses that would qualify employers to this type of benefit; allowed more flexibility in terms of
the hours reductions that employers could apply for; increased the generosity of workers’ payments
- from 2/3 to over 4/5 of the gross salary; and increased the State’s contributions.

It is fair to say that social assistance played a minor role in dealing with economic toll of the crisis.
Despite measures to automatically renew the entitlement to the Social Integration Income (RSI)
and the Assistance-Based Unemployment Benefit®, the number of beneficiaries did not increase
significantly. In fact, the number of RSI beneficiaries actually fell (by 3.5%) compared to 2019.

8 Decree n.° 46-A/2020.
9 Order n.° 94-A/2020.

11



Although these were not excluded from the range of measures introduced during this period, the
support given to self-employed and atypical workers was clearly less generous than that given to
employees. The initial scheme targeting self-employed workers — the ‘Extraordinary Support for
the Reduction of Economic Activity’'®, was subject to a (social insurance) contribution
requirement (of up to 3 months of contributions in the last 12 months) and is subject to a ceiling
equal to the Social Support Indexer (SSI), whose value is below the official poverty-line.
Subsequent revisions sought to expand its coverage (to company managers), to allow for the
possibility of reducing work hours, and to increase the generosity of the payments.!

The response to the COVID-19 crisis in Greece was strikingly different both in size and in the type
of measures adopted. Data from the IMF Fiscal Monitor (June 2021) show that (non-health related)
additional spending in Greece (in 2020) amounted 13.2% of GDP, which contrasts with 4.5% in
Portugal.

Despite a much stronger fiscal response, the employment-related measures adopted in Greece are
significantly less robust than those adopted in Portugal (see Moreira et al, 2021). The Greek
government’s initial reaction involved the introduction of a number of special allowances worth
€800 for a 45-day period and targeting employees, self-employed workers, and people affiliated
with individual businesses of up to 20 workers (Ministry of Finance, 2020). The Government also
decided to provide a one-off payment to cover the Easter bonuses that employers were expected
to pay in April. Unemployment benefits were extended by two months, and a special allowance
(worth €400) was introduced for individuals who became long-term unemployed since April 2020
(Leventi et al., 2020). Guaranteed minimum beneficiaries were also allocated a one-off sum, with
a maximum ceiling of €300 (Leventi et al, 2020).

In June 2020, Greek authorities introduced a short-time work scheme — ‘SYN-ERGASIA’*? —
which allowed employers with significant turnover losses to reduce work hours and pay by 50%.
The Government would pay the 30% of the gross wage, though workers on minimum wages
receive their salaries in full. However, the take-up of the scheme has remained consistently low —
covering 52,000 workers up to June 2020, and 17,000 in February 2021 (Moreira et al, 2021,
European Commission (2021). Finally, a special leave scheme - partially funded (25%) by the
Greek state - was also introduced to provide support for parents who needed to provide care to
their children during school closures (Leventi et al, 2020).

Discussion

Considering the sheer scope of the COVID-19 crisis, macro-economic imperatives that transcend
the boundaries among the four welfare regimes under investigation seem largely responsible for
the fact that all the countries studied here, regardless of the welfare regime and of country-specific
policy legacies, enacted prompt policy responses to the pandemic with regard to unemployment

10 Order n.° 94-A/2020.
11 Decree n.° 14-F/2020 and Law n.° 31/2020.

12 SYN-ERGASIA was funded by SURE (see https://primeminister.gr/en/2020/05/20/24004).
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and income loss. This reality is consistent with ‘emergency Keynesianism’ (Bremer and McDaniel,
2020: 439; on this issue see also Hall, 2013), which is largely about saving capitalism from itself
through emergency measures aimed at preventing a recession from becoming an outright
depression (Béland, Cantillon, Hick and Moreira, 2021). The European Union played an important
role in this regard, by supporting unemployment protection systems, particularly in the Southern
European countries but also, for the first time, by deploying more general recovery packages
financed out of common EU resources (on the role of the EU during the COVID crisis see de la
Porte and Dagnis Jensen, 2021).

As far as the country-specific use of policy instruments is concerned, the existence of similar cross-
national emergency response patterns during the COVID-19 crisis suggests that economic
developments can shape social policy change over time, a claim associated with the work of
scholars such as Harold Wilensky (1975) and, more recently, Branko Milanovi¢ (2017), who
claims public policy is rooted in economic preconditions. From this perspective, welfare regimes
are not only the product of ‘politics against markets’ (Esping-Andersen, 1985) but also of “politics
for markets’ (on this topic see Iversen and Soskice, 2015). In the context of this chapter, it means
that, to mitigate the negative economic and social impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, countries
with specific policy legacies belonging to different welfare regimes all adopted emergency social
policy measures to support the people and businesses while avoiding a deep and durable economic
downfall (Béland, Cantillon, Hick and Moreira, 2021).

While our analysis suggests that many countries witnessed similar developments: e.g. expanded
access to existing schemes and extended entitlement duration, though the way these developments
played out bears the hallmarks of specific welfare regimes and, especially, country-specific
differences in national policy legacies. In this context, we do observe variation within each regime
cluster stemming at least in part from national policy legacies specific to each country. This subtle
understanding of both regime-based and country-based continuity in the social policy responses to
COVID-19 complements our above claim that all the countries under investigation embraced
‘emergency Keynesianism’ and adopted swift counter-cyclical policies to mitigate the negative
impact of the pandemic on the economy as well as workers and families (insert Table 1 and Table
2).

In the Liberal welfare regimes of the UK and Ireland, the policy response was more discontinuous
than in some of the other regimes under consideration in this chapter, but these discontinuities can
also be explained by regime characteristics. The modest rate of payment of pre-existing social
protection schemes required a novel response once the pandemic hit, given that lockdown resulted
in a substantial minority of society, including many middle-income earners, losing employment
income. This required COVID response schemes that were much more generous than existing
social security provision. Novel short-time work (UK) and wage subsidy schemes (Ireland) were
introduced for those whose jobs were retained. For those who became unemployed as a result of
the pandemic, the UK continued to rely on means-tested provision via Universal Credit, while
Ireland, by contrast, introduced a new payment that made no reference to means tests or social
insurance contributions.
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In Belgium and Germany (albeit to a lesser extent in the latter case), two Bismarckian welfare
regimes, the main policy responses to the COVID-19 crisis proved consistent with the Bismarckian
model. In both countries existing social insurance systems were expanded temporarily and the
social partners played an important role. Social assistance was deployed only residually (that was
certainly in the case of Belgium).

In the Nordic welfare states, institutional continuity proved especially strong, as existing job-
retention schemes were temporarily expanded to support keeping persons in their existing jobs.
The social policy response proved stronger in Denmark than in Sweden, albeit this mainly due to
stronger lock-down approach in Denmark. Changes seemed to be temporary so that, from 2022
on, the Nordic welfare states are likely to look like they did before, which points to both
institutional continuity within than regime and a strong ability to cope with external shocks to
protect Nordic societies and economies.

Finally, the differences in policy responses in Greece and Portugal reflect a long-term process of
policy divergence within the Southern European cluster (Petmesidou and Guillén, 2021), where
the Portuguese welfare state has evolved over time to become more inclusive; and, despite some
expansionary attempts such as the introduction of a minimum income scheme, or the simplification
of the pension system, the Greek model of welfare provision has remained largely fragmented and
inadequate. In that sense, there are key country-specific path dependencies in how these two
countries responded to the crisis: Portugal opted for a more comprehensive response, involving a
fairly encompassing short-time work-scheme; Greece introduced a very limited wage-subsidy,
complemented by a plethora of partial and paltry schemes. Still, in both countries, reflecting the
dualized nature of labour market institutions in Southern European countries, the level of
protection awarded to self-employed and atypical workers was significantly below that of
employees.

The above discussion illustrates the diversity of policy responses to COVID-19, which reflect in
part institutional logics embedded in existing national legacies, which often mirror welfare regime
type. Our analysis suggests that both similarities and cross-national differences within each welfare
regime cluster under consideration have shaped social policy responses to COVID-19 in Europe.
Simultaneously, while our above empirical analysis does point to inter-welfare regime differences
in policy legacies and in social policy responses to the pandemic, the fact all the countries under
consideration reacted swiftly to the crisis suggests that economic shocks can trigger some level of
social policy convergence, although only time will tell whether, in the case of COVID-19, this
relative convergence is only temporary or more durable in nature. Regardless, our chapter, by
stressing both the enduring weight of national policy legacies and the powerful impact of economic
crises on social policy development should help social policy scholars craft more sophisticated and
generalizable frameworks to study both national convergence and divergence in social policy
responses to global crises, in Europe and beyond.

Keeping people in jobs instead of supporting with economic transfers has further the positive side
effect that well-being is higher for those keeping their job than those who are unemployed even if
they get unemployment benefits (Cotofan et al. 2021). So, for well-being purposes, strategies of
keeping people in jobs can be an important reason for the choice of policy instruments.
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Our chapter has also three main limitations it is worth spelling out at this stage. First, regarding
case selection, while the sections on the liberal and the Nordic welfare regimes cover the main
country cases within each regime, this is not the case of the sections on the Bismarckian and
Southern European regime cluster, which each feature major cases not featured in our comparative
analysis due to space limitation. More research about these welfare regimes is needed to provide
a more systematic ‘big picture’ about the social policy impact of the pandemic, in employment-
related policies and beyond.

Second, the events discussed in this chapter are very recent and the pandemic is hardly over, so
the compressed time frame used is a clear limitation of our comparative analysis. While the section
on Nordic countries makes it clear that the situation might return to the pre-pandemic ‘normal’
soon, the truth of the matter is that it is too early to assess the long-term consequences of the
pandemic on most of the countries under consideration in this chapter. This is why more research
will be needed in the future to explore continuity and change in social policy response to COVID-
19 in Europe. Finally, a third limitation of the chapter is that it focuses almost exclusively on
national policies. In Europe, the EU has played a direct role during the pandemic, first with SURE
(Support to mitigate Unemployment Risks in an Emergency) and, later, with Next Generation (de
la Porte and Dagnis Jensen, 2021). Future research could explore the interaction between this
involvement of the EU and national policy legacies and decisions across different European
welfare regimes during the COVID-19 pandemic.

15



References

Beirne, K., Doorley, K., Regan, M., Roantree, B. and Tuda, D. (2020), ‘The potential costs
and distributional effect of COVID-19 related unemployment in Ireland’, ESRI Budget
Perspectives 2021, Dublin, ESRI.

Béland, D. (2010), What is Social Policy? Understanding the Welfare State. Cambridge:

Polity.

Béland, D. and R. Mahon (2016), Advanced Introduction to Social Policy. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar Publishing.

Béland, D., Cantillon, B., Hick, R., Moreira, A. (2021) Social policy in the face of a global
pandemic: Policy responses to the COVID-19 crisis. Social Policy & Administration, 55: 249-
260.

Bell, T. and Brewer, M. (2021), ‘The 12-month stretch: Where the government has delivered —
and where it has failed — during the COVID-19 crisis’, London, Resolution Foundation.

Bremer, B. and S. McDaniel (2020), The ideational foundations of social democratic austerity in
the context of the great recession, Socio-Economic Review, 18(2): 439-463.

Capoccia, G., & Kelemen, R. (2007), The Study of Critical Junctures: Theory, Narrative, and
Counterfactuals in Historical Institutionalism. World Politics, 59(3), 341-369.

Cotofan, Maria, Jan-Emmanuel De Neve, Marta Golin, Micah Kaats, and George Ward. 2021.
“Work and Well-Being during COVID-19: Impact, Inequalities, Resilience, and the Future of
Work.”, 153-90, Chapter 7 In World Happiness Report, edited by Helliwell, John F., Richard
Layard, Jeffrey Sachs, and Jan-Emmanuel De Neve. https://worldhappiness.report/ed/2021/.

Deeming, C. (2017), The lost and the new ‘liberal world’ of welfare capitalism: A critical
assessment of Ggsta Esping-Andersen's the three worlds of welfare capitalism a quarter century
later. Social Policy and Society, 16(3), 405-422.

de la Porte, Caroline and Mads Dagnis Jensen. 2021. “The next generation EU: An analysis of
the dimensions of conflict behind the deal,” Social Policy & Administration, 55(2): 388-402.

Drahokoupil, Jan, and Torsten Miiller. 2021. “Job Retention Schemes in Europe: A Lifeline
during the Covid-19 Pandemic.” 2021.07. ETUI Research Paper-Working Paper.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1985), Politics against Markets: The Social Democratic Road to Power.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990), The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1999), Social foundations of postindustrial economies. Oxford New York:
Oxford University Press.

16



European Commission (2021) Enhanced Surveillance Report — Greece, June 2021. Retrieved
August 23, 2021 from https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/feconomy-finance/ip150_en.pdf

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

Garcia-Rodriguez, A., Bergin, A., Rehill, L. and Sweeney, E. (2021), ‘Exploring the impact of
COVID-19 and recovery paths for the economy’, ESRI Working Paper No. 706, Dublin,
Economic and Social Research Council.

Geiger, B.B.; Scullion, L.; Summers, K.; Martin, P; Lawler, C.; Edmiston, D.; Gibbons, A.;
Ingold, I.; Robertshaw, R. and de Vries, R. (2021a), Non-take-up of benefits at the start of the
COVID-19 pandemic, Welfare at a (Social) Distance Project Report. The Welfare at a (Social)
Distance project; http://www.distantwelfare.co.uk/

Geiger, B.B.; Scullion, L.; Summers, K.; Martin, P.; Lawler, C.; Edmiston, D.; Gibbons, A.;
Ingold, I; Karagiannaki, E.; Robertshaw, R. and de Vries, R. (2021b), Should social security
reach further? A study of those not claiming benefits at the start of the COVID-19 pandemic,
Welfare at a (Social) Distance Project Report. The Welfare at a (Social) Distance project;
http://www.distantwelfare.co.uk/

Greve, B (2016), Denmark: Still a Nordic Welfare State after the Changes of Recent Years? In
Challenges to European Welfare Systems, edited by J. Schubert, K., Villota, P. and Kuhlman,
159-76. Cham: Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07680-5_8.

Greve, B., Paula Blomquist, Bjgrn Hvinden, and Minna van Gerven (2021), Nordic Welfare
States—Still Standing or Changed by the COVID-19 Crisis? Social Policy & Administration 55
(2): 295-311. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12675.

Guillén, A. M., Gonzélez-Begega, S. y Luque, D. (2016). Austeridad y ajustes sociales en el Sur
de Europa. La fragmentacion del modelo de bienestar Mediterraneo. Revista Espafiola de
Sociologia, 25 (2): 261-272.

Hall, P. (2013), The Political Origins of our Economic Discontents: Contemporary Adjustment
Problems in Historical Perspective in Kahler, M. and Lake, D. (eds), Politics in New Hard
Times. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, pp. 129-149.

Hemerijck, A. and I. Marx (2012), Continental Welfare at a Crossroads: The Choice between
Activation and Minimum Income Protection in Belgium and the Netherlands, in B. Palier (ed.), A
Long Goodbye to Bismarck? The Politics of Welfare Reforms in Continental Europe, Amsterdam
University Press.

Hick, R. (2020), ‘COVID-19 and the bypassing of contributory social security benefits’,
https://blogs.bath.ac.uk/iprblog/2020/05/22/covid-19-and-the-bypassing-of-contributory-social-
security-benefits/ last accessed 6 August 2021.

Hick, R., & Murphy, M. P. (2021). Common shock, different paths? Comparing social policy
responses to COVID-19 in the UK and Ireland. Social Policy & Administration, 55(2), 312-325.

17


http://www.distantwelfare.co.uk/
http://www.distantwelfare.co.uk/
https://blogs.bath.ac.uk/iprblog/2020/05/22/covid-19-and-the-bypassing-of-contributory-social-security-benefits/
https://blogs.bath.ac.uk/iprblog/2020/05/22/covid-19-and-the-bypassing-of-contributory-social-security-benefits/

Hinrichs, K. (2012), A Social Insurance State Withers Away. Welfare State Reforms in Germany
— Or: Attempts to Turn Around in a Cul-de-Sac, in B. Palier (ed.), A Long Goodbye to Bismarck?
The Politics of Welfare Reforms in Continental Europe, Amsterdam University Press.

IMF (2021, June), Fiscal Monitor Database of Country Fiscal Measures in Response to the
COVID-19 Pandemic. Retrieved August 23, 2021 from https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-
covid19/~/media/Files/Topics/COVID/FM-Database/july-2021-country-fiscal-measures-
database-publication-v2.ashx

Iversen, T., & Soskice, D. (2015), Politics for markets, Journal of European Social Policy, 25(1):
76-93.

Jacobs, A. M., and R. K. Weaver (2015), When policies undo themselves: Self-undermining
feedback as a source of policy change. Governance, vol. 28: 441-457.

Kangas, O., and J. Kvist (2019), Nordic Welfare States. In Routledge Handbook of the Welfare
State., edited by B. Greve, 2nd., 124-36. Oxon: Routledge.

Leibfried, S. (1993). ‘Towards a European Welfare State? On Integrating Poverty Regimes into
the European Community’, in C. Jones (ed.), New Perspectives on the Welfare State in Europe,
London: Routledge.

Leventi, C., Flevotomou, M., Matsaganis, M., Andriopoulou, E., Petrocheilos-Andrianos, Y.
(2020), EUROMOD - Greece Country Report. Retrieved August 23, 2021 from https://euromod-
web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/resources/country-reports/latest

Marchal, S., Vanderkelen, J., Cantillon, B., Decancq, K., Decoster, A., Kuypers, S., Marx, 1.,
Spinnewijn, J., Van Lancker, W., Van Meensel, L. & Verbist, G. (2021), The Distributional
Impact of the COVID-19 Shock on Household Incomes in Belgium, COVIVAT Working Paper 2,
7 January, Leuven/Antwerpen.

Milanovic, B. (2017), Global Inequality. Harvard University Press.

Ministry of Finance (2020), Stability Programme 2020. Athens: Helenic Republic. Retrieved
August 23, 2021 from https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/economic-and-fiscal-
policy-coordination/eu-economic-governance-monitoring-prevention-correction/european-
semester/european-semester-timeline/national-reform-programmes-and-stability-or-convergence-
programmes/2020-european_en

Moreira, A., Hick, R., (2021), COVID-19, the Great Recession and social policy: Is this time
different? Soc Policy Adm. 2021; 55: 261- 279.https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12679

Moreira, A., Léon, M., Coda Moscarola, F., Roumpakis, A. (2021) In the eye of the
storm...again! Social policy responses to COVID-19 in Southern Europe. Social Policy &
Administration. 55: 339-357. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12681

Myles, J. (1998), How to Design a ‘Liberal” Welfare State: A Comparison of Canada and the
United States. Social Policy & Administration, 32(4): 341-364.

18


https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12681

OECD (2017)
https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/3 Vanderstappen Providing Social Protection to the Self-

Employed.pdf
OECD (2020), OECD Social Expenditure database.

OECD (2021a), Main Findings from the 2020 Risks That Matter Survey.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1787/b9e85cf5-en.

OECD (2021b), OECD Economic Outlook, Volume 2021 Issue 1.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1787/edfbca02-en.

OECD (2021c), OECD Employment Outlook 2021.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1787/5a700c4b-en.

Palier, B. ed. (2010), A Long Goodbye to Bismarck? The Politics of Welfare Reforms in
Continental Europe. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Papadopoulos, T., & Roumpakis, A. (2013), ‘Familistic welfare capitalism in crisis: social
reproduction and anti-social policy in Greece’, Journal of International and Comparative Social
Policy, 29(3): 204-224.

Petmesidou, M., Pavolini, E., Guillén, A. (2014). ‘South European Healthcare Systems under
Harsh Austerity: A Progress—Regression Mix?’, South European Society and Politics, 19(3):
331-352.

Petmesidou, M., Guillén, A. (2021). South Europe: reclaiming welfare post-crisis? in Bent
Greve, Handbook on Austerity, Populism and the Welfare State, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp.
186-206.

Pierson, P. (1994), Dismantling the Welfare State? Reagan, Thatcher, and the Politics of
Retrenchment, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Pierson, P. (1996), The new politics of the welfare state, World Politics, vol. 48: 143-79.

Pierson, P. (2000), Increasing returns, path dependence, and the study of politics. American
Political Science Review, vol. 94: 251-267.

POD Maatschappelijke Integratie (2021), Armoedebestrijding, Sociale Economie en
Grootstedenbeleid, Enquéte Sociale Impact Covid-19, 2021.

Reed, S., Palmer, W., Brewer, M., Gustafsson, M. (2021), ‘Tackling COVID-19: A case for
better financial support to self-isolate’, London, Resolution Foundation.

Sanchez, O.C., Figari, F., Fiorio, C., Kuypers, S., Marchal, S., de la Cruz, M.R., Tasseva, I.V.
and Verbist, G. (2021). ‘Welfare resilience at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in four
European countries: Impact on public finance and household incomes’, Working paper,
https://sites.google.com/view/covivat/publicaties#h.9gbn1086rydt

19


https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/3_Vanderstappen_Providing_Social_Protection_to_the_Self-Employed.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/3_Vanderstappen_Providing_Social_Protection_to_the_Self-Employed.pdf
https://sites.google.com/view/covivat/publicaties#h.9gbn1086rydt

Seeleib-Kaiser, M. (2016), The End of the Conservative German Welfare State Model, Social
Policy and Administration, 50(2): 219-240.

Streeck, W. and Thelen, K. (eds) (2005), Beyond Continuity: Institutional Change in Advanced
Political Economies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tomlinson, D. (2021), ‘The beginning of the end’, London, Resolution Foundation.

Wilensky, H. L. (1975), The Welfare State and Equality: Structural and Ideological Roots of
Public Expenditures. Berkeley: University of California Press.

20



Table 1: Emergency Unemployment Benefits

2019 2020 2019 2020
(COVID-19 related) (COVID-19 related)
UK IRELAND
w
> New Style New Style Jobseeker’s Benefit ~ Pandemic
o Jobseeker’s Jobseeker’s (UB) Unemployment
'ﬁ'cJ Allowance Allowance Payment
il (UB) (UB) / Universal
< Credit (SA)
w
% Higher benefits (if Higher Benefits
Universal Credit
only)
GERMANY BELGIUM
pd
E W | Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment
o 2 | Benefit Benefit 2 Benefit © Benefit ©
<3| s (UB) (UB) (UB)
U) D:
m Benefits long term
Extended Duration unemployed frozen
DENMARK SWEDEN
gLIJ Unemployment Unemployment Income-related Income-related
> Insurance © Insurance © unemployment unemployment
O | (UB) (UB) insurance ¢ insurance ¢
L (UB) (UB)
4
O
o Expanded Access by
Dof relaxation of
Z eligibility conditions;
Extended Duration Increased Benefits
PORTUGAL GREECE
zz
5 5 4 Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment
T a 9 Insurance © Insurance € Insurance f Insurance f
58 ws (UB) (UB) (UB)
@) a g
@ Expanded Access Extended Duration

Notes: 2 Arbeitslosengeld I; ® Assurance Chomage; ¢ Arbejdslashedsdagpenge og andre Akasseydelse; ¢
Arbetsloshetsforsikring inkomstrelaterad; ¢ Subsidio de Desemprego; f Taxtikn Emidotnon Avepyioc.
Legend:

UB — Unemployment Benefit, Insurance-Based;

UA — Unemployment Benefit, Assistance-Based;

SA - Social Assistance; SE — Subsidy to Employer;

STUB - Short-Time Unemployment Benefit;

STWS - Short-Time Work Scheme.

13 Important that job-retention schemes has been more important during the crisis than earlier
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Table 2: Emergency Employment Benefits

2019 2020 2019 2020
(COVID-19 related) (COVID-19 related)
w UK IRELAND
=
9 Universal Credit Coronavirus Jobs Short-Time Work Temporary Wage
f (SA) Retention Scheme Support Subsidy Scheme
E (STWS) (STUB) (Wage Subsidy)
@
)
GERMANY BELGIUM

w Short-Time Work Short-Time Work Short-Term Short-Term
= Scheme ¢ Scheme ¢ Unemployment Unemployment
9 (STWS) (STWS) Benefits © Benefits ©
= (sTuB) (STUB)
<
= Expanded Access Expanded Access;
§ Increased Benefits Increased Benefits
2 Extended Duration

Reduced Employers’

Costs

DENMARK SWEDEN

w Work Sharing ¢ Work Sharing ¢ Short-Time Work Short-Time Work
P (STUB) (STUB) Allowance ¢ Allowance ¢
@ (STWS) (STWS)
o
2 Expanded Access; Reduced Employers’
<ZD Reduced Employers Costs

costs

Extended Duration
w PORTUGAL GREECE
=
2 Lay-Off Scheme ¢ Simplified Lay-Off Temporary Lay-off Special Purpose
nz: (STWS) Scheme f Allowance ¢ Allowance /
é (STWS) (STWS) (STUB)
e
=) One-Off, Flat Rate
; Expanded Access Allowance
&
£ Syn-Ergasia
3 (STUB)
(7]

Notes: ° Kurzarbeit; ® Tijdelijke Werkloosheid; ¢ Arbejdsfordeling; ¢ Korttidsarbete; ¢ Lay-Off; f Lay-Off Simplificado; ¢ EniSoua taBeoipdtnrac;

Ed1koU ZkomoU og epyaldUevVouC Twv omoiwv n cUUBacn epyaoiag £xel AuBei amod.

Legend:

UB — Unemployment Benefit, Insurance-Based;
UA — Unemployment Benefit, Assistance-Based;
SA - Social Assistance; SE — Subsidy to Employer;
STUB - Short-Time Unemployment Benefit;
STWS - Short-Time Work Scheme.
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