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ReĐeŶt deďates ofteŶ suggest that ǁelfaƌe states aƌe ŶatioŶ states aŶd that ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe soĐial 
poliĐies at the EU leǀel aƌe theƌefoƌe iŶĐoŶĐeiǀaďle, giǀeŶ the laĐk of a EuƌopeaŶ ĐolleĐtiǀe ideŶtitǇ. 
ReĐoŶsideƌiŶg foƌŵeƌ aŶd ĐuƌƌeŶt peƌiods of soĐial poliĐǇ ƌesĐaliŶg, this papeƌ eǆaŵiŶes the pƌeĐoŶ-
ditioŶs foƌ the eǆpaŶsioŶ of the teƌƌitoƌial fƌaŵe of soĐial poliĐǇ oƌgaŶisatioŶ aŶd asks ǁheŶ, ǁhǇ 
aŶd hoǁ aĐtoƌs haǀe ďeeŶ ǁilliŶg to ĐhaŶge theiƌ fƌaŵes of aĐtioŶ oŶ ǁelfaƌe poliĐies. AdoptiŶg a 
diaĐhƌoŶiĐ peƌspeĐtiǀe alloǁs us to eǆaŵiŶe hoǁ pƌoĐesses of ƌe-teƌƌitoƌialisatioŶ ĐaŶ giǀe ƌise to 
Ŷeǁ Đategoƌies of aĐtioŶ aŶd ƌefeƌeŶĐe poiŶts ǁhiĐh, iŶ tuƌŶ, estaďlish Ŷeǁ tǇpes of ďeloŶgiŶg aŶd 
solidaƌitǇ. To this eŶd, ǁe aŶalǇse aĐtoƌs͛ iŶteƌests, iŶteƌpƌetatioŶs, ŵotiǀes aŶd disĐuƌsiǀe shifts. 
Ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs poiŶt to a Đlose iŶteƌtǁiŶiŶg ďetǁeeŶ geŶeƌal stƌuĐtuƌal ĐhaŶges iŶ the eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd 
politiĐal spheƌes, oŶ the oŶe haŶd, aŶd the shiftiŶg fƌaŵes of ƌefeƌeŶĐe aŶd sĐope of aĐtioŶ of the 
politiĐal, ĐolleĐtiǀe aŶd iŶdiǀidual aĐtoƌs iŶǀolǀed, oŶ the otheƌ. OŶ the ďasis of these fiŶdiŶgs, ǁe 
aƌgue that stƌuĐtuƌal tƌaŶsfoƌŵatioŶs alteƌ ďoth politiĐal disĐouƌse aŶd the aĐtoƌs͛ oǁŶ iŶteƌests, 
ǁhiĐh oǀeƌ the loŶg ƌuŶ ŵaǇ lead to the eŵeƌgeŶĐe of Ŷeǁ aĐtoƌs, ideas aŶd teƌƌitoƌial pƌiŶĐiples. 
HeŶĐe, iŶstead of suggestiŶg the ƌigid Ŷatuƌe of ŶatioŶal ǁelfaƌe states aŶd, liŶked to this, the laĐk 
of solidaƌitǇ at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel, ouƌ histoƌiĐallǇ iŶfoƌŵed appƌoaĐh sheds light oŶ the Đƌeatiǀe 
aŶd ĐoŶfliĐtiǀe pƌoĐesses that led to the pƌedoŵiŶaŶĐe of ŶatioŶal soĐial poliĐies. 
IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ 
IŶ ǀieǁ of Euƌope͛s oŶgoiŶg iŶtegƌatioŶ aŶd the ƌisiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ of tƌaŶsŶatioŶal soĐial pƌoďleŵs it 
faĐes iŶ the ĐuƌƌeŶt Đƌisis, ƋuestioŶs ƌegaƌdiŶg the deǀelopŵeŶt of the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ͛s soĐial 
diŵeŶsioŶ aƌe of gƌoǁiŶg iŵpoƌtaŶĐe. Despite this, ŵaŶǇ sĐholaƌs suggest that the laĐk of a 
ĐolleĐtiǀe ideŶtitǇ at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel, aŶd the aďseŶĐe of tƌaŶsŶatioŶal solidaƌities aďle to 
tƌaŶsĐeŶd the pƌeǀailiŶg ŶatioŶal solidaƌities, ŵakes the iŶteŶsifiĐatioŶ oƌ ďƌoadeŶiŶg of EU-leǀel 
soĐial poliĐies uŶlikelǇ iŶ the Ŷeaƌ futuƌe ;StƌeeĐk ϮϬϬϬ; Offe ϮϬϬϯ; SĐhaƌpf ϮϬϭϬ; HöpŶeƌ/SĐhäfeƌ 
ϮϬϭϮͿ. GiǀeŶ this situatioŶ, ǁe pƌopose a tǁofold ĐhaŶge iŶ peƌspeĐtiǀe. At the theoƌetiĐal leǀel, ǁe 
assuŵe that ĐeƌtaiŶ iŶteƌests aŶd ŵotiǀes of iŶflueŶtial aĐtoƌs deteƌŵiŶe the politiĐal pƌoĐesses that 
Đould lead suĐh a poliĐǇ shift ;iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, the gƌoǁiŶg liteƌatuƌe oŶ teƌƌitoƌial ƌestƌuĐtuƌiŶg pƌoǀides 

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3, am 20.05.2024, 23:47:31
Open Access –  - https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb


ϰ Cultuƌe, PƌaĐtiĐe & EuƌopeaŶizatioŶ  Vol.ϯ;ϭͿ  

 

aŶ appƌopƌiate fƌaŵeǁoƌk foƌ this iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ; Đf. AŶsell/DiPalŵa ϮϬϬϰ; MoƌeŶo/MĐEǁeŶ ϮϬϬϱ; 
Feƌƌeƌa ϮϬϬϯͿ. At the ŵethodologiĐal leǀel, ǁe suggest a diaĐhƌoŶiĐ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ of diffeƌeŶt peƌiods 
of soĐial poliĐǇ ƌesĐaliŶg. IŶ ƌeĐoŶsideƌiŶg soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg iŶ the past, this aƌtiĐle ƌeǀeals the 
Đlose iŶteƌtǁiŶiŶg ďetǁeeŶ geŶeƌal stƌuĐtuƌal ĐhaŶges iŶ the eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd politiĐal spheƌes, oŶ the 
oŶe haŶd, aŶd politiĐal, ĐolleĐtiǀe aŶd iŶdiǀidual aĐtoƌs͛ shiftiŶg fƌaŵes of ƌefeƌeŶĐe aŶd sĐopes of 
aĐtioŶ, oŶ the otheƌ. Beginning in the 1880s, the emergence of social insurance programmes marked the 'take-off of the modern welfare state' (Flora/Alber 1981: 48). After Germany introduced compulsory health insurance in 1883, an accident insurance scheme in 1884 and a disability and old age insurance in 1889, most Western European countries passed at least one core social insurance law before the outbreak of World War I (Abbott/deViney 1992; Kuhnle/Sander 2010). These contributory or tax-financed programmes were thought to provide members with a basic income during typical phases of employment incapacity and unemployment. As public tools for coping with destitution, social insurance programmes were rescaled to ever higher levels during the following decades. This development culminated iŶ the ƌise of the ŶatioŶal 
ǁelfaƌe state, ǁhiĐh eǆteŶded soĐial iŶsuƌaŶĐe to 'iŶĐƌeasiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌs of ĐitizeŶs to eǀeƌ gƌeateƌ 
ǀaƌieties of ƌisks' ;BaldǁiŶ ϭϵϵϬ: ϭͿ. From that point on, the nation state provided the basic frame of reference for social security organisation. Although the scope of social solidarity was also expanded to the national level with the emergence of social insurance legislation at the central state level, socio-historical research shows that the nationalisation of social security has been anything but uncontroversial (de Swaan, 1988; Baldwin, 1990). Empirical studies suggest that early welfare schemes could not rely on existing collective identities to generate feelings of solidarity at the national level. Rather, the development of national welfare states should be seen as a long-term process linking state-building, identity formation, and solidarity at the national level, i.e., as a process of social security territorialisation (Ferrera 2003; Moreno/McEwen 2005; Börner 2013; Senghaas 2015). Ferrera (2005b: 226) points to the importance of social security schemes for 
͚Đƌeat[iŶg] Ŷeǁ ŵeŵďeƌship spaĐes ǁithiŶ the teƌƌitoƌǇ of eaĐh ŶatioŶ-state.͛ During the late 1880s, existing means of social schemes such as locally organised self-help funds, or the support provided by trade unions, were seen as alternative frameworks to that of the nation-state for social security organisation (Zimmermann 2006). This raises a key question: under which conditions have actors been willing to endorse a territorial shift of social policies? Answering this question is crucial to understanding whether solidarity is a result or a precondition of social politics. Given these highly conflictive processes and their role in constructing the congruence of nations and welfare states, there is no reason to think that the so-called ͞solidaƌitǇ aŵoŶg stƌaŶgeƌs͟ may only be established within a national framework. To shed light on the preconditions of social policy rescaling, this article examines the conditions under which the territorial frame for social security organisation may be successfully expanded and asks when, why and how actors have been willing to change their frames of action on matters of social policy. In order to illuminate the complex processes that finally led to the nationalisation of social security in Europe, it examines these questions historically. Within the current context of growing (and contested) Europeanisation of social security, this historical analysis gives us the insight to explore how processes of re-territorialisation can create new categories of action and reference points that lead to new types of belonging and solidarity with respect to social policy. As a result, we are able to offer a more comprehensive analysis of recent—and to some degree even future—social policy developments at the European level. 
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To fruitfully use historical insights to decode current developments at the EU level, the French socio-histoire 1  offers a range of concepts and tools for analysing and comparing recent social transformations. Based on the assumption that social phenomena are bound to space and time and hence only comprehensible in terms of the specific historical context in which they are embedded, this approach emphasises the historical emergence of todaǇ͛s macro-categories as well as the micro-foundations of social change by identifying the key actors involved, their interests, and their ideas. In this sense, it commits to a theory of action that emphasises the structured activities of those actors and thus overcomes the often-cited micro-macro dichotomy (Knorr-Cetina 1981). This understanding of the variable and constantly changing relationship between structure and action helps illuminate the meaning of transformative processes, deepening our understanding of how specific social problems have been defined and new frames of action have come to prevail (Noiriel 2006). Analysing the specific historical junctures when actions and structure intertwine allows us to compare such junctures across time and place, thus opening the door to diachronic comparison. Key to this diachronic approach is the study of processes as a tool to uncovering the dynamic interplay between actions and structural changes. This requires that we analyse not only structural shifts and institutional changes, but also micro-sociological factors such as the ideas, interests and interpretations of the various actors involved and the specific institutional and organisational contexts in which they were embedded. FoĐusiŶg oŶ aĐtoƌs͛ iŶteƌests, iŶteƌpƌetatioŶs, motives and discursive shifts makes this micro-macro interplay accessible. Such a focus also allows us to consider European social policy in terms other than the functionalist automatisms and spill-over mechanisms that tend to dominate studies of this subject area (e.g. Leibfried 2005).2 In examining the consequences of emergent opportunity structures for different groups of historical actors, this article points to the complex logic and multidimensionality of the processes shaping social policy rescaling. To unravel these interconnected processes of structural change and individuated action, the first part of this article discusses structural transformations, how they translate into ideas, and how they shape individual preferences and political decision-making processes. Parts two and three then present the political logic behind social policy rescaling, which sees the latter as a means of promoting social integration and political legitimation. Evidence is drawn from two centralised Western European welfare states (France and Germany) and two rather plurinational ones (Great Britain and Austria) between the 1880s and 1914. 3  For the sake of simplicity, we refer to this period as one of social security nationalisation.4 We contrast the results of this analysis with findings from research on the development of EU social policy between the                                             1In a close dialogue between history and sociology the Socio-histoire du politique aims at a historical reconstruction of social and political categories such as unemployment (Topalov 1994; Zimmermann 2006) or family (Lénoir 2003) in order to understand and denaturalise the developments of categories of public action that appear to be quite natural today. This consequent sociology of the actors sheds light on forgotten alternatives, conflicts and power constellations that finally led to the studied phenomenon. 2Interestingly, the functionalist interpretation of social policy development at nation state level (namely industrialisation, etc. as driving force) had been discarded early. A comparable development that describes EU social policy not only as the result of market compatibility requirements and the like is still in its infancy (see Falkner 1998). 3By Austria, we refer to the northern and western part of the Dual Monarchy of Austro-Hungary between 1867 and 1918, so-called Cisleithania. EŵpiƌiĐal iŶsights oŶ this Đase ŵiaŶlǇ dƌaǁ oŶ MoŶika SeŶghaas͛ studǇ oŶ soĐial poliĐǇ iŶ the Habsburg monarchy. (2015) We would like to thank her for allowing us to use her empirical material. 4The teƌŵ ͚ŶatioŶalisatioŶ͛ should Ŷot hide the faĐt that the ƌesultiŶg ǁelfaƌe states iŶ Ŷo ǁaǇ ƌepƌeseŶted a siŶgle universal type. Within a given state territory, there remained numerous internal differentiations marking former boundaries (see also FN 7). 
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1950s and today, a period marked by the Europeanisation of social security.5  Thus, instead of comparing different national stories, this study focuses on the diachronic perspective. Our main goal is to revisit historical processes in order to be able to assess current arguments regarding a European-level social policy. Analysing the shifting interests, strategies and discourse of the actors involved does more, we assume, than simply illuminate the differences between the two periods covered here; it also enhances our understanding of the EU͛s politiĐal ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ as a supranational organisation. It explains not only why the EU pursues a rhetoric of cohesion and strives for harmonisation in the field of social security, but also why some of its member states are reluctant to give up their social policy competencies, irrespective of their own abilities to provide social protection. In this way, it helps clarify why European integration is sometimes perceived as a major threat to national solidarity and to existing achievements in the field of social welfare.  
SoĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ ŵeets eĐoŶoŵiĐ iŶtegƌatioŶ: The teƌƌitoƌial diŵeŶsioŶ of the soĐial ƋuestioŶ 
IŶ ƌeĐeŶt deĐades, the pƌoĐess of EuƌopeaŶ eĐoŶoŵiĐ iŶtegƌatioŶ, ǁhiĐh has also helped ĐoŶsolidate 
politiĐal aŶd eǀeŶ soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ at the EU leǀel, has Đƌeated aŶ aǁkǁaƌd stƌuĐtuƌal iŵďalaŶĐe iŶ 
the eǇes of ŵaŶǇ sĐholaƌs. OŶ the oŶe haŶd, EuƌopeaŶs haǀe ďeeŶ ǁitŶessiŶg the dissolutioŶ of 
ŶatioŶallǇ-defiŶed ďouŶdaƌies ǁith ƌespeĐt to the EU͛s eĐoŶoŵiĐ sǇsteŵs aŶd laďouƌ ŵaƌkets. OŶ 
the otheƌ, aĐtual soĐial tƌaŶsfeƌs to iŶdiǀiduals as pƌoteĐtioŶ agaiŶst thƌeateŶiŶg eĐoŶoŵiĐ 
deǀelopŵeŶts ƌeŵaiŶ iŶ the haŶds of the ŶatioŶ state. What is ŵoƌe, this 'stƌuĐtuƌal asǇŵŵetƌǇ' 
teŶds to uŶdeƌŵiŶe the soĐial aĐhieǀeŵeŶts of Euƌope's ŵost ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe aŶd geŶeƌous ǁelfaƌe 
states ;SĐhaƌpf ϮϬϭϬ: ϮϭϭͿ. This ĐhalleŶges soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ at the ŶatioŶal leǀel, siŶĐe eŶtƌeŶĐhed 
ŶatioŶal solidaƌities aƌe aďout to ďƌeak up ;MüŶĐh ϭϵϵϴͿ. As the EU steadilǇ gaiŶs poǁeƌ aŶd 
ŶatioŶal goǀeƌŶŵeŶts aƌe iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ affeĐted ďǇ deĐisioŶs of the EuƌopeaŶ Couƌt of JustiĐe ;ECJͿ 
as ǁell as ďǇ ƌegulatioŶs of the EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵissioŶ ;foƌ soĐial poliĐǇ, see Leiďfƌied/PieƌsoŶ ϭϵϵϱ; 
Feƌƌeƌa ϮϬϬϯ; Leiďfƌied ϮϬϬϱͿ, ŵeŵďeƌ states lose soǀeƌeigŶtǇ.  
IŶ the faĐe of these politiĐal, eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd soĐial shifts, the pƌeĐoŶditioŶs of soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ ǁithiŶ 
a soǀeƌeigŶ ŶatioŶal fƌaŵeǁoƌk ĐaŶ Ŷo loŶgeƌ ďe takeŶ foƌ gƌaŶted. Yet EU soĐial poliĐǇ is Ŷot 
ĐoŶsideƌed a ǀiaďle alteƌŶatiǀe, Ŷot oŶlǇ ďeĐause Euƌope laĐks a ĐolleĐtiǀe ideŶtitǇ ďut also ďeĐause 
of its ŵissiŶg ŵaŶdate aŶd fisĐal soǀeƌeigŶtǇ, as ǁell as iŶstitutioŶal oďstaĐles suĐh as the so-Đalled 
joiŶt-deĐisioŶ tƌap. IŶ this ĐoŶteǆt, ouƌ studǇ seeks to uŶdeƌstaŶd the ĐoŶditioŶs uŶdeƌ ǁhiĐh aĐtoƌs 
ǁill suppoƌt the ƌesĐaliŶg of soĐial poliĐies.  
Although it is haƌd to iŵagiŶe fƌoŵ todaǇ's peƌspeĐtiǀe, ĐoŶsideƌed fƌoŵ a puƌelǇ politiĐal-
iŶstitutioŶal poiŶt of ǀieǁ ĐoŶditioŶs ǁeƌe Ŷo ŵoƌe adǀaŶtageous duƌiŶg the foƌŵatiǀe peƌiod of 
ŶatioŶal ǁelfaƌe states thaŶ theǇ aƌe Ŷoǁ. DuƌiŶg the ŶiŶeteeŶth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, iŶ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of WesteƌŶ 
EuƌopeaŶ ĐouŶtƌies the disĐƌepaŶĐǇ ďetǁeeŶ the eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd soĐial spheƌes ǁas iŶ ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs at 
its ŵost eǆtƌeŵe. At that poiŶt, as duƌiŶg the ĐƌeatioŶ of the EuƌopeaŶ iŶteƌŶal ŵaƌket, eĐoŶoŵiĐ 
ĐoŶstƌaiŶts had to giǀe ǁaǇ to ŵoƌe liďeƌal ƌegulatioŶs. The dissolutioŶ of tƌaditioŶal loĐal eĐoŶoŵiĐ 
ďouŶdaƌies siŶĐe the late eighteeŶth ĐeŶtuƌǇ has ďeeŶ liŶked to the aďolitioŶ of the guild sǇsteŵs, 
ǁhiĐh eĐoŶoŵiĐ aĐtoƌs iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ ǀieǁed as aŶ iŵpediŵeŶt to laďouƌ ŵoďilitǇ. DuƌiŶg the                                             5Research on EU social policy differs strongly depending on the specific notion of social policy that is used. Widely accepted is the differentiation between regulatory and redistributive social policy (Majone 1996). Meanwhile it seems appropriate to further specify this distinction and to ask how redistributive policy is regulated on the European level by granting specific social rights to Europeans. This is of interest here, since a link between European citizens and the 
EU has ďeeŶ deǀelopiŶg iŶ ƌeĐeŶt deĐades. Theƌefoƌe, the teƌŵs ͚soĐial poliĐǇ͛ aŶd ͚soĐial seĐuƌitǇ͛ aƌe used synonymously in this paper. 

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3, am 20.05.2024, 23:47:31
Open Access –  - https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb


ϮϬϭϴ  BöƌŶeƌ aŶd Eigŵülleƌ ϳ  

 

ŶiŶeteeŶth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, EuƌopeaŶ guild sǇsteŵs gƌaduallǇ lost poǁeƌ aŶd ǁeƌe ƌeplaĐed ďǇ fƌee tƌade 
laǁs estaďlishiŶg fƌee ŵaƌkets foƌ laďouƌ, Đapital aŶd goods, iŶtƌoduĐiŶg fƌee ĐoŵpetitioŶ aŶd a 
siŶgle ĐuƌƌeŶĐǇ, staŶdaƌdised ǁeights aŶd ŵeasuƌes, aŶd dissolǀiŶg Đustoŵs ďaƌƌieƌs. This pƌoĐess 
ƌesulted iŶ the eǆisteŶĐe of paƌallel ďut iŶdepeŶdeŶt pƌoteĐted ŶatioŶal eĐoŶoŵies at the eŶd of the 
ϭϵth ĐeŶtuƌǇ ;Pollaƌd ϭϵϴϭͿ. 
With fƌee tƌade aŶd the aďolitioŶ of oďligatoƌǇ guilds, a ŶatioŶal oƌdeƌ of ǁoƌk ƌegulatioŶs, laďouƌ 
ŵaƌkets aŶd taƌiffs eŵeƌged. As a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe, soĐial seĐuƌitǇ sĐheŵes ŵaiŶlǇ oƌgaŶised at the 
loĐal leǀel—ŶaŵelǇ, pooƌ ƌelief aŶd ŵutual ďeŶefit soĐieties—Đould Ŷo loŶgeƌ ŵeet the Ŷeeds of 
ŶatioŶal eĐoŶoŵies aŶd laďouƌ ŵaƌkets aŶd a ŵoƌe ŵoďile laďouƌ foƌĐe. While the Ŷeǁ eĐoŶoŵiĐ 
oƌdeƌ ƌeƋuiƌed ǁoƌkeƌs to adapt to ĐǇĐliĐal fluĐtuatioŶs, loĐal iŶsuƌaŶĐe fuŶds foƌ ǁoƌkeƌs failed to 
ŵeet this Ŷeed, as ǁoƌkeƌs ƌisked losiŶg theiƌ aĐƋuiƌed eŶtitleŵeŶts ǁheŶeǀeƌ theǇ had to leaǀe a 
speĐifiĐ ďeŶefit soĐietǇ.6  Thus, iŶ GeƌŵaŶǇ, pƌogƌessiǀe thiŶkeƌs suĐh as the soĐial ƌefoƌŵeƌ Lujo 
BƌeŶtaŶo ;ϭϴϳϵͿ opposed ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe ǀieǁs ďǇ pƌoposiŶg a soĐial seĐuƌitǇ sǇsteŵ ďased oŶ eǆistiŶg 
eĐoŶoŵiĐ pƌiŶĐiples, a fƌee aŶd ŶatioŶ-ǁide iŶsuƌaŶĐe sĐheŵe that ǁould alloǁ ǁoƌkeƌs to ĐhaŶge 
theiƌ oĐĐupatioŶal loĐatioŶ ǁithout losiŶg theiƌ aĐĐuŵulated iŶsuƌaŶĐe ĐoŶtƌiďutioŶs. 
Also iŶ otheƌ EuƌopeaŶ ĐouŶtƌies, the eĐoŶoŵiĐ ĐhaŶges that ƌesulted iŶ the estaďlishŵeŶt of 
ŶatioŶal laďouƌ ŵaƌkets ǁithiŶ teƌƌitoƌial ďouŶdaƌies plaǇed a keǇ ƌole iŶ the deďates pƌeĐediŶg the 
iŶtƌoduĐtioŶ of soĐial iŶsuƌaŶĐe pƌogƌaŵŵes. IŶ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ disĐussioŶs oŶ ǁhat Đaŵe to ďe 
kŶoǁŶ as the soĐial ƋuestioŶ, the iŶĐƌease iŶ doŵestiĐ ŵigƌatioŶ ƌesultiŶg fƌoŵ ďoth 
iŶdustƌialisatioŶ aŶd deŵogƌaphiĐ gƌoǁth ďeĐaŵe a salieŶt topiĐ. As suĐh disĐouƌse iŶdiĐates, 
geogƌaphiĐal ŵoďilitǇ ǁas peƌĐeiǀed as aŶ esseŶtial paƌt of the tƌaŶsfoƌŵatioŶ fƌoŵ a ƌuƌal to aŶ 
iŶdustƌial soĐietǇ. LiŶked to the eŵeƌgeŶĐe of ŶatioŶallǇ oƌgaŶised laďouƌ ŵaƌkets ǁas a gƌoǁiŶg 
iŶĐoŶgƌueŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ the sĐope of eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd soĐial poliĐies. IŶ Austƌia, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, the fƌee 
ŵoǀeŵeŶt of laďouƌ ǁas alƌeadǇ settled iŶ ϭϴϲϳ, eǀeŶ as loĐallǇ oƌgaŶised pooƌ ƌelief effoƌts aŶd 
the sŵall-sĐale sǇsteŵ of ŵutual ďeŶefit soĐieties haŵpeƌed ǁoƌkeƌ ŵoďilitǇ iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe. IŶ oƌdeƌ to 
seĐuƌe ŵoďilitǇ, politiĐal elites aĐƌoss all paƌties poiŶted out that ǁith aŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ ŵoďile 
ǁoƌkfoƌĐe, the eǆistiŶg soĐial seĐuƌitǇ sĐheŵes Đould Ŷo loŶgeƌ pƌoǀide suffiĐieŶt Đoǀeƌage 
;SeŶghaas ϮϬϭϯ: ϭϮϳ–ϭϯϯͿ. IŶ this ĐoŶteǆt, it is Ŷot suƌpƌisiŶg that seǀeƌal deputies stƌessed the 
teƌƌitoƌial diŵeŶsioŶ of the soĐial ƋuestioŶ iŶ theiƌ disĐussioŶ of the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt's pƌoposal to Đƌeate 
oďligatoƌǇ iŶsuƌaŶĐe agaiŶst ǁoƌk-ƌelated aĐĐideŶts iŶ ϭϴϴϲ. DuƌiŶg that deďate, ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe soĐial 
ƌefoƌŵeƌ AloǇs ǀoŶ LieĐhteŶsteiŶ aƌgued that loĐal soĐial pƌoteĐtioŶs oŶlǇ ŵade seŶse if people 
ǁoƌked aŶd died iŶ theiƌ plaĐe of ďiƌth. UŶdeƌ the ĐoŶditioŶs of ƌegioŶal ŵoďilitǇ, ǁith ǁoƌkeƌs 
ŵoǀiŶg fƌoŵ the ĐouŶtƌǇside to the gƌoǁiŶg iŶdustƌial ĐeŶtƌes, he deĐlaƌed pooƌ ƌelief to ďe aŶ 
'uŶiŶhaďitaďle ƌuiŶ' ;House of Deputies ϭϴϴϲ: Ϯϲϭϰ, oǁŶ tƌaŶslatioŶͿ. 
Meŵďeƌs of loĐal oƌ oĐĐupatioŶal ďeŶefit soĐieties ǁeƌe paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ ĐoŶĐeƌŶed ǁith the fƌee 
ŵoǀeŵeŶt of peƌsoŶs ǁithiŶ aŶd ďetǁeeŶ these pƌiǀate iŶsuƌaŶĐe fuŶds, siŶĐe this diƌeĐtlǇ affeĐted 
theiƌ ǁell-ďeiŶg. At a ĐeŶtƌal ŵeetiŶg of the ďeŶefit soĐieties iŶ BeƌliŶ iŶ ϭϴϴϰ, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, a 
ŵeŵďeƌ of the ŵetal ǁoƌkeƌs' fuŶd aptlǇ ƌeŵaƌked that the ǁoƌkeƌs ǁeƌe ǁitŶessiŶg a peƌiod of 
ĐeŶtƌalisatioŶ aŶd that theƌefoƌe the huge Ŷuŵďeƌ of ďeŶefit fuŶds ǁould haǀe to giǀe ǁaǇ to a 
sŵalleƌ Ŷuŵďeƌ of laƌgeƌ fuŶds ;QGDS ϮϬϬϵ: ϯϳϱͿ. This ǁas a ƌatheƌ pƌogƌessiǀe ǀieǁ iŶ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ 
to otheƌ iŶ-house deďates, siŶĐe ŵost of those ǁho held ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ ďeŶefit fuŶds pƌefeƌƌed to 
ŵaiŶtaiŶ the foƌŵeƌ ŵeŵďeƌship ďouŶdaƌies iŶ oƌdeƌ to staǇ aŵoŶgst theiƌ oǁŶ kiŶd ;BöƌŶeƌ ϮϬϭϯͿ. 
Fƌoŵ the ǀeƌǇ outset, theƌefoƌe, the peƌĐeiǀed iŶĐoŶgƌueŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ the sĐope of soĐial aŶd 
eĐoŶoŵiĐ poliĐies iŵpeded suĐĐessful soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ, to use a ƌeĐeŶt aƌguŵeŶt ;BaĐh ϮϬϬϴͿ. The                                             6At the ŵiĐƌo-leǀel this ŵoďilitǇ ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶt is ƌefleĐted ďǇ the iŵŵeŶse iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of doŵestiĐ ŵigƌatioŶ at that 
tiŵe. NeaƌlǇ eǀeƌǇ seĐoŶd ĐitizeŶ ǁas paƌt of this huŵaŶ floǁ, eitheƌ shoƌt distaŶĐe oƌ loŶg distaŶĐe ;KöllŵaŶŶ ϭϵϳϰͿ, 
ďoth of ǁhiĐh Đould haǀe ŵeaŶt the loss of haƌd-eaƌŶed eŶtitleŵeŶts foƌ siĐk paǇ. 
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suggestioŶ heƌe is that, iŶ the ŵid-teƌŵ, the soĐietal iŵďalaŶĐes tƌiggeƌed ďǇ ŵajoƌ eĐoŶoŵiĐ 
tƌaŶsfoƌŵatioŶs at the stƌuĐtuƌal leǀel Đaused a ƌethiŶkiŶg at the politiĐal aŶd iŶdiǀidual leǀel. Foƌ 
Ǉeaƌs aŶd soŵetiŵes eǀeŶ foƌ deĐades, ŶatioŶal aŶd ŵuŶiĐipal authoƌities, ǁoƌkeƌs, ŵeŵďeƌs of 
ďeŶefit soĐieties aŶd soĐial ƌefoƌŵeƌs deďated the ǀaƌious ŵeŵďeƌship spaĐes that ŵight seƌǀe as 
alteƌŶatiǀes to eǆistiŶg loĐal aŶd oĐĐupatioŶal sĐheŵes. IŶ so doiŶg, theǇ ǁeƌe ƌeaĐtiŶg diƌeĐtlǇ to 
oďseƌǀed stƌuĐtuƌal ĐhaŶges. This ofteŶ ŶegleĐted, teƌƌitoƌial diŵeŶsioŶ of eaƌlǇ disĐussioŶs oŶ 
soĐial poliĐǇ is oŶe pieĐe of the puzzle that fiŶallǇ led to the ŶatioŶalisatioŶ of soĐial seĐuƌitǇ. 
A siŵilaƌ pƌoĐess ĐaŶ ďe oďseƌǀed todaǇ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the situatioŶ iŶ the late ϭϴϬϬs, 
puďliĐ soĐial seĐuƌitǇ has ďeeŶ aŶ estaďlished ĐoŶĐept foƌ ǁell oǀeƌ a ĐeŶtuƌǇ Ŷoǁ, aŶd the soĐial 
ƌisks aƌe fullǇ Đoǀeƌed ďǇ state sĐheŵes. Thus, eǀeŶ if ǁe Ŷoǁ faĐe a teƌƌitoƌial ƌeoƌgaŶisatioŶ of 
ŵaƌket stƌuĐtuƌes iŶ the EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵuŶitǇ ;iŶstitutioŶalised as the EuƌopeaŶ SiŶgle Maƌket7Ϳ 
siŵilaƌ to that oĐĐuƌƌiŶg iŶ EuƌopeaŶ ŶatioŶ-states at the eŶd of the ϭϵth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, ǁe laĐk aŶ idea as 
ƌeǀolutioŶaƌǇ as that ǁhiĐh dƌoǀe the estaďlishŵeŶt of a laƌge-sĐale puďliĐ soĐial seĐuƌitǇ sǇsteŵ 
duƌiŶg the ŶatioŶalisatioŶ peƌiod. What ǁe do fiŶd aƌe Đoŵpaƌaďle stƌuĐtuƌal ĐhaŶges aŶd stƌikiŶglǇ 
siŵilaƌ aƌguŵeŶtatiǀe patteƌŶs ǁith ƌespeĐt to the ƌesĐaliŶg pƌoĐess. Thus, ǁhile suppoƌteƌs of 
EuƌopeaŶisatioŶ todaǇ eŵphasise the shoƌtĐoŵiŶgs of eǆistiŶg Đlosed ŶatioŶal sĐheŵes, oppoŶeŶts 
of the idea aƌgue that aŶ opeŶiŶg of ŶatioŶal sĐheŵes thƌeateŶs theiƌ ǀeƌǇ eǆisteŶĐe ;e.g. oŶ 
EuƌopeaŶ healthĐaƌe, Oďeƌŵaieƌ ϮϬϬϵͿ. The EuƌopeaŶ aŶsǁeƌ to these ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes is to 
iŶĐƌeŵeŶtallǇ aligŶ eǆistiŶg soĐial seĐuƌitǇ sĐheŵes ǁhile gƌaduallǇ eŶaĐtiŶg a pƌoĐess of teƌƌitoƌial 
eǆpaŶsioŶ ďǇ opeŶiŶg todaǇ͛s ŶatioŶal sǇsteŵs to all EuƌopeaŶ ĐitizeŶs ;Eigŵülleƌ ϮϬϭϳͿ. These 
uŶiŶteŶded pƌoĐesses, akiŶ to those takiŶg plaĐe duƌiŶg the ϭϵth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, ĐaŶ ďe paƌtlǇ attƌiďuted to 
the additioŶal ŵode of teƌƌitoƌialitǇ iŶĐƌeasiŶg, foƌ eǆaŵple, the Đƌoss-ďoƌdeƌ ŵoďilitǇ of EuƌopeaŶs. 
IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the peƌiod of soĐial seĐuƌitǇ ŶatioŶalisatioŶ, this pƌoĐess has Ŷot ďeeŶ dƌiǀeŶ ďǇ the 
peƌĐeptioŶ of a de faĐto ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶt—iŶ this Đase, iŶĐƌeasiŶg ŵoďilitǇ ǁithiŶ the EuƌopeaŶ 
CoŵŵuŶitǇ. Ratheƌ, it ǁas the ideologǇ of a fƌee ĐoŵŵoŶ EuƌopeaŶ ŵaƌket aŶd the politiĐal idea of 
a Ŷeǁ teƌƌitoƌial fƌaŵe oƌ the EuƌopeaŶ laďouƌ ŵaƌket that fiƌst tƌiggeƌed the fiƌst steps toǁaƌds EU 
soĐial poliĐǇ. Foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, the appƌoǆiŵatioŶ of soĐial seĐuƌitǇ staŶdaƌds ǁithiŶ EU ŵeŵďeƌ states 
has ďeeŶ iŶteƌpƌeted as a ŶeĐessaƌǇ pƌeĐoŶditioŶ foƌ the effeĐtiǀe iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ of laďouƌ ŵoďilitǇ 
poliĐies ǁithiŶ the ĐoŵŵoŶ ŵaƌket. Thus, alƌeadǇ iŶ ϭϵϲϴ, RegulatioŶ No. ϭϲϭϮ eŶaĐted ďǇ the 
CouŶĐil of the EC aiŵed to seĐuƌe the fƌee ŵoǀeŵeŶt of laďouƌ: 

The fƌeedoŵ of ŵoǀeŵeŶt foƌ ǁoƌkeƌs should ďe seĐuƌed ǁithiŶ the CoŵŵuŶitǇ ďǇ the eŶd of 
the tƌaŶsitioŶal peƌiod at the latest; ǁheƌeas the attaiŶŵeŶt of this oďjeĐtiǀe eŶtails the aďolitioŶ 
of aŶǇ disĐƌiŵiŶatioŶ ďased oŶ ŶatioŶalitǇ ďetǁeeŶ ǁoƌkeƌs of the Meŵďeƌ States as ƌegaƌds 
eŵploǇŵeŶt, ƌeŵuŶeƌatioŶ aŶd otheƌ ĐoŶditioŶs of ǁoƌk aŶd eŵploǇŵeŶt, as ǁell as the ƌight 
of suĐh ǁoƌkeƌs to ŵoǀe fƌeelǇ ǁithiŶ the CoŵŵuŶitǇ iŶ oƌdeƌ to puƌsue aĐtiǀities as eŵploǇed 
peƌsoŶs suďjeĐt to aŶǇ liŵitatioŶs justified oŶ gƌouŶds of puďliĐ poliĐǇ, puďliĐ seĐuƌitǇ oƌ puďliĐ 
health ;EuƌopeaŶ CouŶĐil ϭϵϲϴͿ. 

These ideas haǀe Ŷot alǁaǇs ďeeŶ ǁelĐoŵed aŵoŶg ŶatioŶal authoƌities, as the eǆaŵple of Đƌoss-
ďoƌdeƌ healthĐaƌe shoǁs. Most of the ϭϱ ŵeŵďeƌ states ǀeheŵeŶtlǇ opposed the idea of aŶ EU-
ǁide patieŶt ŵoďilitǇ, aŶtiĐipatiŶg higheƌ Đosts aŶd destƌuĐtiǀe ĐoŶseƋueŶĐes foƌ doŵestiĐ 
healthĐaƌe aŶd ŶatioŶallǇ-ĐoŶstituted solidaƌitǇ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs ;see Feƌƌeƌa ϮϬϬϱa; Oďeƌŵaieƌ ϮϬϬϵͿ. 
Despite the faĐt that the CoŵŵissioŶ held Ŷo ĐoŵpeteŶĐes iŶ this aƌea, ƋuestioŶs of Đƌoss-ďoƌdeƌ 
healthĐaƌe Ŷeǀeƌtheless eŶteƌed the politiĐal ageŶda ďeĐause theǇ ǁeƌe diƌeĐtlǇ ƌelated to the ďasiĐ 
pƌiŶĐiple of fƌee ŵoǀeŵeŶt. EǀeŶ if the Ŷeed to ƌeoƌgaŶise soĐial seĐuƌitǇ iŶ Euƌope iŶ ƌespoŶse to                                             7IŶ oƌdeƌ to seĐuƌe the fƌee ŵoǀeŵeŶt of goods, Đapital, seƌǀiĐes aŶd people, this pƌoĐess, iŶitiated iŶ ϭϵϴϲ thƌough 
the SiŶgle EuƌopeaŶ AĐt, eŶtails the ƌeŵoǀal of tƌade ďaƌƌieƌs, the appƌoǆiŵatioŶ of laǁs aŶd staŶdaƌds, aŶd the eƋual 
tƌeatŵeŶt of all EuƌopeaŶ ĐitizeŶs. 
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iŶĐƌeased ǁoƌkeƌ ŵoďilitǇ ǁas alƌeadǇ oďǀious ďǇ the ϭϵϱϬs, it took soŵe tiŵe to eŶaĐt these 
iŶsights iŶto laǁ. This ƌeluĐtaŶĐe oŶ the paƌt of the EuƌopeaŶ legislatuƌe ǁas the ƌeasoŶ ǁhǇ the 
ƌuliŶgs of the ECJ ďeĐaŵe the ŵajoƌ souƌĐe of tƌaŶsŶatioŶal soĐial ƌights ǁithiŶ the EU ;Leiďfƌied 
ϮϬϬϱͿ. BetǁeeŶ ϭϵϱϰ aŶd ϮϬϬϭ ŵoƌe thaŶ ϮϬ% of all ECJ ƌuliŶgs dealt ǁith soĐial seĐuƌitǇ issues, iŶ 
Đases ŵaiŶlǇ iŶitiated ďǇ iŶdiǀiduals ĐlaiŵiŶg theiƌ soĐial ƌights as EuƌopeaŶ ĐitizeŶs aŶd ďƌought to 
the ECJ ǀia the iŶfƌiŶgeŵeŶt pƌoĐeduƌe ;ECJ ϭϵϵϳ, ϮϬϬϬͿ. 
The judiĐiaƌǇ͛s leadiŶg positioŶ iŶ the pƌoĐess of EuƌopeaŶ soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ is ŵaiŶlǇ the ƌesult of 
ŵeŵďeƌ states͛ uŶǁilliŶgŶess to Đƌeate a ĐoŵŵoŶ soĐial poliĐǇ ǁithiŶ the EU aŶd theiƌ feaƌ of losiŶg 
ĐoŵpeteŶĐes iŶ this populaƌ poliĐǇ field. As a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe, ǁith the eǆĐeptioŶ of soŵe sŵalleƌ 
ƌegulatoƌǇ issues ƌegaƌdiŶg eƋual tƌeatŵeŶt, the CoŵŵissioŶ has thus faƌ laĐked a diƌeĐt ŵaŶdate 
foƌ soĐial poliĐǇ. The pieĐeŵeal eŵeƌgeŶĐe of a ĐoŵŵoŶ soĐial poliĐǇ at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel ĐaŶ thus 
ďe eǆplaiŶed ďǇ the speĐifiĐ iŶteƌest ĐoŶstellatioŶs aŶd the peĐuliaƌities of ŵulti-leǀel-goǀeƌŶaŶĐe, 
ǁhiĐh eǀeŶ gaǀe ƌise to the ECJ as a poǁeƌful Ŷeǁ dƌiǀiŶg foƌĐe iŶ the field of soĐial poliĐǇ. To ƌefƌaŵe 
soĐial seĐuƌitǇ as a ŶatioŶal ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ aŶd ƌeoƌgaŶise it at the ŶatioŶal leǀel ǁas, of Đouƌse, Ŷo 
easǇ task. But it ǁas ŵuĐh easieƌ foƌ ŶatioŶal goǀeƌŶŵeŶts to ƌeaĐt ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀelǇ to politiĐal 
pƌessuƌes duƌiŶg past pƌoĐesses of soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg thaŶ it is todaǇ, giǀeŶ the ĐuƌƌeŶt situatioŶ. 
AĐĐoƌdiŶg to the ECJ, legislatiǀe ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ ǁith ƌespeĐt to soĐial issues, iŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ŵeaŶs-
tested soĐial seƌǀiĐes, still ƌeŵaiŶs iŶ the haŶds of the ŵeŵďeƌ states. Yet the poǁeƌ to defiŶe the 
ĐoŶteŶt of soĐial ƌights – that is, the sĐope of soĐial poliĐies – has gƌaduallǇ ďeeŶ ƌeŵoǀed fƌoŵ the 
ŶatioŶal ĐoŶteǆt. With ƌegaƌd to the pƌoǀisioŶ of ĐeƌtaiŶ soĐial goods, the ŶatioŶal teƌƌitoƌial 
pƌiŶĐiple is ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ďeiŶg oǀeƌƌiddeŶ ďǇ EU ĐitizeŶs ǁho ĐaŶ Ŷoǁ ƌeƋuest speĐifiĐ soĐial seƌǀiĐes 
outside of theiƌ ŵeŵďeƌ states of ƌesideŶĐe. At the saŵe tiŵe, the pool of peƌsoŶs eŶtitled to soĐial 
ďeŶefits eǆteŶds faƌ ďeǇoŶd foƌŵeƌ ŶatioŶal ďoƌdeƌs ďoth fiŶaŶĐiallǇ aŶd legallǇ, giǀeŶ that uŶdeƌ 
ĐeƌtaiŶ ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes eǀeŶ ŵeaŶs-tested soĐial seƌǀiĐes Ŷoǁ aƌe alloĐated aĐĐoƌdiŶg to ƌesideŶĐǇ 
iŶstead of ŶatioŶalitǇ. As a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe, EU ŵeŵďeƌ states aƌe ǁitŶessiŶg a pƌoĐess thƌough ǁhiĐh 
ďouŶdaƌies that pƌeǀiouslǇ seƌǀed as esseŶtial ĐoŶtƌol featuƌes of ŶatioŶal ǁelfaƌe ƌegiŵes aƌe 
ďeĐoŵiŶg iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ peƌŵeaďle ;Feƌƌeƌa ϮϬϬϱa; Thƌelfall ϮϬϬϯͿ. These ŶeǁlǇ eŵeƌgiŶg spheƌes of 
soĐial eŶtitleŵeŶt aƌe Ŷeitheƌ hoŵogeŶeous Ŷoƌ ĐoŶgƌueŶt ǁith eaĐh otheƌ. Ratheƌ, ǁe fiŶd a ƌaŶge 
of paƌtiallǇ oǀeƌlappiŶg teƌƌitoƌial aŶd ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ spheƌes. The eǆteŶt to ǁhiĐh theǇ diǀeƌge fƌoŵ 
the ŶatioŶal situatioŶ depeŶds oŶ the field of soĐial poliĐǇ ďeiŶg goǀeƌŶed. IŶ this ǁaǇ, the EU is 
ĐhalleŶgiŶg the ďasiĐ pƌiŶĐiple of teƌƌitoƌialitǇ aŵoŶg ŵeŵďeƌ states as ǁell as a fouŶdatioŶal pillaƌ 
of the ŶatioŶal ǁelfaƌe state: the ĐoŶgƌueŶĐe of teƌƌitoƌǇ aŶd ŵeŵďeƌship ǁith ƌegaƌd to the 
gƌaŶtiŶg of ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe soĐial ƌights.  
NatioŶ ďuildiŶg: SoĐial poliĐy ƌesĐaliŶg as souƌĐe of soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ 
The iŶtƌoduĐtioŶ of ŶatioŶal soĐial iŶsuƌaŶĐe sĐheŵes fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ ĐhaŶged the teƌƌitoƌial 
stƌuĐtuƌiŶg of soĐial seĐuƌitǇ. As the pƌeǀious seĐtioŶ has ŵade Đleaƌ, the ŵajoƌ tƌaŶsfoƌŵatioŶs 
takiŶg plaĐe iŶ soĐial seĐuƌitǇ adŵiŶistƌatioŶ duƌiŶg the late ϭϵth aŶd eaƌlǇ ϮϬth ĐeŶtuƌies ǁeƌe Ŷot 
oŶlǇ the ƌesult of the eŵeƌgiŶg soĐial ƋuestioŶ ;KaufŵaŶŶ ϮϬϬϯͿ, ďut also the ƌespoŶse to a 
teƌƌitoƌial ƋuestioŶ. Thus, the fiŶal aĐts estaďlishiŶg ŵaŶdatoƌǇ iŶsuƌaŶĐe agaiŶst ǁoƌk aĐĐideŶts, 
siĐkŶess, iŶǀaliditǇ aŶd old age put aŶ eŶd to the loŶg deďates oǀeƌ the sĐope of Đoǀeƌage aŶd 
addƌessed the Ŷeeds of all ŶatioŶal ƌesideŶts. Hoǁeǀeƌ, although ďǇ the eŶd of this pƌoĐess soĐial 
seĐuƌitǇ had ďeeŶ tied to the ŶatioŶal teƌƌitoƌǇ aŶd pƌiŶĐiples of ƌisk shaƌiŶg had ďeeŶ estaďlished 
ǁithiŶ the ŶatioŶal fƌaŵeǁoƌk, BisŵaƌĐk-stǇle ǁelfaƌe states ǁeƌe ŵaƌked ďǇ aŶ alteƌŶatiǀe 
ŵeŵďeƌship ĐƌiteƌioŶ defiŶiŶg aĐĐess to soĐial seĐuƌitǇ Ŷot oŶlǇ iŶ teƌŵs of ŶatioŶal ďeloŶgiŶg, ďut 
also iŶ teƌŵs of fuŶĐtioŶal Đategoƌies suĐh as pƌoduĐtiǀitǇ. This Đould Ŷot ďe disŵaŶtled oǀeƌŶight. 
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GiǀeŶ theiƌ stƌoŶg liŶk to state ďouŶdaƌies aŶd Đategoƌies of ďeloŶgiŶg, soĐial pƌogƌaŵŵes haǀe 
ďeeŶ aŶd still aƌe ĐƌuĐial iŶstƌuŵeŶts of soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ aŶd politiĐal legitiŵatioŶ. HistoƌiĐallǇ, theǇ 
helped to estaďlish the ďouŶdaƌies of politiĐal ĐoŵŵuŶities aŶd to Đƌeate a Ŷetǁoƌk of iŶtiŵate 
ƌelatioŶs ďetǁeeŶ the populatioŶ aŶd the state ;BaŶtiŶg ϭϵϵϱ: ϮϳϬ; MaŶoǁ ϮϬϬϱ; MoƌeŶo/MĐEǁeŶ 
ϮϬϬϱͿ. Theƌefoƌe, the ƋuestioŶ of ǁhiĐh teƌƌitoƌial fƌaŵeǁoƌk should applǇ to soĐial seĐuƌitǇ 
oƌgaŶisatioŶ ǁas ĐloselǇ ĐoŶŶeĐted to the speĐifiĐ iŶteƌests of the keǇ aĐtoƌs iŶǀolǀed iŶ soĐial 
poliĐǇŵakiŶg. 
While Ŷot Ŷeǁ iŶfoƌŵatioŶ, the faĐt that politiĐal elites ǁeƌe the dƌiǀiŶg foƌĐes ďehiŶd soĐial ƌefoƌŵs 
iŶ ŵost ĐouŶtƌies Ŷeǀeƌtheless dƌaǁs atteŶtioŶ to ŶatioŶal authoƌities͛ ŵotiǀes iŶ eŶaĐtiŶg these 
ƌefoƌŵs. PaƌtiĐulaƌlǇ iŶ GeƌŵaŶǇ aŶd Austƌia, the fiƌst states to estaďlish soĐial iŶsuƌaŶĐe sǇsteŵs foƌ 
iŶdustƌial ǁoƌkeƌs iŶ the ϭϴϴϬs, the ŵaiŶ iŶteƌest of authoƌities ǁas to staďilise aŶd legitiŵise the 
eǆistiŶg politiĐal oƌdeƌ aŶd to legitiŵise theiƌ goǀeƌŶŵeŶts. IŶ ǁhat is pƌoďaďlǇ the ďest-kŶoǁŶ 
eǆaŵple of this, the foƌŵatioŶ of the GeƌŵaŶ ǁelfaƌe state siŶĐe the ϭϴϴϬs ǁas ͚a laƌge-sĐale 
eǆeƌĐise iŶ ŶatioŶ- aŶd state-ďuildiŶg͛ ;MaŶoǁ ϮϬϬϱ: ϮϮϲͿ. OŶ the oŶe haŶd, it offeƌed the ĐeŶtƌal 
goǀeƌŶŵeŶt a Ŷeǁ aƌeŶa of politiĐal aĐtiǀitǇ aŶd a Ŷeǁ adŵiŶistƌatiǀe doŵaiŶ foƌ the state; oŶ the 
otheƌ, it alloǁed foƌ ǁoƌkeƌs͛ politiĐal paƌtiĐipatioŶ aŶd soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ iŶto the state. Foƌ theŵ, 
the ŶatioŶ ďeĐaŵe a keǇ ĐolleĐtiǀe poiŶt of ƌefeƌeŶĐe. PolitiĐal authoƌities eǆpliĐitlǇ ƌefeƌƌed to this 
ǁelĐoŵe side-effeĐt of soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg. IŶ Noǀeŵďeƌ ϭϴϴϭ, the "Iŵpeƌial Addƌess" to the 
ReiĐhstag, ǁhiĐh laid out the pƌiŶĐiples of the eŶǀisioŶed soĐial seĐuƌitǇ ŵodel, stated that it ǁas 
ŶeĐessaƌǇ to iŵpƌoǀe ǁoƌkeƌs͛ ǁell-ďeiŶg iŶ oƌdeƌ to safeguaƌd doŵestiĐ peaĐe ;QGDS ϮϬϬϯ: ϲϭ–
ϲϱͿ. Fƌaŵed as BoŶapaƌtist appƌoaĐh, this politiĐal stƌategǇ ĐaŶ ďe uŶdeƌstood 'as a ŵeaŶs used ďǇ 
soĐial elites of pƌeseƌǀiŶg the status Ƌuo, sidesteppiŶg the thƌeat of ŵajoƌ ƌefoƌŵ ďǇ gƌaŶtiŶg ŵodest 
ĐoŶĐessioŶs to iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ iŵpoƌtaŶt ďut still laƌgelǇ diseŶfƌaŶĐhised Đlasses' ;BaldǁiŶ ϭϵϵϬ: ϯϵͿ. 
IŶ FƌaŶĐe, ǁheƌe the deǀelopŵeŶt of a puďliĐ sǇsteŵ of soĐial seĐuƌitǇ got a soŵeǁhat ďelated staƌt 
ǁith the loi suƌ les ƌetƌaites ouǀƌiğƌes et paǇsaŶŶes ;Woƌkeƌs' aŶd PeasaŶts' PeŶsioŶ AĐtͿ of ϭϵϭϬ, 
soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ ǁas also disĐussed as a ŵajoƌ ŵotiǀe ďehiŶd soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg: 

The laǁ that ǁe aƌe elaďoƌatiŶg oŶ shall ďe a laǁ of paĐifiĐatioŶ aŶd ŶatioŶal uŶitǇ. [...] This 
Bill is supposed to estaďlish uŶitǇ aŵoŶg eŵploǇeƌ aŶd eŵploǇee, ďoth ǁith ƌegaƌd to theiƌ 
ĐoopeƌatioŶ aŶd to theiƌ ŵutual feeliŶgs of huŵaŶ solidaƌitǇ. ;Déďats paƌleŵeŶtaiƌes ϭϵϬϱ: 
ϭϰϳϭ, oǁŶ tƌaŶslatioŶͿ 

Also iŶ Austƌia, ǁheƌe soĐial legislatioŶ uŶdeƌ the ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe goǀeƌŶŵeŶt of Pƌiŵe MiŶisteƌ Gƌaf 
ǀoŶ Taaffe ĐloselǇ folloǁed BisŵaƌĐk's ǁoƌkeƌs iŶsuƌaŶĐe sĐheŵes, the soĐial ƌights gƌaŶted ďǇ the 
state folloǁed the logiĐ of appeaseŵeŶt ;Tàlos ϭϵϴϭͿ. BǇ pƌoǀidiŶg ǁoƌkeƌs ǁith state-guaƌaŶteed 
fiŶaŶĐial ďeŶefits duƌiŶg tiŵes of uŶeŵploǇŵeŶt, politiĐal authoƌities Ŷot oŶlǇ sought to 
ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ ŵissiŶg politiĐal ƌights, ďut also hoped to stƌeŶgtheŶ ǁoƌkeƌs' ideŶtifiĐatioŶ ǁith the 
ŵoŶaƌĐhǇ ;SeŶghaas ϮϬϭϯͿ. EspeĐiallǇ ǁith a ǀieǁ to the EU, the ŵulti-ethŶiĐ Austƌo-HuŶgaƌiaŶ 
Eŵpiƌe pƌoǀides aŶ iŶteƌestiŶg Đase. Heƌe, politiĐal aŶd soĐial iŶtegƌatioŶ thƌough soĐial poliĐǇ iŶ the 
field of soĐial iŶsuƌaŶĐe adŵiŶistƌatioŶ applied to ĐoŵpetiŶg teƌƌitoƌial leǀels. While soĐial seĐuƌitǇ 
at the suď-state leǀel ǁas thought to stƌeŶgtheŶ the poǁeƌ of eaĐh iŶdiǀidual ŶatioŶ, suĐh as 
Boheŵia, ǁelfaƌe pƌoǀisioŶs at the ĐeŶtƌal-state leǀel ǁeƌe ŵeaŶt to seƌǀe as a supƌaŶatioŶal 
fƌaŵeǁoƌk uŶitiŶg the ǀaƌious diffeƌeŶt ŶatioŶalities uŶdeƌ a siŶgle ŵoŶaƌĐhǇ ;SeŶghaas ϮϬϭϯ: ϭϳϯ–
ϭϵϳͿ. IŶ the ϭϴϴϲ paƌliaŵeŶtaƌǇ deďate oǀeƌ this issue, the GeƌŵaŶ DeputǇ Kaƌl Luegeƌ, a pƌopoŶeŶt 
of ĐeŶtƌalized ƌegulatioŶ, Đited the ŵotiǀes laid out ďǇ GeƌŵaŶ politiĐal elites iŶ the ͚Iŵpeƌial 
Addƌess͛ aŶd adapted the latteƌ to the ĐoŶditioŶs of a ŵulti-ŶatioŶal eŵpiƌe: 

If these iŶstitutioŶs aƌe ďƌought iŶto ďeiŶg, this ǁill eǀoke iŶ eǀeƌǇ siŶgle ĐitizeŶ, Ŷo ŵatteƌ 
ǁhiĐh pƌoǀiŶĐe he steŵs fƌoŵ oƌ ǁhiĐh laŶguage he speaks, the aǁaƌeŶess that he ďeloŶgs to 
a gƌeat aŶd poǁeƌful state, a state that pƌoteĐts hiŵ aŶd his faŵilǇ, ǁheƌeǀeƌ iŶ the eŵpiƌe he 
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ƌesides aŶd has fouŶded his faŵilǇ. ;House of Deputies ϭϴϴϲ: Ϯϱϯϰ, authoƌ͛s tƌaŶslatioŶͿ 
These ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsies ďetǁeeŶ fedeƌal aŶd ĐeŶtƌal-state iŶteƌests ƌefleĐt the speĐifiĐ politiĐal-
geogƌaphiĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk of the Austƌo-HuŶgaƌiaŶ Eŵpiƌe, ǁhiĐh also shaped the ƌesultaŶt soĐial 
seĐuƌitǇ sĐheŵes ǁith ƌespeĐt to adŵiŶistƌatiǀe tasks aŶd eǆeĐutiǀe ƌights. This dǇŶaŵiĐ iŶteƌplaǇ 
ďetǁeeŶ diffeƌeŶt teƌƌitoƌial iŶteƌests iŶ the Austƌo-HuŶgaƌiaŶ Eŵpiƌe aptlǇ ŵaps out the aƌeas of 
teŶsioŶ ǀisiďle iŶ the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ todaǇ. 
IŶ all of these deďates, the keǇ aĐtoƌs used Đategoƌies of ĐolleĐtiǀe ideŶtitǇ aŶd the solidaƌitǇ that 
ŵight folloǁ fƌoŵ it ŵeƌelǇ as stƌategiĐ politiĐal iŶstƌuŵeŶts, a ŵeaŶs of alteƌiŶg ƌesideŶts͛ loǇalties 
aŶd fƌaŵes of ƌefeƌeŶĐe. That this ǁas iŶdeed ŶeĐessaƌǇ is deŵoŶstƌated ďǇ disĐussioŶs aŵoŶg 
ďeŶefit soĐietǇ ŵeŵďeƌs theŵselǀes. WheŶ asked ǁhetheƌ theǇ ǁeƌe ǁilliŶg to eǆpaŶd theiƌ 
soĐieties' sĐope of ƌedistƌiďutioŶ, Bƌitish aŶd GeƌŵaŶ ǁoƌkeƌs pƌefeƌƌed to stiĐk ǁith the giǀeŶ gƌoup: 
'WheŶ it Đoŵes to fiŶaŶĐial ƋuestioŶs felloǁship ǁill Đoŵe to aŶ eŶd heƌe, eaĐh pƌofessioŶ aŶd eaĐh 
tƌade assoĐiatioŶ has to take Đaƌe of theŵselǀes' ;Shoeŵakeƌs ϭϴϴϯ: Ϯϳ, oǁŶ tƌaŶslatioŶͿ, theƌefoƌe 
– oŶe Đould add – '[l]et CaďiŶet Makeƌs ŵaŶage theiƌ oǁŶ affaiƌs; – aŶd otheƌ tƌades – Glass GƌiŶdeƌs, 
Mattƌess Makeƌs, Polisheƌs, etĐ., etĐ., ŵaŶage theiƌ oǁŶ' ;CaďiŶet Makeƌs ϭϵϬϵ: ϮϬϵͿ. 
The ŶatioŶal eǆpeƌieŶĐe shoǁs that the politiĐal stƌategǇ of ĐoŵďiŶiŶg ŶatioŶ ďuildiŶg aŶd soĐial 
poliĐǇŵakiŶg has ďeeŶ ƌatheƌ effeĐtiǀe iŶ ďuildiŶg a ŶatioŶal solidaƌitǇ oǀeƌ the loŶg teƌŵ, a ƌesult 
that Paul PieƌsoŶ has desĐƌiďed as ͚sloǁ-ŵoǀiŶg outĐoŵe͛ ;PieƌsoŶ ϮϬϬϯ: ϭϴϵͿ. Yet the effeĐtiǀeŶess 
of this stƌategǇ has pƌoǀeŶ pƌoďleŵatiĐ at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel, ǁheƌe it is still aŶ opeŶ ƋuestioŶ 
ǁhetheƌ soĐial poliĐies Đƌeated foƌ the supƌaŶatioŶal ĐoŶteǆt ǁill Đƌeate aŶ eƋuiǀaleŶt ƌesult, i.e. 
EuƌopeaŶ solidaƌitǇ. But ǁhile ŵeŵďeƌ states͛ Đultuƌal aŶd politiĐal legaĐies ŵake it haƌd foƌ the EU 
ƌesideŶts to iŵagiŶe a EuƌopeaŶ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ, it ŵaǇ ďe aƌgued that the eǆistiŶg EU iŶstitutioŶs 
pƌoǀide gƌaduallǇ ŵoƌe ĐoŶtaĐt poiŶts aŶd oppoƌtuŶities to at least paƌtlǇ shift iŶteƌests aŶd 
ideŶtities aŶd ďƌiŶg people to eŶdoƌse soĐial pƌogƌaŵŵes that tƌaŶsĐeŶd ŶatioŶal ďouŶdaƌies. EU 
ĐitizeŶs ĐlaiŵiŶg theiƌ soĐial ƌights ǁithiŶ the ŶeǁlǇ foƌŵed EuƌopeaŶ judiĐial aƌeŶa pƌoǀide a good 
eǆaŵple heƌe. Whetheƌ as a ǁelfaƌe ƌeĐipieŶt ƌesidiŶg iŶ aŶotheƌ EU ĐouŶtƌǇ, Đƌoss-ďoƌdeƌ patieŶt, 
oƌ foƌeigŶ studeŶt applǇiŶg foƌ a loaŶ, all ĐlaiŵaŶts pƌesuppose a EuƌopeaŶ soĐial spheƌe ǁithiŶ 
ǁhiĐh theǇ aƌe aďle to ŵoǀe fƌeelǇ ;Eigŵülleƌ ϮϬϭϯͿ. 
As to ǁheŶ, ǁhǇ aŶd hoǁ aĐtoƌs aƌe ǁilliŶg to ĐhaŶge theiƌ fƌaŵe of aĐtioŶ, this seĐtioŶ has 
disĐussed the ƌatioŶale of politiĐal aĐtoƌs aŶd EU ƌesideŶts ǁith ƌespeĐt to soĐial poliĐǇ ƌesĐaliŶg. 
Fƌoŵ this peƌspeĐtiǀe, giǀeŶ the diǀeƌgeŶĐe of aĐtoƌs͛ stƌategiĐ oƌieŶtatioŶs, solidaƌitǇ ŵust ďe seeŶ 
as a ƌesult of soĐial poliĐǇ ƌatheƌ thaŶ a ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶt foƌ it.  
State ďuildiŶg: SoĐial poliĐy ƌesĐaliŶg as souƌĐe of politiĐal legitiŵatioŶ The specific framework chosen for social security organisation is also crucial to issues of legitimation. In a process of 'competitive state building' (Banting 1995), different actors compete with each other for political competences (or try to prevent a loss thereof).8  This competition occurs not only between polities at different levels, but also between states and the organisations whose competences the state is trying to assume, as the conflict between British friendly societies and public authorities vividly illustrates. 
It Đoŵes as Ŷo suƌpƌise that ǁheŶ the ĐoŶĐept of a ŶatioŶal oďligatoƌǇ iŶsuƌaŶĐe sĐheŵe fiƌst ďegaŶ                                             8However, at the end of the 19th century social policy was a burden for local governments rather than a source of political legitimacy, but this fact even strengthens the argument when considering that sub-state entities only start to expand social policy competencies in situations where they are also trying to promote a process of state building in order to maintain more independent from the central government. 
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to ĐiƌĐulate iŶ BƌitaiŶ at aƌouŶd the tuƌŶ of the ϭϵth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, aŶd state ageŶĐǇ eŶteƌed a Ŷeǁ stage 
as puďliĐ authoƌities gaǀe up theiƌ foƌŵeƌ ƌeluĐtaŶĐe to iŶteƌǀeŶe iŶ the soĐial spheƌe, fƌieŶdlǇ 
soĐieties –the Bƌitish ǀeƌsioŶ of ŵutual ďeŶefit soĐieties—ǀeheŵeŶtlǇ opposed the state plaŶs. 
HistoƌiaŶs agƌee that Bƌitish ďeŶefit soĐieties foƌŵed a poǁeƌful oppositioŶ to puďliĐ soĐial 
legislatioŶ aŶd ǁielded aŶ eŶoƌŵous iŶflueŶĐe oŶ its fiŶal aƌƌaŶgeŵeŶt aŶd iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ ;Gilďeƌt 
ϭϵϲϲ; Biƌke ϭϵϴϯͿ. Without a douďt, oďligatoƌǇ iŶsuƌaŶĐe ǁould haǀe ďeeŶ a stƌoŶg ŵeŶaĐe to the 
peaĐe of fƌieŶdlǇ soĐieties. HeŶĐe, theiƌ ĐolleĐtiǀe effoƌts aiŵed to pƌeǀeŶt a loss of ĐoŵpeteŶĐes 
aŶd to ŵaiŶtaiŶ theiƌ positioŶ as a poǁeƌful plaǇeƌ iŶ the field of health iŶsuƌaŶĐe. Theiƌ ǀested 
iŶteƌests, the ƌesult of a ĐeŶtuƌǇ-loŶg histoƌiĐal aĐĐƌetioŶ, Đlashed ǁith those of the ĐeŶtƌal state 
ǁheŶ it staƌted its oǁŶ ĐaŵpaigŶ foƌ soĐial poliĐǇ ŵeasuƌes aŶd spuƌƌed Đoŵpetitiǀe poliĐǇŵakiŶg 
ďetǁeeŶ pƌiǀate aŶd puďliĐ iŶteƌest gƌoups. CoŶǀiŶĐed that suĐh a sĐheŵe ǁould Ŷot oŶlǇ pƌoǀoke 
a ͚ Đƌisis iŶ the histoƌǇ of ŵutual thƌift ďǇ ǀoluŶtaƌǇ effoƌt͛ ďut also put aŶ eŶd to theiƌ oǁŶ iŶstitutioŶs, 
fƌieŶdlǇ soĐieties staƌted a ĐaŵpaigŶ to loďďǇ agaiŶst the ďill. The state pƌogƌaŵŵe, theǇ aƌgued, 
ǁould destƌoǇ ͚those feeliŶgs of ďeŶeǀoleŶĐe͛ aŶd ͚the ǁaƌŵ-heaƌted, sǇŵpathetiĐ ǀisit of the siĐk 
steǁaƌd [ǁould] ďe ƌeplaĐed ďǇ a Đold offiĐialisŵ that ǁill oŶlǇ peƌfoƌŵ so ŵuĐh seƌǀiĐe foƌ so ŵuĐh 
ŵoŶetaƌǇ ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ […]͛ ;Oddfelloǁs͛ MagaziŶe JuŶe ϭϵϬϵ, Đited ďǇ CoƌdeƌǇ ϮϬϬϯ: ϭϲϱ–ϭϲϲͿ. 
FƌieŶdlǇ soĐietǇ offiĐials of the tiŵe ƌepeated these aƌguŵeŶts like a ŵaŶtƌa, shoǁiŶg hoǁ ŵuĐh 
theǇ feaƌed theiƌ puďliĐ Đoŵpetitoƌ. OŶ the otheƌ haŶd, the ĐeŶtuƌǇ-loŶg eǆpeƌieŶĐe of these gƌoups 
ŵade theŵ the fiƌst poiŶt of Đall foƌ the state ǁheŶ ĐoŶsultatioŶs ǁeƌe iŶ oƌdeƌ, suĐh that ͚the State 
ŵade the fateful deĐisioŶ of usiŶg eǆistiŶg soĐieties to adŵiŶisteƌ the Ŷeǁ ďeŶefits aŶd of aǀoidiŶg 
aŶǇ diƌeĐt State adŵiŶistƌatioŶ͛ ;Beǀeƌidge ϭϵϰϵ: ϳϰͿ. GiǀeŶ theiƌ iŶĐoƌpoƌatioŶ iŶto the pƌojeĐted 
ŶatioŶal sĐheŵe, fƌieŶdlǇ soĐieties fiŶallǇ Đaŵe to aĐĐept the idea of puďliĐ iŶsuƌaŶĐe as a ŵatteƌ of 
pƌiŶĐiple ;Gilďeƌt ϭϵϲϲͿ. A Đoŵpaƌaďle pƌoĐess took plaĐe iŶ GeƌŵaŶǇ aŶd Austƌia, ǁheƌe ŵutual 
ďeŶefit soĐieties ǁeƌe iŶ a ŵuĐh ǁeakeƌ positioŶ ďut elites Ŷeǀeƌtheless ƌeĐogŶised theiƌ loĐal aŶd 
oĐĐupatioŶal eǆpeƌtise. 
TakeŶ togetheƌ, puďliĐ eŶdeaǀouƌs –dƌiǀeŶ ďǇ a ǁish to stƌeŶgtheŶ the politiĐal legitiŵaĐǇ of the 
state—pƌoǀoked fieƌĐe oppositioŶ fƌoŵ Đoƌpoƌate plaǇeƌs, ǁho pƌefeƌƌed to stiĐk to the status Ƌuo 
aŶd ŵaiŶtaiŶ theiƌ oǁŶ positioŶ. This ĐoŶfliĐt-oƌieŶted theoƌetiĐal peƌspeĐtiǀe eǆplaiŶs ǁhǇ soĐial 
poliĐǇŵakiŶg at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel, ǁhiĐh is ŵaƌked ďǇ a steadǇ ĐoŶfliĐt of iŶteƌests ďetǁeeŶ the 
EU aŶd its ŵeŵďeƌ states, is so Đuŵďeƌsoŵe. As duƌiŶg the soĐial seĐuƌitǇ ŶatioŶalisatioŶ pƌoĐess, 
alteƌŶatiǀe soĐial poliĐǇ settiŶgs aŶd plaǇeƌs iŶ todaǇ͛s EU Đoŵpete ǁith eaĐh otheƌ ǁheŶ it Đoŵes 
to ƋuestioŶs of soǀeƌeigŶtǇ, ŵeŵďeƌship ďouŶdaƌies oƌ the autoŶoŵǇ of doŵestiĐ soĐial pƌoteĐtioŶ 
sǇsteŵs ;see FalkŶeƌ ϭϵϵϴ; HaŶtƌais ϮϬϬϳͿ. 
OffiĐial politiĐal authoƌities haǀe fouŶd statistiĐs to ďe aŶ ideal iŶstƌuŵeŶt foƌ ideŶtifǇiŶg puďliĐ 
pƌoďleŵs of ŶatioŶal ƌeleǀaŶĐe ;KaufŵaŶŶ ϮϬϬϯͿ. SiŶĐe statistiĐs aŶd theiƌ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶs ĐaŶ shape 
iŶflueŶtial Ŷaƌƌatiǀes aŶd ĐoŶǀeǇ speĐifiĐ ǀisioŶs of soĐietǇ aŶd the state ;Oǀeƌath ϮϬϭϭͿ, the 
deǀelopŵeŶtal pƌoĐess of ŵodeƌŶ statehood has ďeeŶ eŵďedded iŶ a pƌoĐess of offiĐialisiŶg aŶd 
ĐolleĐtiŶg iŶdiǀidual data. Thus, offiĐial statistiĐs haǀe helped to defiŶe speĐifiĐ soĐial pƌoďleŵs aŶd 
ideŶtifǇ poteŶtial solutioŶs ;ZiŵŵeƌŵaŶŶ ϮϬϬϲͿ. WheŶ Euƌostat, the StatistiĐal OffiĐe of the 
EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵuŶities, ǁas fouŶded iŶ ϭϵϱϯ, the 'idea to iŶstitute a "ĐoŵŵoŶ statistiĐal laŶguage" 
to Đoŵpaƌe Euƌope ǁas ďoƌŶ' ;EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵuŶities ϮϬϬϯ: ϱͿ. As the ƌeĐeŶt eǆaŵple of the ;ǇouthͿ 
uŶeŵploǇŵeŶt statistiĐ shoǁs, this idea ǁas ǀeƌǇ suĐĐessful iŶ ĐƌeatiŶg a ĐoŵŵoŶ EuƌopeaŶ 
ďeŶĐhŵaƌk that Ŷot oŶlǇ helps to defiŶe soĐial pƌoďleŵs, ďut also suggest ǁhiĐh pƌoďleŵs ŵaǇ ďe 
solǀed at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel. 
TakiŶg a Đloseƌ look at the latteƌ, the aƌguŵeŶts dƌiǀiŶg the ĐoŵŵoŶ iŶteƌest of tƌaŶsfeƌƌiŶg soĐial 
poliĐǇ ĐoŵpeteŶĐes to the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel diffeƌ slightlǇ aŵoŶg the aĐtoƌs iŶǀolǀed. The EuƌopeaŶ 
PaƌliaŵeŶt has laƌgelǇ ďeeŶ iŶ faǀouƌ of suĐh a tƌaŶsfeƌ. As HaŶtƌais ;ϮϬϬϳͿ aƌgues, ďƌoadeŶiŶg the 
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sĐope of supƌaŶatioŶal soĐial poliĐǇ ǁould eŶhaŶĐe the UŶioŶ͛s legitiŵaĐǇ aŶd iŶĐƌease solidaƌitǇ 
aŵoŶg ŵeŵďeƌs of the EU populatioŶ. Thus, a ĐoŵŵoŶ EU soĐial poliĐǇ ǁould stƌeŶgtheŶ Ŷot oŶlǇ 
the positioŶ of the EuƌopeaŶ PaƌliaŵeŶt as the legitiŵate deŵoĐƌatiĐ ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of the 
EuƌopeaŶ pƌojeĐt, ďut also of the EuƌopeaŶ pƌojeĐt as a ǁhole ďǇ iŶĐƌeasiŶg the ďoŶds ďetǁeeŶ 
iŶdiǀidual EuƌopeaŶs. This aƌguŵeŶt iŶ faǀouƌ of usiŶg soĐial poliĐǇ as a legitiŵisiŶg ŵeĐhaŶisŵ has 
also iŶflueŶĐed the EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵissioŶ. Thus, iŶ ϭϵϵϯ, the foƌŵeƌ pƌesideŶt of the EuƌopeaŶ 
CoŵŵissioŶ, JaƋues Deloƌs, lauŶĐhed aŶ eĐoŶoŵiĐ iŶtegƌatioŶ pƌojeĐt, ĐoŶsistiŶg of the SiŶgle 
EuƌopeaŶ AĐt aŶd the ĐoŵpletioŶ of the ĐoŵŵoŶ ŵaƌket, to ďolsteƌ the legitiŵaĐǇ of the 'SoĐial 
Euƌope' ĐoŶĐept ;Deloƌs ϭϵϴϵͿ. Tǁelǀe Ǉeaƌs lateƌ, the Ŷegatiǀe ƌefeƌeŶda iŶ FƌaŶĐe aŶd the 
NetheƌlaŶds ŵade Đleaƌ that EuƌopeaŶs aƌe ǁell aǁaƌe of the deŵoĐƌatiĐ aŶd soĐial defiĐits of the 
EuƌopeaŶ pƌojeĐt. The idea of soĐial poliĐǇ as a ŵotoƌ of iŶtegƌatioŶ aŶd legitiŵatioŶ also seeŵed 
to plaǇ a keǇ ƌole ǁithiŶ iŶdiǀidual EU ŵeŵďeƌ states at this tiŵe, as issues suƌƌouŶdiŶg the EU͛s 
soĐial defiĐit aŶd the UŶioŶ͛s eǆĐlusiǀe ĐoŶĐeŶtƌatioŶ oŶ the Ŷeoliďeƌal pƌojeĐt of ŵaƌket-ďuildiŶg 
gaiŶed pƌoŵiŶeŶĐe iŶ puďliĐ deďates aĐƌoss Euƌope. A suĐĐessful iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ of the ĐoŵŵoŶ 
ŵaƌket Ŷeeds a soĐial ďaĐkiŶg, oƌ so ǁeŶt the ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ ƌepeated aƌguŵeŶt of the CoŵŵissioŶ. IŶ 
the loŶg ƌuŶ, it adǀised, ŵoƌe ĐoŵpeteŶĐes iŶ the field of soĐial poliĐǇ ǁould stƌeŶgtheŶ the positioŶ 
of the EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵissioŶ itself. Less idealistiĐ is the ECJ, the ŵost iŵpoƌtaŶt plaǇeƌ iŶ the push 
to dƌiǀe soĐial poliĐǇ up to the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel. Neitheƌ foƌ Ŷoƌ agaiŶst suĐh a tƌaŶsfeƌ of ĐoŵpeteŶĐes, 
it is ŵaiŶlǇ iŶteƌested iŶ upholdiŶg the ĐoŵŵoŶ ŵaƌket pƌogƌaŵŵe aŶd pƌoteĐtiŶg the fouƌ 
fƌeedoŵs, iŶ aĐĐoƌdaŶĐe ǁith its ĐeŶtƌal puƌpose of eŶsuƌiŶg the ĐoƌƌeĐt iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ aŶd 
appliĐatioŶ of the tƌeaties estaďlishiŶg the EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵuŶities. To a ĐeƌtaiŶ eǆteŶt this iŶĐludes 
estaďlishiŶg ĐoŵŵoŶ soĐial ƌegulatioŶs, as iŶ the Đase of patieŶt ŵoďilitǇ. 
Thus, EuƌopeaŶ deďates ĐeŶtƌe oŶ the Đlaiŵ that EU soĐial poliĐǇ seƌǀes as a souƌĐe of legitiŵaĐǇ 
that ĐaŶ ďe used as a ďasis foƌ futuƌe deǀelopŵeŶt of the EuƌopeaŶ pƌojeĐt. Yet iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to 
ŶatioŶal goǀeƌŶŵeŶts, ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe aŶd still aƌe tƌǇiŶg to ǀiŶdiĐate theiƌ positioŶ – histoƌiĐallǇ ǁith 
ƌespeĐt to the eŵeƌgiŶg ǁoƌkiŶg Đlass, todaǇ ǁith ƌespeĐt to the EU – the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ stƌuggles 
to gaiŶ politiĐal authoƌitǇ fƌoŵ souƌĐes foƌŵeƌlǇ uŶdeƌ the juƌisdiĐtioŶ of ŶatioŶal teƌƌitoƌies. 
Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, Ŷeitheƌ the politiĐal deďates Ŷoƌ the ideas of the EuƌopeaŶ PaƌliaŵeŶt oƌ CoŵŵissioŶ 
ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ as the aĐtual dƌiǀiŶg foƌĐes ďehiŶd soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel; ECJ 
juƌisdiĐtioŶ is. Thus, the ĐƌuĐial ƋuestioŶ todaǇ is Ŷot ǁhetheƌ the idea of iŶput-legitiŵatioŶ ǁill 
agaiŶ ďe used to ďƌiŶg aďout a ƌesĐaliŶg of soĐial poliĐies, ďut ǁhetheƌ the eǆisteŶĐe of a ƌesĐaled, 
EuƌopeaŶ-leǀel soĐial poliĐǇ ǁill help to Đƌeate suĐh a Ŷeǁ ŵode of legitiŵaĐǇ.  
CoŶĐlusioŶ 
SoĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg has a loŶg aŶd eǀeŶtful histoƌǇ of ƌestƌuĐtuƌiŶg aŶd ƌefƌaŵiŶg, oŶe ŵaƌked ďǇ 
the ĐoŶstaŶt eŵeƌgeŶĐe of Ŷeǁ ageŶts, ideas aŶd pƌiŶĐiples, as ǁell as Ŷeǁ soĐial iŵďalaŶĐes to ďe 
addƌessed. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to ƌeĐeŶt disĐussioŶs highlightiŶg the supposed ĐoŶtiŶuitǇ of ŶatioŶal ǁelfaƌe 
states, ǁe aƌgue foƌ a stoƌǇ of oŶgoiŶg ƌesĐaliŶg aŶd ĐoŶfliĐtiǀe politiĐal ŶegotiatioŶ ŵaƌked ďǇ ďoth 
ŵajoƌ ĐhaŶges aŶd iŶĐƌeŵeŶtal shifts. This aƌtiĐle has assuŵed that studǇiŶg the eŵeƌgeŶĐe of 
ŶatioŶal soĐial seĐuƌitǇ sǇsteŵs, oŶe of those tƌaŶsfoƌŵatiǀe histoƌiĐal ŵoŵeŶts, ĐaŶ ďƌoadeŶ ouƌ 
uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the ĐuƌƌeŶt EuƌopeaŶisatioŶ pƌoĐesses takiŶg plaĐe iŶ soĐial poliĐǇ. This appƌoaĐh 
leads us to a ĐoŶĐlusioŶ that ĐoŶtƌasts stƌikiŶglǇ ǁith the fiŶdiŶgs of fuŶĐtioŶalist aŶd iŶstitutioŶalist 
ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ liteƌatuƌe oŶ EU soĐial politiĐs: ŶaŵelǇ, that iŶ oƌdeƌ to uŶdeƌstaŶd soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg 
at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel ǁe ŵust ĐoŶsideƌ hoǁ the aĐtoƌs iŶǀolǀed haǀe fƌaŵed theiƌ ideas, iŶteƌests 
aŶd stƌategies to fit ǁith theiƌ ƌespeĐtiǀe stƌuĐtuƌal aŶd iŶstitutioŶal ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes, aŶd hoǁ theǇ 
iŶǀeŶt Ŷeǁ teĐhŶiƋues aŶd ĐoŶĐepts of iŶteƌpƌetiŶg soĐial faĐts that shape the ǁaǇs pƌoďleŵs aƌe 
taĐkled. 
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Since social policymaking between the 1880s and 1920s was linked to state and nation building, this first discursive shift in response to structural transformations was closely intertwined with the prevalent political rationales of that time. Social policy proved to be a welcome power instrument for enhancing legitimacy and forging social bonds between members of a polity. The European Commission seems to have studied these strategies very carefully, regardless of the distinct historical context from which they developed. Nevertheless, the differences between policymaking then and now become clear when considering the 19th century politics of appeasement. This historical development is without a counterpart today, unless one wants to interpret the EU's Open Method of Coordination as appeasement. In light of the current constellation, the experience of the multinational Austro-Hungarian Empire points to past political strategies for coping with diversity. The UK provides an instructive example of how in such a process of competitive state-building, the parties concerned negotiate to include the previous, non-state actors in the field given their long-term experience with social insurance and in order to break their opposition. In the EU as well, such path-dependent developments result from both strategic political concessions and the desire to make use of existing expert knowledge and structures. Furthermore, by examining the given frames of national solidarity from a historical perspective we were able to show that the implementation of social policies does not require a collective identity. Transnational structures of social security are in the making even in the absence of solidarity at the EU level—structures that, in the end, also apply to those who opposed opening the boundaries of national schemes. People might strive for congruency between the social order and their group of reference, but categories of belonging are much more flexible and context-sensitive than many scholars assume; that is, they are open to influence from major structural transformations that have been translated into politics. Thus, as European structures emerge people begin referring to these existing institutions and integrating the corresponding opportunity structures into their horizons of action. The identity hypothesis currently prevalent in academic debate fails to address these complex processes. In sum, rescaling the existing private or local schemes of social security that outlived the 19th century can only be understood in light of a the reterritorialization processes, which made actors change their minds with respect to where social programmes should be organised. Although European actors employ similar arguments, the situation today is even more complex than it was in the past due to the variety of comprehensive state schemes that render a complete transfer of competencies extremely unlikely. Nevertheless, thanks to the EU, territorial (welfare) states have ceased to be 
͚disjoiŶt, fiǆed aŶd ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe͛ eŶdeaǀouƌs ;Ruggie 1993: 168). The observed processes of re-territorialisation—changing structural constellations, the appearance of new actors, and the alignment of motives and interests—have triggered the development of a European social space that is still incomplete. This new type of territoriality, albeit still under construction, differs from the national one in several respects. The EU must share ĐitizeŶs͛ loyalties with the member states, which in turn share sovereignty with the Union. Hence, a series of overlapping and non-exclusive membership spaces with respect to social policy is replacing the homogeneous spheres of the past. What is more, the integrative function of social policy at the EU level has only benefited a few mobile Europeans thus far. Finally, the ECJ, one of the major actors in the field, follows a different logic than that of the European Commission, which is much closer to the national governments with respect to its position on social policy. All of this suggests that we are witnessing a major shift into a new kind of European territorialisation. 
HighlightiŶg the iŶteƌpƌetatiǀe patteƌŶs aŶd iŶteƌests of the aĐtoƌs iŶǀolǀed alloǁs foƌ a ŵoƌe 
diffeƌeŶtiated uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the logiĐ ďehiŶd EU soĐial poliĐǇŵakiŶg. To aĐĐess this ŵoƌe 
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ŶuaŶĐed uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg it is iŵpeƌatiǀe that ǁe eǆpaŶd ouƌ ĐuƌƌeŶt foĐus oŶ ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ 
fuŶĐtioŶalist spilloǀeƌ eǆplaŶatioŶs aŶd the ideŶtitǇ hǇpothesis, the latteƌ of ǁhiĐh suggests the 
iŵpossiďilitǇ of EU-leǀel soĐial poliĐies ;StƌeeĐk ϮϬϬϬ; SĐhaƌpf ϮϬϭϬ; Offe ϮϬϬϯ; HöpŶeƌ/SĐhäfeƌ 
ϮϬϭϮͿ, to iŶĐlude a histoƌiĐallǇ iŶfoƌŵed, loŶg-teƌŵ peƌspeĐtiǀe that highlights ďoth the leǀel of 
aĐtioŶ aŶd the politiĐal, iŶstitutioŶal aŶd eĐoŶoŵiĐ ĐoŶteǆt faĐtoƌs ďehiŶd poliĐǇŵakiŶg. SuĐh aŶ 
appƌoaĐh shoǁs hoǁ ŵaĐƌo-leǀel stƌuĐtuƌes aŶd iŶstitutioŶs shape the iŶteƌests aŶd oppoƌtuŶities 
of politiĐal, Đoƌpoƌate aŶd iŶdiǀidual aĐtoƌs, ǁhose aĐtioŶs theŶ shape deǀelopŵeŶts at the 
stƌuĐtuƌal leǀel. So iŶstead of suggestiŶg the ƌigid Ŷatuƌe of ŶatioŶal soĐial seĐuƌitǇ aŶd liŶked to this 
the laĐk of a ĐolleĐtiǀe ideŶtitǇ at the EuƌopeaŶ leǀel, as has ofteŶ ďeeŶ disĐussed duƌiŶg the last 
Ǉeaƌs, a histoƌiĐallǇ iŶfoƌŵed appƌoaĐh sheds light oŶ the Đƌeatiǀe aŶd ĐoŶfliĐtiǀe pƌoĐesses that led 
to the pƌedoŵiŶaŶĐe of ŶatioŶal soĐial poliĐies iŶ the fiƌst plaĐe. SuĐh aŶ appƌoaĐh is iŶeǀitaďlǇ 
seleĐtiǀe, ďut fƌuitful. It eŵphasises Ŷot oŶlǇ the pƌoĐess-oƌieŶted aŶd loŶg-teƌŵ Ŷatuƌe of these 
pƌoĐesses, ďut also the ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe poǁeƌ of politiĐal ďouŶdaƌies to Đƌeate soĐial uŶities. As a 
ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe, it offeƌs a ƌeǀised ǀieǁ of ŶatioŶ-ǁide solidaƌitǇ as a ŵuĐh ŵoƌe dǇŶaŵiĐ aŶd 
ĐoŶtiŶgeŶt iŶstitutioŶ, oŶe that ĐaŶ also ďe suďjeĐt to soĐial ĐhaŶge aŶd politiĐal ŶegotiatioŶ.   
RefeƌeŶĐes 
Aďďott, A., aŶd DeViŶeǇ, S., ;ϭϵϵϮͿ. The ǁelfaƌe state as tƌaŶsŶatioŶal eǀeŶt. EǀideŶĐe fƌoŵ 
seƋueŶĐes of poliĐǇ adoptioŶ. SoĐial SĐieŶĐe HistoƌǇ. ϭϲ;ϮͿ, Ϯϰϱ–Ϯϳϰ. 
BaĐh, M., ;ϮϬϬϴͿ. Euƌopa ohŶe GesellsĐhaft. PolitisĐhe Soziologie deƌ EuƌopäisĐheŶ IŶtegƌatioŶ. 
WiesďadeŶ: VS Veƌlag füƌ SozialǁisseŶsĐhafteŶ. 
BaldǁiŶ, P., ;ϭϵϵϬͿ. The PolitiĐs of SoĐial SolidaƌitǇ. Class Bases of the EuƌopeaŶ Welfaƌe State ϭϴϳϱ–
ϭϵϳϱ. Caŵďƌidge: Caŵďƌidge UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess. 
BaŶtiŶg, K.G., ;ϭϵϵϱͿ. The ǁelfaƌe state as stateĐƌaft: Teƌƌitoƌial politiĐs aŶd CaŶadiaŶ soĐial poliĐǇ. 
Leiďfƌied, S., PieƌsoŶ, P. ;Eds.Ϳ. EuƌopeaŶ SoĐial PoliĐǇ: BetǁeeŶ FƌagŵeŶtatioŶ aŶd IŶtegƌatioŶ. 
WashiŶgtoŶ DC: BƌookiŶgs, Ϯϲϵ–ϯϬϬ. 
Beǀeƌidge, W.H., ;ϭϵϰϵͿ. VoluŶtaƌǇ AĐtioŶ: A Repoƌt oŶ Methods of SoĐial AdǀaŶĐe. LoŶdoŶ: AlleŶ & 
UŶǁiŶ. 
Biƌke, A.M., ;ϭϵϴϯͿ. Soziale Selďsthilfe uŶd aŵtliĐhe Sozialpolitik iŵ ǀiktoƌiaŶisĐheŶ EŶglaŶd. Biƌke, 
A.M., KluǆeŶ, K. ;Eds.Ϳ. ViktoƌiaŶisĐhes EŶglaŶd iŶ deutsĐheƌ Peƌspektiǀe. MuŶiĐh: Sauƌ. ϳϵ–ϴϵ. 
BöƌŶeƌ, S., ;ϮϬϭϯͿ. BeloŶgiŶg, SolidaƌitǇ aŶd EǆpaŶsioŶ iŶ SoĐial PoliĐǇ. BasiŶgstoke: Palgƌaǀe 
MaĐŵillaŶ. 
BƌeŶtaŶo, L., ;ϭϴϳϵͿ. Die AƌďeiteƌǀeƌsiĐheƌuŶg geŵäss deƌ heutigeŶ WiƌtsĐhaftsoƌdŶuŶg. Leipzig: 
DuŶĐkeƌ & Huŵďlot. 
CaďiŶet Makeƌs, ;ϭϵϬϵͿ. MoŶthlǇ Repoƌts ϭϵϬϵ–ϭϵϭϭ, MSS.ϳϴ/CU/ϰ/Ϯ/ϵ. ModeƌŶ ReĐoƌd CeŶtƌe 
WaƌǁiĐk. 
CoƌdeƌǇ, S., ;ϮϬϬϯͿ. Bƌitish FƌieŶdlǇ SoĐieties, ϭϳϱϬ–ϭϵϭϰ. BasiŶgstoke: Palgƌaǀe. 
Déďats paƌleŵeŶtaiƌes, ;ϭϵϬϱͿ. AŶŶales de la Chaŵďƌe des DĠputĠs. Paƌis: Iŵpƌiŵeƌie des JouƌŶauǆ 
OffiĐiels. 
Deloƌs, J., ;ϭϵϴϵͿ. SpeeĐh fƌoŵ JaƋues Deloƌs at the EuƌopeaŶ PaƌliaŵeŶt, JaŶuaƌǇ, ϭϳth of ϭϵϴϵ. 
BulletiŶ deƌ EuƌopäisĐheŶ GeŵeiŶsĐhafteŶ.  SoŶdeƌďeilage ϲ/ϭϵϴϵ. Luǆeŵďuƌg: Aŵt füƌ aŵtliĐhe 

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3, am 20.05.2024, 23:47:31
Open Access –  - https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb


ϭϲ Cultuƌe, PƌaĐtiĐe & EuƌopeaŶizatioŶ  Vol.ϯ;ϭͿ  

 

VeƌöffeŶtliĐhuŶgeŶ deƌ EuƌopäisĐheŶ GeŵeiŶsĐhafteŶ. 
ECJ, ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϬͿ. Couƌt of JustiĐe of the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ. AŶŶual Repoƌts ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϬ. Luǆeŵďouƌg: 
PuďliĐatioŶs OffiĐe of the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ. 
Eigŵülleƌ, M., ;ϮϬϭϯͿ. EuƌopeaŶizatioŶ fƌoŵ ďeloǁ. The iŶflueŶĐe of iŶdiǀidual aĐtoƌs oŶ the EU 
iŶtegƌatioŶ of soĐial poliĐies. JouƌŶal of EuƌopeaŶ SoĐial PoliĐǇ. Ϯϯ;ϰͿ, ϯϲϰ–ϯϳϲ. 
Eigŵülleƌ, M., ;ϮϬϭϳͿ. SoĐial Euƌope still MissiŶg? Flaǁs of the Spilloǀeƌ PƌoĐess as the Motoƌ of 
IŶtegƌatioŶ. Gƌiŵŵel, A. ;Ed.Ϳ. The Cƌisis of the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ: ChalleŶges, AŶalǇses, SolutioŶs. 
Routledge, ϭϰϭ-ϭϱϲ. 
EuƌopeaŶ CoŵŵuŶities, ;ϮϬϬϯͿ. ϱϬ Yeaƌs of Figuƌes oŶ Euƌope. Data ϭϵϱϮ–ϮϬϬϭ. Luǆeŵďouƌg: 
PuďliĐatioŶs OffiĐe of the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ. 
EuƌopeaŶ CouŶĐil, ;ϭϵϲϴͿ. RegulatioŶ ;EECͿ No ϭϲϭϮ/ϲϴ of the CouŶĐil of ϭϱ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϵϲϴ oŶ 
fƌeedoŵ of ŵoǀeŵeŶt foƌ ǁoƌkeƌs ǁithiŶ the CoŵŵuŶitǇ. OffiĐial JouƌŶal L Ϯϱϳ. Ϯ–ϭϮ. 
FalkŶeƌ, G., ;ϭϵϵϴͿ. EU SoĐial PoliĐǇ iŶ the ϭϵϵϬs: Toǁaƌds a Coƌpoƌatist PoliĐǇ CoŵŵuŶitǇ. LoŶdoŶ/ 
Neǁ Yoƌk: Routledge. 
Feƌƌeƌa, M., ;ϮϬϬϯͿ. EuƌopeaŶ iŶtegƌatioŶ aŶd ŶatioŶal soĐial ĐitizeŶship: ChaŶgiŶg ďouŶdaƌies, Ŷeǁ 
stƌuĐtuƌiŶg? Coŵpaƌatiǀe PolitiĐal Studies. ϯϲ;ϲͿ, ϲϭϭ–ϲϱϮ. 
Feƌƌeƌa, M., ;ϮϬϬϱaͿ. The BouŶdaƌies of Welfaƌe. EuƌopeaŶ IŶtegƌatioŶ aŶd the Neǁ Spatial PolitiĐs 
of SoĐial PƌoteĐtioŶ. Oǆfoƌd: Oǆfoƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess. 
Feƌƌeƌa, M., ;ϮϬϬϱďͿ. BeǇoŶd ŶatioŶal soĐial ƌights? MĐEǁeŶ, N., MoƌeŶo, L. ;Eds.Ϳ. The Teƌƌitoƌial 
PolitiĐs of Welfaƌe. LoŶdoŶ: Routledge. ϮϮϱ-Ϯϰϯ. 
Floƌa, P., Alďeƌ, J., ;ϭϵϴϭͿ. ModeƌŶizatioŶ, DeŵoĐƌatizatioŶ, aŶd the DeǀelopŵeŶt of Welfaƌe States 
iŶ WesteƌŶ Euƌope. Floƌa, P., HeideŶheiŵeƌ, A.J. ;Eds.Ϳ. The DeǀelopŵeŶt of Welfaƌe States iŶ Euƌope 
aŶd AŵeƌiĐa. Neǁ BƌuŶsǁiĐk/LoŶdoŶ: TƌaŶsaĐtioŶ Puďlisheƌs. ϯϳ–ϴϬ. 
Gilďeƌt, B.B., ;ϭϵϲϲͿ. The EǀolutioŶ of NatioŶal IŶsuƌaŶĐe iŶ Gƌeat BƌitaiŶ: The OƌigiŶs of the Welfaƌe 
State. LoŶdoŶ: Joseph. 
GliŶos, I.A., BaeteŶ, R., ;ϮϬϬϲͿ. A Liteƌatuƌe Reǀieǁ of Cƌoss-ďoƌdeƌ PatieŶt MoďilitǇ iŶ the EuƌopeaŶ 
UŶioŶ. Bƌussels: Oďseƌǀatoiƌe SoĐial EuƌopéeŶ. 
HaŶtƌais, L., ;ϮϬϬϳͿ. SoĐial PoliĐǇ iŶ the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ ;ϯƌd edŶͿ. BasiŶgstoke: Palgƌaǀe. 
HöpŶeƌ, M., SĐhäfeƌ, A., ;ϮϬϭϮͿ. EŵďeddedŶess aŶd RegioŶal IŶtegƌatioŶ: WaitiŶg foƌ PolaŶǇi iŶ a 
HaǇekiaŶ SettiŶg. IŶteƌŶatioŶal OƌgaŶizatioŶ. ϲϲ;ϯͿ: ϰϮϵ–ϰϱϱ. 
House of Deputies, ;ϭϵϴϲͿ. SteŶogƌaphisĐhe Pƌotokolle üďeƌ die SitzuŶgeŶ des Hauses deƌ 
AďgeoƌdŶeteŶ des östeƌƌeiĐhisĐheŶ ReiĐhsƌates. WieŶ: K.K. Hof- uŶd StaatsdƌuĐkeƌei, SessioŶs ϵ to 
Ϯϭ. 
KaufŵaŶŶ, F.X., ;ϮϬϬϯͿ. VaƌiaŶteŶ des Wohlfahƌtsstaats. Deƌ deutsĐhe Sozialstaat iŵ iŶteƌŶatioŶaleŶ 
VeƌgleiĐh. FƌaŶkfuƌt/MaiŶ: Suhƌkaŵp. 
KöllŵaŶŶ, W., ;ϭϵϳϰͿ. BeǀölkeƌuŶg iŶ deƌ iŶdustƌielleŶ ReǀolutioŶ. StudieŶ zuƌ BeǀölkeƌuŶgsgesĐhiĐh-
te DeutsĐhlaŶds. GöttiŶgeŶ: VaŶdeŶhoeĐk & RupƌeĐht. 
KuhŶle, S., SaŶdeƌ, A., ;ϮϬϭϬͿ. The eŵeƌgeŶĐe of the ǁelfaƌe state. Castles, F.G. et al. ;Eds.Ϳ. The 
Oǆfoƌd HaŶdďook of Welfaƌe State. Oǆfoƌd: Oǆfoƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess. ϲϭ–ϴϬ. 
Leiďfƌied, S., ;ϮϬϬϱͿ. SoĐial poliĐǇ: Left to the judges aŶd the ŵaƌkets? WallaĐe, W., WallaĐe, H., 
PollaĐk, M.A. ;Eds.Ϳ. PoliĐǇ-MakiŶg ǁithiŶ the EuƌopeaŶ UŶioŶ ;ϱth edŶͿ. Oǆfoƌd: Oǆfoƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ 

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3, am 20.05.2024, 23:47:31
Open Access –  - https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

https://doi.org/10.5771/2566-7742-2018-1-3
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb


ϮϬϭϴ  BöƌŶeƌ aŶd Eigŵülleƌ ϭϳ  

 

Pƌess. Ϯϰϯ–Ϯϳϴ. 
Leiďfƌied, S., PieƌsoŶ, P. ;Eds.Ϳ, ;ϭϵϵϱͿ. SeŵisoǀeƌeigŶ ǁelfaƌe states: SoĐial poliĐǇ iŶ a ŵultitieƌed 
Euƌope. EuƌopeaŶ SoĐial PoliĐǇ:BetǁeeŶ FƌagŵeŶtatioŶ aŶd IŶtegƌatioŶ. WashiŶgtoŶ: The BƌookiŶgs 
IŶstitutioŶ. ϰϯ–ϳϳ. 
LéŶoiƌ, R., ;ϮϬϬϯͿ. GĠŶĠalogie de la ŵoƌale faŵiliale. Paƌis: EditioŶs du Seuil. 
MaŶoǁ, P., ;ϮϬϬϱͿ. Co-opeƌatiǀe fedeƌalisŵ aŶd the oǀeƌgƌaziŶg of the fisĐal ĐoŵŵoŶs. OďiŶgeƌ, H., 
Leiďfƌied, S., Castles, F.G., ;Eds.Ϳ. Fedeƌalisŵ aŶd the Welfaƌe State. Neǁ Woƌld aŶd EuƌopeaŶ 
EǆpeƌieŶĐes. Caŵďƌidge: Caŵďƌidge UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess. ϮϮϮ–ϮϲϮ. 
MoƌeŶo, L., MĐEǁeŶ, N. ;Eds.Ϳ, ;ϮϬϬϱͿ. EǆploƌiŶg the teƌƌitoƌial politiĐs of ǁelfaƌe. The Teƌƌitoƌial 
PolitiĐs of Welfaƌe. OǆoŶ/Neǁ Yoƌk: Routledge. ϭ–ϰϬ. 
MüŶĐh, R., ;ϭϵϵϴͿ. Gloďale DǇŶaŵik, lokale LeďeŶsǁelteŶ: Deƌ sĐhǁieƌige Weg iŶ die Weltgesell-
sĐhaft. FƌaŶkfuƌt/MaiŶ: Suhƌkaŵp. 
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