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Explaining Employer Support for Welfare State  
Development in The Netherlands

�ƣƹƹƫƣ OǀƢƣ NƫưƩǀƫƾ

ᇽሂ ᄬᇽᄭᄘ ᇿᇽᅟሁሂ ؘؚئا
ᄘ ᇽᇼ.ᇽሄᇿሁᇾᄧƿƾƣƨ.ᇽᇼሃሁآؗ

Abstract 
In recent years, business-centered explanations of welfare state development have 
challenged conventional perspectives on the welfare state. This new scholarship ar-
gues that employer and other business groups have acted as major proponents of 
welfare state expansion during crucial moments in history. This article investigates 
the claims of this new scholarship through an analysis of the attitudes of the main 
employer associations towards the introduction and expansion of social insurance 
programs in the Netherlands. The article finds no evidence for the claim that these 
associations supported the introduction and expansion of social insurance pro-
grams because they expected to derive economic benefits from the development of 
these programs. It shows that instances of active employer support for social insur-
ance expansion generally came about as a strategic response aimed at preventing 
the coming about of more costly alternatives. 

Ever since the introduction of the first modern social insurance program 
in the Netherlands in the beginning of the twentieth century, employer 
groups have played a central role in the development of these programs. 
�Ʃƣ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƫƹǁƺƶǁƣƸƣƹƿ ƾƣƣƸƾ ƿƺ ƻƺƾƣ ƞ ƻǀǅǅƶƣ Ƥƺƽ ơƺƹǁƣƹƿƫƺƹƞƶ 
perspectives on the welfare state, which mostly depart from the assump-
tion of business hostility towards the development of social insurance 
and related social programs.ᇽ While various studies on the development 
ƺƤ ƿƩƣ �ǀƿơƩ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ Ʃƞǁƣ ƺƟƾƣƽǁƣƢ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣƾ ƺƤ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ ƣƸƻƶƺǄ-
er opposition to the introduction and expansion of social programs, few 

1 
ƺƽ ƞƹ ƣǃơƣƶƶƣƹƿ ƺǁƣƽǁƫƣǂ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ ƞƾƾǀƸƻƿƫƺƹ ƾƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �. �ƞƾƿƣƽ, ᅵ�ƽƫƹƨƫƹƨ ƻƺǂƣƽ Ɵƞơƴ ƫƹ. � ƽƣǁƫƣǂ 
of the literature on the role of business in welfare state politics,’ MPIfG Discussion Paper ᇽሁ ᄬᇾᇼᇽሁᄭ ᇽᅟᇿሄ.
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have taken the position that Dutch employer groups’ views of social pol-
icy development have always been innately adversarial. In fact, many 
studies have instead suggested that the main employer associations in 
the Netherlands ‘on the whole, supported [the process of] welfare state 
expansion’ or important parts thereof, in particular during the postwar 
period.ᇾ 

In recent years, the assumption of business hostility towards welfare 
state development has also been called into question in the broader lit-
ƣƽƞƿǀƽƣ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ. �ơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƞ ƶƞƽƨƣ ƞƹƢ ƫƹƥƷǀƣƹƿƫƞƶ ƾơƩƺƶ-
arship that originated in the social sciences, but has also attracted much 
attention from historians in recent years, employer and other business 
groups have been much more supportive of the introduction and ex-
pansion of social insurance and related social programs than traditional 
ƾƿǀƢƫƣƾ ƺƹ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ Ʃƞǁƣ ƽƣƞƶƫǅƣƢ. �Ʃƫƾ ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾƩƫƻ Ʃƞƾ 
supported its claim by arguing that these programs do not only impose 
costs and labour market rigidities on businesses, but also provide direct 
ƞƹƢ ƿƞƹƨƫƟƶƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƿƺ ƧƬƽƸƾ ƿƩƞƿ Ʃƞǁƣ Ɵƣƣƹ ƾǀƦƧƬơƫƣƹƿƶǄ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ ƿƺ 
warrant active business support for their introduction and expansion.ᇿ 
OƿƩƣƽ ƾƿǀƢƫƣƾ Ʃƞǁƣ ƢƺǂƹƻƶƞǄƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹơƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƾƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ, ƞƹƢ 
argued that the costs of social policies for employers are generally so se-
vere that employer groups are unlikely to have displayed an active inter-
est in their development, even when these policies also provided some 
advantages to their members.ሀ 

2 �. �ƩƣƽƟƺƽƹ, ᅵᅵ�ƫƶƶƞƽƫǅƞƿƫƺƹᅷ ƞƹƢ ᅵƻƺƻǀƶƞƽ ƸƺǁƣƸƣƹƿƾᅷ. �ǂƺ ǁƞƽƫƞƹƿƾ ƺƤ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶƫƾƸ. �Ʃƣ NƣƿƩƣƽ-
ƶƞƹƢƾ ƞƹƢ �ǂƣƢƣƹᅷ, ƫƹᄘ 
.�. �ƞƾƿƶƣƾ ᄬƣƢ.ᄭ, Comparative history of public policy ᄬ�ƞƸƟƽƫƢƨƣ ᇽህሄህᄭ ᇾᇽሁ. �ƣƣ 
ƞƶƾƺᄘ �. �ƺƣƤƹƞƨƣƶƾ, Een eeuw sociale problematiek. De Nederlandse sociale ontwikkeling van 1950 tot 1940 
ᄬ�ƶƻƩƣƹ ƞƞƹ Ƣƣƹ �ƫưƹ ᇽህሃሀᄭ ᇽሂህᄖ �. �ƣƽƟƣƹ ƞƹƢ �. �ƞƹƾƣƹ, De vakbeweging en sociale zekerheid in Neder-
land ᄬNƫưƸƣƨƣƹ ᇽህሄᇾᄭ ᇽᇽᇿ ƞƹƢ ᇽᇽሄᄖ �. �ƶǀǄƿƣƽƸƞƹ, Kerende kansen. Het Nederlandse bedrijfsleven in de 
twintigste eeuw ᄬ�ƸƾƿƣƽƢƞƸ ᇽህህᇿᄭ ᇽህᇼᄖ �. �ƽǀƨƨƣƸƞƹ ƞƹƢ �. �ƞƸƫưƹ, Ondernemers verbonden. 100 Jaar 
centrale ondernemersorganisaties in Nederland ᄬ�ƺƽƸƣƽ ᇽህህህᄭ ሃሁ, ᇽᇽᇼᄖ �. �ƺǀǂƣƹ, Coordination in tran-
sition. The Netherlands and the world economy, 1950-2010 ᄬLƣƫƢƣƹ ᇾᇼᇽሀᄭ ᇾሀᇿ. 
3 
ƺƽ ƾƺƸƣ ƻƽƺƸƫƹƣƹƿ ƣǃƞƸƻƶƣƾ ƾƣƣᄘ �. 	ƾƿȅǁƣǅᅟ�Ɵƣ, �. ǁƣƽƾƣƹ, ƞƹƢ �. �ƺƾƴƫơƣ, ᅵ�ƺơƫƞƶ ƻƽƺƿƣơƿƫƺƹ ƞƹƢ 
ƿƩƣ ƤƺƽƸƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƾƴƫƶƶƾ. � ƽƣƫƹƿƣƽƻƽƣƿƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣᅷ, ƫƹᄘ �. �ƞƶƶ ƞƹƢ �. �ƺƾƴƫơƣ ᄬƣƢƾ.ᄭ, Varieties 
of capitalism. The institutional foundations of comparative advantage ᄬOǃƤƺƽƢ ᇾᇼᇼᇽᄭᄖ �. �ǂƣƹƾƺƹ, Capital-
ists against markets. The making of labor markets and welfare states in the United States and Sweden ᄬOǃ-
ƤƺƽƢ ᇾᇼᇼᇾᄭᄖ . �ƞƽƣƾ, The politics of social risk. Business and welfare state development ᄬ�ƞƸƟƽƫƢƨƣ ᇾᇼᇼᇿᄭᄖ 
T. Iversen and D. Soskice, ‘Distribution and redistribution. The shadow of the nineteenth century’, World 
Politics ሂᇽᄘᇿ ᄬᇾᇼᇼህᄭ ሀᇾሄᅟሀሄሂᄖ �.�. �ƞƽƿƫƹ ƞƹƢ �. �ǂƞƹƴ, The political construction of business interests. Co-
ordination, growth, and equality ᄬNƣǂ �ƺƽƴ ᇾᇼᇽᇾᄭ.
4 �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �. �ƞơƴƣƽ ƞƹƢ �. �ƫƣƽƾƺƹ, ᅵ�ǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƻƺǂƣƽ ƞƹƢ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƻƺƶƫơǄ. 	ƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ƤƺƽƸƞ-
ƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ �Ƹƣƽƫơƞƹ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣᅷ, Politics and Society ᇿᇼᄘᇾ ᄬᇾᇼᇼᇾᄭ ᇾሃሃᅟᇿᇾሁᄖ �. �ƺƽƻƫ, ᅵ�ƺǂƣƽ ƽƣƾƺǀƽơƣƾ 
and employer-centered approaches in explanations of welfare states and varieties of capitalism’, World 
Politics ሁሄᄘᇾ ᄬᇾᇼᇼሂᄭ ᇽሂሃᅟᇾᇼሂᄖ �. �ƞƾƿƣƽ, ᅵ�ǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƞƹƢ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ. �ƩǄ ƢƫƢ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ƾǀƻ-
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While various historically oriented studies have empirically investi-
gated the role of business in welfare state development in recent years, 
scholarly disagreement on the extent of business support for this devel-
ƺƻƸƣƹƿ ơƺƹƿƫƹǀƣƾ ƿƺ ƻƣƽƾƫƾƿ. �ƹ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ ƽƣƞƾƺƹ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƫƾ ƻƣƽƾƫƾƿƣƹơƣ 
is that business representatives may support the introduction of par-
ticular welfare initiatives, and even come forward with expansive wel-
fare initiatives of their own, not because they have a genuine interest 
in the development of particular social programs, but to gain access to 
negotiations and prevent the coming about of more generous or other-
wise costly alternatives. Moreover, and as recently noted by for instance 
�ƞƾƿƣƽ, ǀƹƢƣƽ ƾǀơƩ ơƫƽơǀƸƾƿƞƹơƣƾ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ ƞƶƾƺ Ʃƞǁƣ ƞ 
strong incentive to strategically misrepresent their preferences and ap-
pear supportive of expansive welfare reform.ሁ �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾ ƸƞǄ 
be led to believe that support is genuine, while it is in fact strategic. This 
problem is all the more serious as scholars do not always have access to 
the internal communications and deliberations of business groups.

Contrary to those of their counterparts in many other countries, the 
internal communications of the most powerful representatives of the 
Dutch business community, the main employer associations, are open 
to scholarly investigation. Moreover, as a result of their early involve-
ment in the development of social insurance programs, these associa-
tions have produced a wealth of sources on their involvement in welfare 
state development.ሂ The existence of these archives provides a unique 
opportunity to investigate the claims of the new business scholarship. 
To date, they have not been used for this purpose. In fact, despite the 
many references to the involvement of business in the literature on the 
Dutch welfare state, in-depth analyses of employer attitudes towards so-
cial insurance development in the Netherlands are scarce, in particular 
for the postwar period.

�ƹ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ ƻǀƽƻƺƾƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ ƞƽƿƫơƶƣ ƫƾ ơƺƹƾƣƼǀƣƹƿƶǄ ƿƺ ƫƹǁƣƾƿƫƨƞƿƣ ƿƺ 
what extent the claims of this scholarship can explain instances of or-
ƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƾǀƻƻƺƽƿ Ƥƺƽ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ NƣƿƩƣƽ-
ƶƞƹƢƾ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƫƸƸƣƹƾƣƶǄ ƤƽƞƨƸƣƹƿƣƢ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƺƤ �ǀƿơƩ ƣƸƻƶƺǄ-

port social reforms?’, World Politics ሂሁᄘᇿ ᄬᇾᇼᇽᇿᄭ ሀᇽሂᅟሀሁᇽᄖ �. �ƺƽƢƺƹ, ᅵ�ƽƺƿƣơƿƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƢ. Vƞƽƫᅟ
eties of unionism and the evolution of unemployment benefits and active labor market policy in the rich 
democracies’, Socio-Economic Review ᇽᇾᄘᇿ ᄬᇾᇼᇽሀᄭ ᇽᅟᇾሁ.
5 �ƞƾƿƣƽ, ᅵ�ƽƫƹƨƫƹƨ ƻƺǂƣƽ Ɵƞơƴ ƫƹᅷ, ᇽᇾᅟᇽᇿ.
6 �Ʃƫƾ ƫƹǁƺƶǁƣƸƣƹƿ ǂƞƾ ƤƺƽƸƞƶƫǅƣƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ ơƽƣƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ �ƫƨƩ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ƺƤ LƞƟƺǀƽ ᄬ�ƺƨƣ �ƞƞƢ ǁƞƹ �ƽ-
ƟƣƫƢᄭ ƫƹ ᇽህᇾᇼ, ǂƩƫơƩ ơƽƣƞƿƣƢ ƞ Ƣƣ Ƥƞơƿƺ ƺƟƶƫƨƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƿƺ ơƺƹƾǀƶƿ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽǄ ƺƹ 
all matters of social legislation that affected either workers or employers.
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ƣƽ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹ Ƣǀƽƫƹƨ Ƹƺƾƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƿǂƣƹƿƫƣƿƩ ơƣƹƿǀƽǄ, ƫƿ ƫƾ ƹƺƿ ƻƺƾƾƫƟƶƣ 
to investigate the attitudes of all of the peak employer associations that 
played a role in social insurance development in the period investigat-
ed in this article. The analysis will consequently focus on the largest 
ƞƹƢ Ƹƺƾƿ ƫƹƥƷǀƣƹƿƫƞƶ ƻƣƞƴ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ. �Ʃƣƾƣ ǂƣƽƣ, ƽƣƾƻƣơ-
ƿƫǁƣƶǄ, ƿƩƣ �ƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ �ǀƿơƩ 	ƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ᄬVereeniging van Nederland-
sche Werkgevers, henceforth تءةᄭ, ǂƩƫơƩ ǂƞƾ ƤƺƽƸƣƢ ƫƹ ᇽህᇼᇽ, ƿƩƣ �ƣƹ-
ƿƽƞƶ �ƺơƫƞƶ 	ƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾᅷ 
ƣƢƣƽƞƿƫƺƹ ᄬCentraal Sociaal Werkgeversverbond, 
henceforth ؖةتئᄭ, ǂƩƫơƩ ƽƣƾǀƶƿƣƢ ƤƽƺƸ ƞ Ƹƣƽƨƣƽ Ɵƣƿǂƣƣƹ ƿƩƣ تءة’s so-
ơƫƞƶ ƢƣƻƞƽƿƸƣƹƿ ƞƹƢ ǁƞƽƫƺǀƾ ƺƿƩƣƽ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƫƹ ᇽህሀሁ, ƞƹƢ 
ƫƿƾ ᇽህሂሃ ƾǀơơƣƾƾƺƽ, ƿƩƣ 
ƣƢƣƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ �ǀƿơƩ ƹƢǀƾƿƽƫƣƾ ᄬVerbond Neder-
landse Ondernemingen, henceforth آءةᄭ.ሃ 

�ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹƞƶ ƾƿƽƣƹƨƿƩ, ƽƣƶƞƿƫǁƣƶǄ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƫǅƣƢ ƹƞ-
ture, and close involvement in corporatist policy-making, these asso-
ơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƽƣ Ƹƺƾƿ ƶƫƴƣƶǄ ƿƺ Ʃƞǁƣ ƞƻƻƽƣơƫƞƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƻƺƾƾƫƟƶƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ 
social polices provided to employers.ሄ For practical reasons, the analy-
sis thus pays less attention to the confessional employer associations, 
which were more numerous and fragmented during much of the twen-
ƿƫƣƿƩ ơƣƹƿǀƽǄ. �Ʃƫƾ ƺƸƫƾƾƫƺƹ ƾƩƺǀƶƢ ƹƺƿ ƞƦƤƣơƿ ƿƩƣ ƽƫƨƺƽ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƞƹƞƶǄƾƫƾ, 
however, as the new business-oriented scholarship does not suggest that 
ƶƫƟƣƽƞƶ ƞƹƢ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƸƫƨƩƿ ƢƫƦƤƣƽ ƫƹ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƞƻ-
ƻƽƣơƫƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƻƺƶƫơƫƣƾ ƻƽƺǁƫƢƣ ƿƺ ƧƬƽƸƾ. �Ʃƣ Ƥƺ-
cus on social insurance programs, which have always formed the core of 
the welfare state, is also in accordance with the deliberations of the new 
business scholarship. 

In addition, the article critically engages with another popular claim 
on employer support for welfare state expansion, which is also frequent-
ly used to explain the overall supportive stance of Dutch employers for 

7 ƹ ᇽህᇾሂ ƿƩƣ تءة would merge with two smaller employer associations to form the Union of Dutch 
	ƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ᄬVƣƽƟƺƹƢ ǁƞƹ NƣƢƣƽƶƞƹƢƾƣ �ƣƽƴƨƣǁƣƽƾᄭ, ǂƩƫơƩ ƫƾ ƞƶƾƺ ƞƟƟƽƣǁƫƞƿƣƢ ƞƾ تءة in Dutch parlance. 
�Ʃƣ ƹƣǂ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹ ƢƫƢ ƹƺƿ ƢƫƤƤƣƽ ƤƽƺƸ ƫƿƾ Ƹƞƫƹ ƻƽƣƢƣơƣƾƾƺƽ ƫƹ ƞ Ƹƞưƺƽ ǂƞǄ. �ƣƣᄘ �ƽǀƨƨƣƸƞƹ ƞƹƢ �ƞ Ƹƫưƹ, 
Ondernemers verbonden, ሂᇽᅟᇽᇽᇿ.
8 Lƫƴƣ ƹƣƺᅟơƺƽƻƺƽƞƿƫƾƿ ƾƿǀƢƫƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƞƾƿ, ƿƩƣ ƽƣơƣƹƿ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾƩƫƻ Ʃƞƾ ƣƸƻƩƞƾƫǅƣƢ ƿƩƞƿ ƩƫƨƩ-
ƶǄ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƫǅƣƢ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƺƻƣƽƞƿƫƹƨ ƫƹ ơƺƽƻƺƽƞƿƫƾƿ ƣƹǁƫƽƺƹƸƣƹƿƾ ƞƽƣ Ƹƺƽƣ ƶƫƴƣƶǄ ƿƺ ƢƫƾƻƶƞǄ ƞ 
moderate or ‘benign’ stance in matters relating to labour market and welfare state development. For an 
ƺǁƣƽǁƫƣǂ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƽƣƞƾƺƹƾ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƫƾ, ƾƣƣ Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �ƞƽƿƫƹ ƞƹƢ �ǂƞƹƴ, The political construction of business 
interests, ᇽሁሁᅟᇽሁሄ. 
ƺƽ ƞƹ ƣǃơƣƶƶƣƹƿ ƺǁƣƽǁƫƣǂ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƞƹƿƫᅟƾƿƞƿƫƾƿ ƾƿƞƹơƣ ƺƤ ƫƹƢƫǁƫƢǀƞƶ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞ-
tives who were not involved in corporatist policy-making in the Netherlands, and therefore did not have 
ƿƺ ƾƣƣƴ ƻƺƶƫƿƫơƞƶ ƞơơƺƸƸƺƢƞƿƫƺƹ, ƾƣƣᄘ �. �ƣƶƶƫƹƴ, ᅵ�ƺƶƫƿƫơƫ ǅƺƹƢƣƽ ƻƞƽƿƫư. �ƺơƫƞƶƣ ǅƣƴƣƽƩƣƫƢ ƣƹ Ƣƣ ƨƣƟƺƺƽƿƣ 
ǁƞƹ Ʃƣƿ ƹƣƺƶƫƟƣƽƞƶƫƾƸƣ ƫƹ NƣƢƣƽƶƞƹƢ ᄬᇽህሀሁᅟᇽህሁሄᄭᅷ, bmgn – Low Countries Historical Review, ᇽᇿᇾ ᄬᇾᇼᇽሃᄭ 
ᇾሁᅟሁᇾ. 
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ƿƩƫƾ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƻƺƾƿǂƞƽ ƻƣƽƫƺƢ. �ơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƫƾ ơƶƞƫƸ, ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ 
ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƺƻƣƽƞƿƫƹƨ ƫƹ ƩƫƨƩƶǄ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƫǅƣƢ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ Ƹƞƽƴƣƿƾ ƾƺƸƣƿƫƸƣƾ 
supported welfare state expansion as part of a ‘political exchange’ under 
which they ‘compensated’ workers for their support for wage restraint 
policies.ህ �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƣǃơƣƻƿƫƺƹƞƶƶǄ ƶƺƹƨ Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƨǀƫƢƣƢ 
wage policy, a postwar incomes policy that aimed to improve the com-
petitiveness of Dutch industry by moderating the growth of wages and 
ƻƽƫơƣƾ ƞƹƢ ǂƩƫơƩ ƶƞƾƿƣƢ ƤƽƺƸ ᇽህሀሂ ǀƻ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƸƫƢᅟᇽህሂᇼƾ, ƸƞƹǄ ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾ 
have argued that the rapid growth of the Dutch welfare state in the post-
war period was the result of a political exchange under which ‘wage re-
straint was secured in return for […] extensions in state welfare.’ᇽᇼ 

�Ʃƣ ơǀƽƽƣƹƿ ƞƹƞƶǄƾƫƾ ƧƬƹƢƾ ƶƫƿƿƶƣ ƣǁƫƢƣƹơƣ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƣ ơƶƞƫƸƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƹƣǂ 
business scholarship. It shows that most instances of Dutch employer 
support for welfare state expansion were strategic in nature and served 
ƿƺ ƶƫƸƫƿ ƿƩƣ ơƺƾƿƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ Ƥƺƽ ƧƬƽƸƾ. �ƺƽƣƺǁƣƽ, ƫƿ ƾƩƺǂƾ ǂƩǄ ƫƿ 
makes little sense to attribute the overall supportive stance of Dutch 
employers for the postwar expansion of the welfare state to a polit-
ical exchange under which they ‘bought’ union support for wage re-
straint. The analysis does suggest that the employer associations may 
have found it easier to concede to worker demands for social insurance 
ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ ǂƩƣƹ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƫƺƹƾ ƺƦƤƣƽƣƢ ƿƺ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣ ƿƩƫƾ ƺǀƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Ƹƞƽƨƫƹ Ƥƺƽ 
ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƻƞǄ ᄬƫƹ �ǀƿơƩᄘ loonruimteᄭ, ƞƾ ƿƩƫƾ ƽƣƢǀơƣƢ ƿƩƣƫƽ ơƺƹơƣƽƹƾ ƿƩƞƿ 
ƿƩƣƾƣ ƢƣƸƞƹƢƾ ǂƺǀƶƢ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ơƺƾƿƾ. �ƣƿ ƫƿ ƣƸƻƩƞƾƫǅƣƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƫƾ 
practice only emerged after the guided wage policy broke down. More-
ƺǁƣƽ, ƫƿ ƾƩƺǂƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƫƾ ƻƽƞơƿƫơƣ ǂƞƾ ƟǄ ƹƺ Ƹƣƞƹƾ ƞƶǂƞǄƾ ƾǀƦƧƬơƫƣƹƿ ƿƺ ƻƣƽ-
suade the employer associations to support social insurance expansion. 

�Ʃƣ ƞƽƿƫơƶƣ ơƺƹƾƫƾƿƾ ƺƤ ƿǂƺ ƻƞƽƿƾ. �Ʃƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƻƞƽƿ ƺǀƿƶƫƹƣƾ ƿƩƣ ơƶƞƫƸƾ ƺƤ 
the new business scholarship and shows how they will be investigated. 
The second, empirical, part of the article is divided into two subparts. 
�Ʃƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƾƣ ƫƹǁƣƾƿƫƨƞƿƣƾ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƿƿƫƿǀƢƣƾ ƿƺǂƞƽƢƾ ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơ-

9  D. Cameron, ‘Social democracy, corporatism, labor quiescence and the representation of economic 
ƫƹƿƣƽƣƾƿ ƫƹ ƞƢǁƞƹơƣƢ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶƫƾƿ ƾƺơƫƣƿǄᅷ, ƫƹᄘ �. �ƺƶƢƿƩƺƽƻƣ ᄬƣƢ.ᄭ, Order and conflict in contemporary capital-
ism ᄬOǃƤƺƽƢ ᇽህሄሀᄭ ᇽሀሀᅟᇽሀሁ.
10  N. �ƩƫƿƣƾƫƢƣ, ᅵ�ǀƟƶƫơ ƻƺƶƫơǄ ƞƹƢ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹƾ. �ƫƾƿƺƽƫơƞƶ ƻƣƽƾƻƣơƿƫǁƣƾ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ƻƺƶƫƿƫơƾ ƺƤ ƽƣƤƺƽƸᅷ, 
Journal of European Social Policy ᇽሂ ᄬᇾᇼᇼሂᄭ ሀሃᄖ �ƣƣ ƞƶƾƺᄘ �. ǁƞƹ �ƣƽƾƟƣƽƨƣƹ ƞƹƢ �. �ƣơƴƣƽ, ᅵ�Ʃƣ NƣƿƩƣƽ-
ƶƞƹƢƾ. � ƻƞƾƾƫǁƣ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƢƣƸƺơƽƞƿƫơ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƫƹ ƞ ơƩƽƫƾƿƫƞƹ ƢƣƸƺơƽƞƿƫơ ƽǀƶƣƢ ƾƺơƫƣƿǄᅷ, Journal of Social 
Policy ᇽሃ ᄬᇽህሄሄᄭ ሀሄሄᄖ �. ǁƞƹ �ƣƽƾƟƣƽƨƣƹ, Social capitalism. A study of christian democracy and the welfare 
state ᄬLƺƹƢƺƹ ᇽህህሁᄭ ᇽᇿᇼᄖ �.�. �ƫƶƣƹƾƴǄ, Rich democracies. Political economy, public policy, and perfor-
mance ᄬ�ƣƽƴƣƶƣǄ ᇾᇼᇼᇾᄭᄖ �. 	ƫơƩƣƹƨƽƣƣƹ, The European economy since 1945. Coordinated capitalism and 
beyond ᄬ�ƽƫƹơƣƿƺƹ ᇾᇼᇼሃᄭ ᇿሀᄖ 	. NƫưƩƺƤ, ᅵ�ƣƹƾƫƺƹƾ ƞƹƢ ƻƽƺǁƫƢƣƹơƣ. �ǀƿơƩ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ơƽƣƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ 
funded pension schemes’, Enterprise and Society ᇽᇼ ᄬᇾᇼᇼህᄭ ᇽህሀ. 
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tion of mandatory social insurance programs for the main labour mar-
ƴƣƿ ƽƫƾƴƾ ᄬƽƣƾƻƣơƿƫǁƣƶǄ ƢƫƾƞƟƫƶƫƿǄ, ƺƶƢ ƞƨƣ, ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƞƹƢ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿᄭ. 
The second part investigates employer attitudes towards the expansion 
of these programs in the postwar period. In this second subpart I will re-
turn to the claim that the overall supportive stance of Dutch employers 
for welfare state expansion in this period came about as a result of at-
tempts to buy labour union support for wage restraint. 

Analyzing the role of business in welfare state development

Most scholars would probably agree that there are at least three rea-
sons why businesses may be reluctant to support the introduction and 
expansion of social insurance and related transfer programs. First, they 
tend to increase labour costs or taxation levels. Second, they may raise 
workers’ reservation wages and thus their willingness to work. Finally, 
and in particular with regards to old age pensions, they may threaten the 
viability of existing private schemes that are used by businesses for in-
vestment purposes.ᇽᇽ �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƸǀơƩ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Ʃƫƾƿƺƽƫơ ƞƹƢ ơƺƸƻƞƽƞƿƫǁƣ 
literature has traditionally assumed that the relationship between busi-
ƹƣƾƾ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƫƾ ƟǄ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƞƹ ƞƢǁƣƽƾƞƽƫƞƶ ƺƹƣ. �ƿ ƿƩƣ ƾƞƸƣ 
time, however, this view has frequently been challenged over the years. 
While some studies have done so after observing instances of business 
consent for the introduction and expansion of social programs, others 
have done so based on the belief that at least some businesses may also 
benefit from the development and existence of these programs. 

�ơƞƢƣƸƫơ ƢƣƟƞƿƣ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƻƽƣƤƣƽƣƹơƣƾ ƺƤ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ Ƣƞƿƣƾ Ɵƞơƴ 
ƿƺ ƞƿ ƶƣƞƾƿ ƿƩƣ ᇽህሃᇼƾ, ǂƩƣƹ �ƞƽǃƫƾƿᅟƫƹƾƻƫƽƣƢ ƞơơƺǀƹƿƾ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƹƺƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ 
possibility of business support for social policy development as part of 
ƞ ƟƽƺƞƢƣƽ ƾƿƽƞƿƣƨǄ ƿƺ ƻƶƞơƞƿƣ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƫƺƹƾ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣƽƣƟǄ ƾƿƞƟƫƶƫǅƣ ƞƹƢ ƶƣ-
ƨƫƿƫƸƫǅƣ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶƫƾƸ.ᇽᇾ ƿ ǂƞƾ ƞƶƾƺ ƞƽƺǀƹƢ ƿƩƫƾ ƿƫƸƣ ƿƩƞƿ ƞ ǁƣƽǄ ƢƫƦƤƣƽƣƹƿ 
ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾƩƫƻ ƺƹ ƹƣƺᅟơƺƽƻƺƽƞƿƫƾƸ ƧƬƽƾƿ ơƞƸƣ ƿƺ ƶƫƹƴ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƣǃƻƞƹ-
sion to wage restraint, suggesting that business support for the former 
could be exchanged for labour union support for the latter.ᇽᇿ The recent 

11  
ƺƽ ƞƹ ƣǃƿƣƹƾƫǁƣ ƺǁƣƽǁƫƣǂ ƾƣƣᄘ �ƞƾƿƣƽ, ᅵ�ƽƫƹƨƫƹƨ ƻƺǂƣƽ Ɵƞơƴ ƫƹᅷ, ᇽᅟᇿሄ.
12  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �.�. Oᅷ�ƺƹƹƺƽ, The fiscal crisis of the state ᄬNƣǂ �ƺƽƴ ᇽህሃᇿᄭᄖ �. �ƣƾƾƺƻ, ᅵ�Ʃƣ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶ-
ƫƾƿ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ƽǀƶƣ ƺƤ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶ. �ƽƺƟƶƣƸƾ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƞƹƞƶǄƾƫƾ ƺƤ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾᅷ, West European Politics 
ሂ ᄬᇽህሄᇿᄭ ᇽᇿህᅟᇽሂᇾᄖ �. Lƣǁƫƹƣ, Class struggle and the New Deal. Industrial labor, industrial capital, and the 
state ᄬLƞǂƽƣƹơƣ ᇽህሄሄᄭ.
13  To be sure, the purpose of these early writings was only to explain the success of postwar incomes 
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resurgence in scholarly attention for the role of business in the develop-
Ƹƣƹƿ ƺƤ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ ƾƿƣƸƾ ƤƽƺƸ ƞ ǁƣƽǄ ƢƫƦƤƣƽƣƹƿ ƿƩƣƺƽƣƿƫơƞƶ ơƺƹơƣƽƹ, 
however, which is to show that the introduction and expansion of social 
insurance and other social programs could in many countries count on 
ƞơƿƫǁƣ ƾǀƻƻƺƽƿ ƤƽƺƸ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƨƽƺǀƻƾ Ɵƣơƞǀƾƣ ƿƩƣƾƣ ƨƽƺǀƻƾ ƽƣơƺƨƹƫǅƣƢ 
the importance of these programs in shoring up competitiveness and 
‘improve[ing] the operation of markets.’ᇽሀ

While this new business scholarship is quite diverse, it is neverthe-
ƶƣƾƾ ƻƺƾƾƫƟƶƣ ƿƺ ƫƢƣƹƿƫƤǄ ƿǂƺ Ƹƞƫƹ ƾƿƽƞƹƢƾ. �Ʃƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƾƿƽƞƹƢ ƣǃƻƶƞƫƹƾ ƿƩƣ 
coming about of pro-welfare views by dominant segments of business as 
strategies developed in the context of constraints imposed on them by 
the existence of labour unions and private or public welfare programs. 
Examples of such strategies include support for mandatory member-
ƾƩƫƻ ƺƤ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ ƟǄ ƶƞƽƨƣ ƞƹƢ ǀƹƫƺƹƫǅƣƢ ƧƬƽƸƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƞƶ-
ƽƣƞƢǄ ƻƽƺǁƫƢƣƢ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ƿƺ ƿƩƣƫƽ ǂƺƽƴƣƽƾ ᅬ ƞƹƢ ǂƩƫơƩ ƞƽƣ ƺƤƿƣƹ 
presumed to have dominated the main business groups by the early to 
ƸƫƢᅟƿǂƣƹƿƫƣƿƩ ơƣƹƿǀƽǄ ᅬ ƫƹ ƞƹ ƞƿƿƣƸƻƿ ƿƺ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƿƩƣ ƻƶƞǄƫƹƨ ƧƬƣƶƢ ǁƫƾᅟǆᅟ
vis competitors who did not yet do so.ᇽሁ It also includes situations where 
business groups supported welfare state expansion in order to prevent 
ơƺƸƻƣƿƫƿƫƺƹ ƺǁƣƽ Ƥƽƫƹƨƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ.ᇽሂ Finally, it includes the possibility that 
businesses in high-risk industries supported the development of soli-
Ƣƞƽƫƾƿƫơ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƻƺƶƫơƫƣƾ ƫƹ ƞƹ ƞƿƿƣƸƻƿ ƿƺ ƺƦƤᅟƶƺƞƢ ơƺƾƿƾ ƺƹƿƺ ơƺƸƻƣƿƫƿƺƽƾ 
or society as a whole.ᇽሃ 

The second strand, which is part of a broader scholarship on the Va-
rieties of Capitalism, ƢƫƦƤƣƽƾ ƤƽƺƸ ƿƩƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƫƹ ƿƩƞƿ ƫƿ ƞƽƨǀƣƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƽƞƢƫƿƫƺƹƞƶ 
social insurance programs can actually ‘serve a productive function’, in 
particular by overcoming obstacles towards human capital formation.ᇽሄ 

ƻƺƶƫơƫƣƾ. �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �ƞƸƣƽƺƹ, ᅵ�ƺơƫƞƶ ƢƣƸƺơƽƞơǄᅷ, ᇽሀᇿᅟᇽሃህ. ƿ ǂƞƾ ƺƹƶǄ ƞƤƿƣƽ ƿƩƣƾƣ ƾƿǀƢƫƣƾ ƞƽƨǀƣƢ 
that labour union support for wage restraint could be ‘bought’ through welfare state expansion that wel-
fare scholars came to argue that business support for welfare state expansion could in turn be the result 
ƺƤ ƞ ƻƺƶƫƿƫơƞƶ ƣǃơƩƞƹƨƣ ǀƹƢƣƽ ǂƩƫơƩ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ǀƹƫƺƹƾ ƞƨƽƣƣƢ ƿƺ ǂƞƨƣ ƽƣƾƿƽƞƫƹƿ. �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ 	. �ǀƟƣƽ 
and J.D. Stephens, Development and crisis of the welfare state. Parties and policies in global markets ᄬ�Ʃƫơƞ-
ƨƺ ᇾᇼᇼᇽᄭ ሁᄖ . �ƞƽƣƾ, Taxation, wage bargaining and unemployment ᄬ�ƞƸƟƽƫƢƨƣ ᇾᇼᇼሂᄭ. 
14  �. �ƞƶƶ ƞƹƢ �. �ƺƾƴƫơƣ, ᅵ�ƹ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ ƿƺ ǁƞƽƫƣƿƫƣƾ ƺƤ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶƫƾƸᅷ, ƫƹᄘ ƢƣƸ ᄬƣƢƾ.ᄭ, Varieties of capital-
ism, ሁᇼ.
15  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �. �ƺƽƢƺƹ, New deals. Business, labor, and politics in America, 1920-1935 ᄬNƣǂ �ƺƽƴ 
ᇽህህሀᄭᄖ �.�. �ƞơƺƟǄ, Modern manors. Welfare capitalism since the New Deal ᄬ�ƽƫƹơƣƿƺƹ ᇽህህህᄭ. 
16  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �ǂƣƹƾƺƹ, Capitalists against markets. 
17  Mares, The politics of social riskᄖ �. 	ƟƟƫƹƨƩƞǀƾ, Reforming early retirement in Europe, Japan and the 
usa ᄬOǃƤƺƽƢ ᇾᇼᇼሂᄭ. 
18  �. 	ƟƟƫƹƨƩƞǀƾ ƞƹƢ �. �ƞƹƺǂ, ᅵƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ. �ƿǀƢǄƫƹƨ ǁƞƽƫƣƿƫƣƾ ƺƤ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶƫƾƸᅷ, ƫƹᄘ ƢƣƸ ᄬƣƢƾ.ᄭ, Com-
paring welfare capitalism. Social policy and political economy in Europe, Japan and the usa ᄬLƺƹƢƺƹ ᇾᇼᇼᇽᄭ 
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�ơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƫƾ ƾƿƽƞƹƢ, ƿƩƣƾƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ ƞƽƣ ơƺƹƹƣơƿƣƢ ƿƺ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ Ƣƣ-
mands for human capital formation in the following way. Drawing on 
key insights from institutional economics, it argues that workers need 
ƿƺ Ɵƣ ơƺƹǁƫƹơƣƢ ƿƺ ƫƹǁƣƾƿ ƫƹ ƾƻƣơƫƧƬơ ƾƴƫƶƶƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƞƽƣ ƹƺƿ ƣƞƾƫƶǄ ƿƽƞƹƾƤƣƽ-
able.ᇽህ It adds to this claim that employers consequently have an inter-
est in making sure that workers are protected against the risk that their 
ƫƹǁƣƾƿƸƣƹƿ ƫƹ ƾƴƫƶƶƾ Ƣƺƣƾ ƹƺƿ ƻƞǄ ƺƦƤ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ƺƻƣƽƞƿƫƹƨ 
ƫƹ Ƹƞƽƴƣƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƽƣƶǄ ƺƹ ƾƻƣơƫƧƬơ ƾƴƫƶƶƾ ᅬ ǂƩƫơƩ ƞơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƫƾ ƶƫƿƣƽƞ-
ture includes most employers in coordinated market economies like the 
NƣƿƩƣƽ ƶƞƹƢƾ ᅬ ƞƽƣ Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣ ƣǃƻƣơƿƣƢ ƿƺ Ʃƞǁƣ ƾǀƻƻƺƽƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơ-
ƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƣƞƽƹƫƹƨƾᅟƽƣƶƞƿƣƢ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƺƦƤƣƽ ƩƫƨƩ ƽƣƻƶƞơƣ-
ment rates for skilled workers, provisions that enable unemployment 
ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƽƣơƫƻƫƣƹƿƾ ƿƺ ƿǀƽƹ Ƣƺǂƹ ưƺƟ ƺƦƤƣƽƾ ƺǀƿƾƫƢƣ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƻƽƣǁƫƺǀƾ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽǄ 
ƺƽ ƺơơǀƻƞƿƫƺƹ, ƞƹƢ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƞƽƣ ƺƦƤƣƽƣƢ Ƥƺƽ ƞ ƽƣƶƞƿƫǁƣƶǄ ƶƺƹƨ ƻƣƽƫƺƢ. 
Moreover, as individual employers may renege on their commitments, 
ƿƩƣƾƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ Ʃƞǁƣ ƿƺ Ɵƣ ƻǀƟƶƫơ ƫƹ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ.ᇾᇼ

While various studies have empirically investigated the claims of this 
business scholarship in recent years, these have often focused on par-
ƿƫơǀƶƞƽ ƻƺƶƫơƫƣƾ ƞƹƢ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƺƽ ƞ ƽƣƶƞƿƫǁƣƶǄ ƹƞƽƽƺǂ ƿƫƸƣ ƤƽƞƸƣ. �ƺƽƣ-
over, while there has been much attention for the role of business in 
the development of social insurance programs in larger countries like 
the United States, few studies have focused on smaller West-European 
countries, even though employers there are expected to have been most 
supportive of the introduction and expansion of social insurance pro-
grams.ᇾᇽ In addition, and as noted above, many empirical studies on the 
role of employers in welfare state development are based on a limited 
use of internal employer sources. 

To test the claims of the business scholarship and investigate the pos-
sibility that instances of business support instead resulted from strategic 
considerations rather than a genuine interest in social policy develop-
ment, the following section relies on two types of empirical implica-
ƿƫƺƹƾ. 
ƫƽƾƿ, ƫƿ ƞƹƞƶǄǅƣƾ ƫƹƿƣƽƹƞƶ ơƺƸƸǀƹƫơƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƿƩƽƣƣ ƾƣƶƣơƿƣƢ 

ᇾ. 
ƺƽ ƺƿƩƣƽ ƻƽƺƸƫƹƣƹƿ ƣǃƞƸƻƶƣƾ ƾƣƣᄘ �ƞƶƶ ƞƹƢ �ƺƾƴƫơƣ, Varieties of capitalismᄖ �ƞƽƣƾ, The business of so-
cial riskᄖ �. ǁƣƽƾƣƹ ƞƹƢ �. �ƺƾƴƫơƣ, ᅵ�ƺƶƫƿƫơƾ Ƥƺƽ Ƹƞƽƴƣƿƾᅷ, Journal of European Social Policy ᇾሁ ᄬᇾᇼᇽሁᄭ ሃሂᅟህᇿ.
19  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �. �ƣơƴƣƽ, Human capital. A theoretical and empirical analysis, with special reference 
to education ᄬ�Ʃƫơƞƨƺ ᇽህህᇿᄭ. 
20  	ƾƿȅǁƣǅᅟ�Ɵƣ, ǁƣƽƾƣƹ, ƞƹƢ �ƺƾƴƫơƣ, ᅵ�ƺơƫƞƶ ƻƽƺƿƣơƿƫƺƹ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ƤƺƽƸƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƾƴƫƶƶƾᅷ, ᇽሁᇼᅟᇽሁᇾᄖ �. ǁƣƽƾƣƹ, 
Capitalism, democracy and welfare ᄬ�ƞƸƟƽƫƢƨƣ ᇾᇼᇼሁᄭ. 
21  �Ʃƫƾ ƣǃƻƣơƿƞƿƫƺƹ ơƞƹ ƞƸƺƹƨ ƺƿƩƣƽƾ Ɵƣ ƞƿƿƽƫƟǀƿƣƢ ƿƺ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƹƣƺᅟơƺƽƻƺƽƞƿƫƾƿ Ƥƣƞƿǀƽƣƾ ᄬƾƣƣ ƞƶƾƺ Ƥƺƺƿƹƺƿƣ 
ሄ ƺƹ ƿƩƫƾᄭ ƞƹƢ ƢƣƻƣƹƢƣƹơƣ ƺƹ ƺƿƩƣƽ ƤƺƽƸƾ ƺƤ ᅵƹƺƹᅟƸƞƽƴƣƿ ƤƺƽƸƾ ƺƤ ơƺƺƽƢƫƹƞƿƫƺƹᅷ. �ƣƣᄘ �ƞƽƿƫƹ ƞƹƢ �ǂƞƹƴ, 
The political construction, ᇽሁሁᅟᇽሁሄ.
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employer associations to directly establish their policy positions and the 
arguments they used to justify these positions. These communications 
ƫƹơƶǀƢƣ ƿƩƣ ƢƣƶƫƟƣƽƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ �ƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹ Ƥƺƽ �ƣƹƿƽƞƶ �ƺƹƾǀƶƿƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ 
	ƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ �ƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƫƹ LƞƟƺǀƽ �ƦƤƞƫƽƾ ᄬVereniging Centraal Overleg in 
Arbeidszaken voor Werkgeversbonden, henceforth ؖؔآᄭ, ƞ ƻƶƞƿƤƺƽƸ ơƽƣ-
ƞƿƣƢ ƫƹ ᇽህᇾᇼ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ تءة’s initiative to facilitate coordination among the 
then existing employer associations on all matters relating to social leg-
islation, and which was incorporated into the ؖةتئ ƫƹ ᇽህሀሁ. �ƩƣǄ ƞƶƾƺ 
include the meetings of the permanent and ad hoc committees on so-
ơƫƞƶ ƞƦƤƞƫƽƾ ơƽƣƞƿƣƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ ؖةتئ and آءة as well as the governing boards 
of these associations, which frequently discussed major social insurance 
initiatives. 

Secondly, it pays close attention to the timing and political context 
under which instances of employer support for the introduction and ex-
pansion of social insurance programs took place. When the employer 
associations displayed a genuine interest in progressive social insurance 
reform, we would for instance expect them to have played a proactive 
role in such reform rather than signal consent once a particular social 
insurance initiative had been placed on the agenda.ᇾᇾ �ƹƢ ǁƫơƣ ǁƣƽƾƞ, 
when instances of employer support followed on the emergence of a 
parliamentary majority or government in favor of progressive reform, 
it makes sense to conclude that this support was motivated by strategic 
considerations. To investigate these possibilities, the following section 
ǂƫƶƶ ƿƩƣƽƣƤƺƽƣ ƞƹƞƶǄǅƣ ǂƩƣƿƩƣƽ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽᅷ ƞƿƿƫƿǀƢƣƾ ơƩƞƹƨƣƢ ƺǁƣƽ ƿƫƸƣ 
depending on the political constraints they faced. 

Employers and the development of the Dutch welfare 
state

The prewar and postwar histories of Dutch welfare state differ from each 
other in at least one way that is of obvious importance for the following 
analysis. Whereas the debate over welfare reform in the prewar period 
primarily focused on the desirability of mandatory social insurance pro-
grams, the postwar debate mostly revolved around the need to increase 

22  Some scholars have pointed out that progressive businessmen may also have an incentive to ‘lay low 
and wait for outside forces to push for change’ out of fear of sanctions from conservative business groups. 
Swenson, Capitalists against markets, ᇽᇿ. �Ʃƫƶƣ ƿƩƫƾ ƻƺƫƹƿ ƫƾ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ, ƫƿ ƞƽƨǀƞƟƶǄ ƽƣƶƞƿƣƾ Ƹƺƽƣ ƿƺ ƻƶǀ-
ƽƞƶƫƾƿ ƾƺơƫƣƿƫƣƾ ƿƩƞƹ ƿƺ ƾƺơƫƣƿƫƣƾ ǂƩƣƽƣ ƩƣƞǁƫƶǄ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƫǅƣƢ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿ ƿƩƣ ǁƺƫơƣ ƺƤ 
business.
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the generosity of existing programs. The first part of the analysis there-
fore investigates to what extent Dutch employers displayed an active in-
terest in mandatory social insurance programs in the prewar period. It 
covers the years ranging from the turn of the century to the outbreak of 
World War II, when Dutch parliament introduced mandatory social in-
ƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽƫƞƶ ƫƹưǀƽƫƣƾ ᄬᇽህᇼᇽᄭ, ƶƺƹƨᅟƿƣƽƸ ƫƹǁƞƶƫƢƫƿǄ ƞƹƢ 
ƺƶƢᅟƞƨƣ ᄬᇽህᇽᇿᄧᇽህᇽህᄭ, ƹƺƹᅟǂƺƽƴᅟƽƣƶƞƿƣƢ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ᄬᇽህᇽᇿᄧᇽህᇾህᄭ, ƞƹƢ ǀƹ-
ƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ᄬᇽህᇿህ ᅟ ƹƣǁƣƽ ƣƹƞơƿƣƢᄭ. �Ʃƣ ƾƣơƺƹƢ ƻƞƽƿ Ƥƺơǀƾƣƾ ƺƹ ƣƸƻƶƺǄ-
er attitudes towards attempts to expand the generosity of social insur-
ance programs in the first two and a half decades of the postwar period. 

Employers and mandatory social insurance membership in the  
prewar period
For a variety of reasons, which include the country’s relatively late indus-
ƿƽƫƞƶƫǅƞƿƫƺƹ, ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺơƣƾƾ ƺƤ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ ƾƿƞƽƿƣƢ ƾƶƫƨƩƿ-
ly later in the Netherlands than in most surrounding countries. When 
Germany for instance introduced its first mandatory social insurance 
ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ǂƫƿƩ ƿƩƣ �ƣƞƶƿƩ ƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ �ơƿ ƺƤ ᇽሄሄᇿ, ƻƞƽƶƫƞƸƣƹƿƞƽǄ ƢƣƟƞƿƣ 
over the merits of mandatory social insurance membership had only 
ưǀƾƿ ƨƺƿƿƣƹ ǀƹƢƣƽǂƞǄ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ NƣƿƩƣƽƶƞƹƢƾ. �ƹƢ ƫƿ ǂƞƾ ƹƺƿ ǀƹƿƫƶ ᇽሄህሀ ƿƩƞƿ 
a state committee first recommended introducing a mandatory social 
insurance program to cater for old age pensioners. By that time, newly 
ƣƾƿƞƟƶƫƾƩƣƢ ƹƞƿƫƺƹƞƶ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ǀƹƫƺƹ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƶƫƴƣ ƿƩƣ �ƣƹƣƽƞƶ �ǀƿơƩ 
�ƺƽƴƣƽƾᅷ �ƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹ ᄬAlgemeen Nederlandsch Werkliedenverbondᄭ ƞƹƢ 
�ǀƿơƩ �ƺƽƴƣƽƾᅷ �ƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹ �ƞƿƽƺƸƫƹƫǀƸ ᄬNederlandsch Werkliedenver-
bond Patrominiumᄭ ƩƞƢ ƞƶƽƣƞƢǄ ƾƻƺƴƣƹ ƺǀƿ ƫƹ Ƥƞǁƺƽ ƺƤ ƸƞƹƢƞƿƺƽǄ ƾƺơƫƞƶ 
insurance membership for a large variety of labour market risks. In con-
ƾƣơǀƿƫǁƣ Ǆƣƞƽƾ, ƿƩƣƾƣ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹƾ ǂƺǀƶƢ ơƺƹƿƫƹǀƣ ƿƺ ƶƺƟƟǄ ƞơƿƫǁƣƶǄ Ƥƺƽ 
the introduction of mandatory social insurance programs.ᇾᇿ 

Employer representatives by contrast mostly remained aloof from 
discussions over the possible introduction of a mandatory social insur-
ance program in this period. Their silence can largely be attributed to 
ƿƩƣ ƞƟƾƣƹơƣ ƺƤ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƶǄ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƿƫƸƣ. 
There is nevertheless some documented evidence of employer attitudes 
towards compulsory social insurance development in this period. In the 
ƽǀƹᅟǀƻ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᇽህᇼᇽ ƹƢǀƾƿƽƫƞƶ ƹưǀƽƫƣƾ �ơƿ ᄬOngeval-
lenwetᄭ, ƞ ƶƫƟƣƽƞƶᅟƻƽƺƨƽƣƾƾƫǁƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ơƺƹƾǀƶƿƣƢ ƞ ƶƞƽƨƣ ƹǀƸƟƣƽ ƺƤ 
ƶƺơƞƶ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƺƹ ƿƩƣƫƽ ǁƫƣǂƾ ƽƣƨƞƽƢƫƹƨ ƫƿƾ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ. OƤ 

23  �. �ƞǅƣƹƟƺƾơƩ, Voor het volk om Christus’ wil. Een geschiedenis van het cnv ᄬ�ƫƶǁƣƽƾǀƸ ᇾᇼᇼህᄭ ሂሂᅟሂሄ.
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those employers who responded, various remarked that they supported 
ƿƩƣ �ơƿ Ɵƣơƞǀƾƣ ƫƿ ǂƺǀƶƢ ᅵƣƶƫƸƫƹƞƿƣ ơƺƸƻƣƿƫƿƫǁƣ ƢƫƾƞƢǁƞƹƿƞƨƣƾᅷ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƺƾƣ 
ƧƬƽƸƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƞƶƽƣƞƢǄ ƺƦƤƣƽƣƢ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ƿƺ ƿƩƣƫƽ ǂƺƽƴƣƽƾ. ƹ ƞƢƢƫƿƫƺƹ, 
local labour inspectors noted that many large employers supported the 
introduction of mandatory insurance against work-related labour mar-
ket risks for this reason.ᇾሀ Neither of these two sources provides informa-
tion on the extent to which these views were shared among employers 
though.

It becomes easier to establish employer attitudes towards mandatory 
social insurance membership after the introduction of the Industrial In-
ưǀƽƫƣƾ �ơƿ, ǂƩƫơƩ ƻƽƺƸƻƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƤƺƽƸƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ơƺǀƹƿƽǄᅷƾ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƣƸƻƶƺǄ-
er association with a national orientation, the تءة, by various disgrun-
tled representatives of big industry. Until its dissolution by the German 
ƞǀƿƩƺƽƫƿƫƣƾ ƫƹ ᇽህሀᇽ, ƿƩƣ تءة ǂƺǀƶƢ ƽƣƸƞƫƹ ƿƩƣ Ƹƺƾƿ ƫƹƥƷǀƣƹƿƫƞƶ ǁƺƫơƣ ƺƤ 
business in the Netherlands.ᇾሁ While formed as a vehicle to lobby parlia-
ment to retract its proposal for the introduction of an industrial injuries 
ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ, ƫƿƾ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ ƣƸƻƩƞƾƫǅƣƢ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣǄ ƢƫƢ ƹƺƿ 
oppose the scheme’s mandatory nature, and only objected to the gov-
ernment’s proposal to place responsibility for the program’s administra-
ƿƫƺƹ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƩƞƹƢƾ ƺƤ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƺƦƧƬơƫƞƶƾ, ǂƩƫơƩ ƿƩƣǄ ƢƣƣƸƣƢ ƿƺƺ ơƺƾƿƶǄ. �ƾ ƿƩƣ 
-s founders were large employers who had already created relative’تءة
ly generous private funds of their own, there likely is some truth to this 
ƞƾƾƣƽƿƫƺƹ. �ƿ ƿƩƣ ƾƞƸƣ ƿƫƸƣ, Ʃƺǂƣǁƣƽ, ƫƿ ƾƩƺǀƶƢ Ɵƣ ƹƺƿƣƢ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ تءة’s 
insistence that it supported mandatory membership served a strategic 
purpose, which was to strengthen its campaign against state adminis-
tration. The تءة’s founder, Dirk Willem Stork, was quite clear on this 
when he argued that ‘we should distance ourselves from those who have 
joined our movement because they do not want to provide in the conse-
quences of injuries. I believe that these people have done our movement 
more harm than good.’ᇾሂ 

24  �. �ơƩǂƫƿƿƣƽƾ, De risico’s van arbeid. Het ontstaan van de ongevallenwet in sociologisch perspectief 
ᄬ�ƽƺƹƫƹƨƣƹ ᇽህህᇽᄭ ᇾሃሃᅟᇾሃሄ.
25  ƿƾ ƫƹƤƶǀƣƹơƣ ƻƞƽƿƶǄ ƢƣƻƣƹƢƣƢ ƺƹ ƫƿƾ ƣƞƽƶǄ ƣƾƿƞƟƶƫƾƩƸƣƹƿ ƞƹƢ ƾƫǅƣ, ƞƹƢ ƶƣƞƢƫƹƨ ƽƺƶƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ؖؔآ. The 
ؖ had taken the initiative to create the تءة  ƫƹ ᇽህᇾᇼ ƞƹƢ ƞƾ ƾǀơƩ ƢƣƿƣƽƸƫƹƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƻƶƞƿƤƺƽƸᅷƾ ƞƨƣƹƢƞ ƞƹƢ ؔآ
ƞơƿƣƢ ƞƾ ƫƿƾ ƺƤƤƫơƫƞƶ ƾƻƺƴƣƾƸƞƹ. �Ʃƫƶƣ ƿƽǀƶǄ ƹƞƿƫƺƹƞƶƶǄ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƶƾƺ 
started to emerge in later years, these would never come to rival the تءة in terms of its influence during 
ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƣƽƟƣƶƶǀƸ. �ƣƣᄘ �ƽǀƨƨƣƸƞƹ ƞƹƢ �ƞƸƫưƹ, Ondernemers verbonden, ሂᇽᅟᇽᇽᇿ. 
26  �. Ƣƣ Vƽƫƣƾ, De totstandkoming van de Ongevallenwet 1901. De invloed van werkgevers en werknemers 
op de eerste verzekeringswet in Nederland ᄬ�ƣǁƣƹƿƣƽ ᇽህሄᇼᄭ ᇽᇼሃ. 
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In subsequent years, the تءة even went so far as to bar radical oppo-
nents of any form of state intervention from membership.ᇾሃ �ƣƿ ƿƩƫƾ Ƣƺƣƾ 
not mean that it supported mandatory membership for all types of so-
cial insurance programs. The association did not voice strong objections 
to the introduction of a mandatory insurance program for workers who 
were unable to work because of long-term invalidity and old age when 
ƞ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƣƢ ƿƺ Ƣƺ ƾƺ ƞƿ ƿƩƣ Ɵƣƨƫƹƹƫƹƨ ƺƤ 
ƿƩƣ ƿǂƣƹƿƫƣƿƩ ơƣƹƿǀƽǄ. OƤ Ƹƞưƺƽ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹơƣ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹᅷƾ ƽƣƶƞ-
tively accommodative stance towards this initiative was undoubtedly 
ƿƩƞƿ ƫƿ ƢƫƢ ƹƺƿ ƿƩƽƣƞƿƣƹ ƿƺ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ơƺƾƿƾ ƺƽ ƞƦƤƣơƿ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ƾǀƻƻƶǄ ƫƹ ƞ Ƹƞ-
ưƺƽ ǂƞǄ, ƞƾ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ǂƞƾ ƿƺ Ɵƣ ơƺƸƻƶƣƿƣƶǄ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣƢ ƟǄ ǂƺƽƴƣƽ ơƺƹ-
ƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ƺƶƢ ƞƨƣ ƽƣƿƫƽƣƸƣƹƿ ƞƨƣ ǂƞƾ ƾƣƿ ƞƿ ሃᇼ Ǆƣƞƽƾ. �Ʃƫƶƣ ƿƩƣ 
ƶƺƹƨᅟƿƣƽƸ ƢƫƾƞƟƶƣƢ ǂƣƽƣ ƣƹƿƫƿƶƣƢ ƿƺ ƞ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƟƣƤƺƽƣ ƿƩƫƾ ƞƨƣ, ƿƩƣǄ ƩƞƢ 
ƿƺ ƨƺ ƿƩƽƺǀƨƩ ƞ ƿƩƺƽƺǀƨƩ ƸƣƢƫơƞƶ ƞƾƾƣƾƾƸƣƹƿ. �ƺƽƣƺǁƣƽ, ƞƾ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ 
rate depended on the number of yearly contributions, only the older dis-
ƞƟƶƣƢ ơƺǀƶƢ ƺƟƿƞƫƹ ƞ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƽƞƿƣ ƿƩƞƿ ǂƞƾ ƣǁƣƹ ƽƣƸƺƿƣƶǄ ƾǀƦƧƬơƫƣƹƿ ƿƺ ƶƫǁƣ 
on.ᇾሄ �Ʃƣ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƣƢ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƻƞƾƾƣƢ ƻƞƽƶƫƞƸƣƹƿ ƫƹ ᇽህᇽᇿ, ƞƹƢ ƣǁƣƹƿǀƞƶƶǄ 
ơƞƸƣ ƫƹƿƺ ƺƻƣƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƫƹ ƞ ƾƺƸƣǂƩƞƿ ƢƫƦƤƣƽƣƹƿ ƤƺƽƸ ƫƹ ᇽህᇽህ.ᇾህ

The تءة did, however, speak out forcefully against the proposed in-
troduction of a mandatory insurance for non-work-related sicknesses by 
the same confessional government. The association did so even though 
ƹƣƞƽƶǄ ƞƶƶ ƺƤ ƫƿƾ ƸƣƸƟƣƽƾ ƞƶƽƣƞƢǄ ƺƦƤƣƽƣƢ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ƿƺ ƿƩƣƫƽ ǂƺƽƴ-
ers in case of temporary sickness.ᇿᇼ This opposition shows that employ-
ƣƽƾ ǂƩƺ ƺƦƤƣƽƣƢ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ǂƣƽƣ ƹƺƿ ƹƣƞƽƶǄ ƞƾ ơƺƹơƣƽƹƣƢ ǂƫƿƩ 
eliminating domestic competitive disadvantages as recent writings have 
suggested. In fact, in a series of publications on the matter, the تءة ’s 
general secretary Henry Smissaert referred to the existence of private 
sickness funds as a reason to oppose the introduction of a mandatory 
ƾơƩƣƸƣ, ƞƽƨǀƫƹƨ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƾƩƺǀƶƢ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƶƫƸƫƿ ƫƿƾƣƶƤ ƿƺ Ƥƞơƫƶƫƿƞƿ-
ing private initiative in this area.ᇿᇽ By lambasting the government’s deci-
ƾƫƺƹ ƿƺ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣ ƿƩƣ ƾơƩƣƸƣ ƤƽƺƸ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ơƺƹƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹƾ, ƿƺ ƺƻƿ Ƥƺƽ ƞ ƽƣƶ-
ƞƿƫǁƣƶǄ ƨƣƹƣƽƺǀƾ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ, ƞƹƢ ƿƺ ƫƹơƶǀƢƣ ƸƣƢƫơƞƶ ƞƾƾƫƾƿƞƹơƣ ƫƹ ƞƢƢƫƿƫƺƹ 

27  Bruggeman and Camijn, Ondernemers verbonden, ሄህ. 
28  �ƣƣᄘ �. �ƺǃ, The development of the Dutch welfare state. From workers’ insurance to universal entitle-
ment ᄬ�ƫƿƿƾƟǀƽƨƩ ᇽህህᇿᄭ ህᇾᅟህሂ. 
29  � Ɵƫƶƶ ƺƹ ƿƩƫƾ ǂƞƾ Ƥƫƽƾƿ ƻǀƿ ƤƺƽǂƞƽƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ �ǀǄƻƣƽᅟƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƫƹ ᇽህᇼሀ, ǂƩƫơƩ ƾǀƟƾƣ-
quently lost the elections. It consequently passed parliament in a slightly different form under another 
ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƫƹ ᇽህᇽᇿ, ƞƤƿƣƽ ǂƩƫơƩ ƿƩƣ ƺǀƿƟƽƣƞƴ ƺƤ �ƺƽƶƢ �ƞƽ  ƻƽƣǁƣƹƿƣƢ ƫƿƾ ƫƸƸƣƢƫƞƿƣ ƫƸ-
plementation. 
30  H. Smissaert, Voorzieningen bij ziekte van werklieden in 96 ondernemingen ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ᇽህᇼᇾᄭ. 
31  Idem, Voorzieningenᄖ ƢƣƸ, Nota omtrent wettelijke ziekte-verzekering ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ᇽህᇼሁᄭ.
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ƿƺ ơƞƾƩ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ, �Ƹƫƾƾƞƣƽƿᅷƾ ƻǀƟƶƫơƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƶƾƺ ƾƩƺǂ ǂƩǄ ƿƩƣ تءة took 
ƿƩƫƾ ƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ ƞ ƸƞƹƢƞƿƺƽǄ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ǂƞƾ ƶƫƴƣƶǄ ƿƺ Ɵƣ 
more costly to employers than voluntary private schemes were.ᇿᇾ 

In the following decade, the تءة would no longer speak out against 
ƸƞƹƢƞƿƺƽǄ ƸƣƸƟƣƽƾƩƫƻ. �ƾ ƾǀƟƾƣƼǀƣƹƿ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿƾ ƺƤ ǁƞƽƫƺǀƾ ƻƺƶƫƿ-
ƫơƞƶ ƞƦƧƬƶƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƩƞƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣƹ ƻƽƺƢǀơƣƢ ƻǀƟƶƫơ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺ-
posals, showing that a large majority in parliament favored some type 
of obligatory arrangement, it is safe to explain the تءة’s acceptance of 
mandatory membership as an adaption to prevailing political circum-
stances.ᇿᇿ Instead of questioning the need for a mandatory sickness in-
surance program altogether, the association now sought to limit the ad-
verse consequences of such a program for employers. It mainly did so 
by attempting to obtain control over the administration of sickness in-
surance and by lobbying for the exclusion of medical costs from the pro-
gram. To strengthen its bargaining position, the association had already 
ƾƿƞƿƣƢ ƫƿƾ ǂƫƶƶƫƹƨƹƣƾƾ ƿƺ ƞơơƣƻƿ ƻƞƽƿƫƞƶ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƧƬƹƞƹơƫƹƨ.ᇿሀ In a clear 
bid to obtain labour union support for industry-based implementation, 
the تءة ǂƺǀƶƢ ƶƞƿƣƽ ƞƶƾƺ ƺƦƤƣƽ ƿƺ ƞƢƸƫƹƫƾƿƣƽ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƫƹ ƞ Ɵƫƻƞƽƿƫƿƣ 
Ƹƞƹƹƣƽ. �Ʃƣ ƹƣƣƢ ƿƺ ƞƾƾǀƞƨƣ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ƟƣơƞƸƣ ƻƞƽƿƫơǀƶƞƽƶǄ ƫƸ-
ƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ ƞƤƿƣƽ ƿƩƣ ƞƢƺƻƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ǀƹƫǁƣƽƾƞƶ ƾǀƦƤƽƞƨƣ ƫƹ ᇽህᇽህ, ǂƩƫơƩ ƨƽƣƞƿƶǄ 
strengthened the position of working class parties in parliament.

�ƫƿƩƫƹ ƞ Ǆƣƞƽ ƞƤƿƣƽ ƿƩƣ ƞƢƺƻƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ǀƹƫǁƣƽƾƞƶ ƾǀƦƤƽƞƨƣ, ƞ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ 
ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƞƶƾƺ ơƽƣƞƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ ơƺǀƹƿƽǄᅷƾ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƹƞƿƫƺƹƞƶ ơƺƹƾǀƶƿƞƿƫǁƣ ƟƺƢǄ, 
ƹƞƸƣƢ ƿƩƣ �ƫƨƩ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ƺƤ LƞƟƺǀƽ ᄬHoge Raad van Arbeidᄭ. �Ʃƣ ơƽƣ-
ƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ ƟƺƢǄ ƤǀƽƿƩƣƽ ƞƦƤƣơƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƺƤ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƫƹǁƺƶǁƣƸƣƹƿ 
ƫƹ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ. �Ƥƿƣƽ ƞƶƶ, ƫƿ ƹƺƿ ƺƹƶǄ Ƹƣƞƹƿ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ 
 and other employer associations would now be formally consulted تءة
ƺƹ ƿƩƣ Ƹƣƽƫƿƾ ƺƤ ƾƻƣơƫƧƬơ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƫƹƫƿƫƞƿƫǁƣƾᄖ ƿƩƣǄ ǂƣƽƣ ƹƺǂ ƞƶƾƺ 
ƢƫƽƣơƿƶǄ ƫƹǁƺƶǁƣƢ ƫƹ ƢƽƞƤƿƫƹƨ ƺǀƿƶƫƹƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƾƣ ƫƹƫƿƫƞƿƫǁƣƾ. Oƹƣ ƿƩƣ ƺƹƣ 
ƩƞƹƢ, ƿƩƫƾ ƻƽƺǁƫƢƣƢ ƞƹ ǀƹƻƽƣơƣƢƣƹƿƣƢ ƺƻƻƺƽƿǀƹƫƿǄ ƿƺ ƫƹƥƷǀƣƹơƣ ƻƺƶƫơǄ 
ƺǀƿơƺƸƣƾ ƫƹ ƞ Ƣƫƽƣơƿ Ƹƞƹƹƣƽ. �ƿ ƿƩƣ ƾƞƸƣ ƿƫƸƣ, Ʃƺǂƣǁƣƽ, ƫƿ ƢƣƸƞƹƢƣƢ 
that employer representatives worked together with union representa-
tives and other members of the Council.ᇿሁ �ƹƢ ƞƾ ƿƩƣƾƣ ƞơƿƺƽƾ ƺƤƿƣƹ ƩƞƢ 
ǁƫƣǂƾ ƞƹƢ ƫƹƿƣƽƣƾƿƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƢƫƦƤƣƽƣƢ ƤƽƺƸ ƿƩƺƾƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ơƺǀƹƿƣƽ-

32  ƢƣƸ, ᅵ�ƣƿ ƺƹƿǂƣƽƻ ǅƫƣƴƿƣǁƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨƾǂƣƿ ᇽህᇼሁᅷ, Onze Eeuw ሁ ᄬᇽህᇼሁᄭ ሀሀሀᅟሀሃሁ.
33  �ƽƺƻƺƾƞƶƾ Ƥƺƽ ƸƞƹƢƞƿƺƽǄ ƸƣƸƟƣƽƾƩƫƻ ƩƞƢ Ɵƣƣƹ ƻǀƿ ƤƺƽǂƞƽƢ ƫƹ ᇽህᇼሀ ᄬƿƩƣ Kuyper billᄭ, ᇽህᇼሂ ᄬƿƩƣ Vee-
gens billᄭ, ƞƹƢ ᇽህᇽᇼ ᄬƿƩƣ Talma billᄭ.
34  H. Smissaert, Nota omtrent wettelijke ziekte-verzekering, ᇾᅟᇿ.
35  Like its postwar successor, the High Council was tripartite, with union, employer, and state appoint-
ed representatives each making up a third of its members. 
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parts, the latter’s involvement in corporatist policymaking frequently re-
quired them to make concessions.

�ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƞƶƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ �ƫƨƩ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ƾƩƺǀƶƢ ƹƺƿ Ɵƣ ƿƞƴƣƹ ƞƾ 
ƫƹƢƫơƞƿƫǁƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƧƬƽƾƿᅟƺƽƢƣƽ ƻƽƣƤƣƽƣƹơƣƾ ƺƤ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ. �ƞƴƣ Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣ 
the تءةᅷƾ ƾǀƻƻƺƽƿ Ƥƺƽ ƞ ƹƣǂ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƞƶ ƫƹ ᇽህᇾᇽ, ǂƩƫơƩ 
followed on a formal government request for advice by a confessional 
government a year earlier. In addition to accepting bipartite administra-
tion, the employer delegation to the committee eventually agreed to set 
ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƽƞƿƣ ƞƿ ሄᇼ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƣǁƫƺǀƾ ǂƞƨƣ, ƾƣƿ ƿƩƣ ƸƞǃƫƸǀƸ 
Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƞƿ ᇾሂ ǂƣƣƴƾ, ƞƹƢ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ơƺƸƻƶƣƿƣƶǄ 
ƤƽƺƸ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ơƺƹƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹƾ. �ƾ ƿƩƫƾ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƞƶ ǂƞƾ Ƹƺƽƣ ƨƣƹƣƽƺǀƾ ƿƩƞƹ 
ƿƩƣ ƺƹƣ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƣƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ᄬǂƩƫơƩ ƩƞƢ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣ, ƺƻƿƣƢ Ƥƺƽ 
ƞ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƽƞƿƣ ƺƤ ƺƹƶǄ ሃᇼ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿᄭ, ƫƿ ƫƾ ƿƣƸƻƿƫƹƨ ƿƺ ơƺƹơƶǀƢƣ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƣƸ-
ƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƻƻƞƽƣƹƿƶǄ ƩƞƢ ƶƫƿƿƶƣ ƢƫƦƧƬơǀƶƿǄ ƫƹ ƞơơƣƻƿƫƹƨ ƨƣƹƣƽƺǀƾ 
ƺǀƿơƺƸƣƾ. �ƣƿ ƾǀơƩ ƞ ơƺƹơƶǀƾƫƺƹ ǂƺǀƶƢ ƹƣƨƶƣơƿ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ �ƺǀƹơƫƶᅷƾ ƻƽƺ-
ƻƺƾƞƶ ƽƣƥƷƣơƿƣƢ ƞ Ƣƣƶƫơƞƿƣ ơƺƸƻƽƺƸƫƾƣ ƿƩƞƿ ơƞƸƣ ƞƟƺǀƿ ƞƤƿƣƽ ƸǀơƩ Ƣƣ-
liberation. In exchange for the above-mentioned concessions, the em-
ƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ᄬƞƸƺƹƨ ƺƿƩƣƽ ƿƩƫƹƨƾᄭ ƸƞƹƞƨƣƢ ƿƺ 
ƣǃơƶǀƢƣ ƸƣƢƫơƞƶ ơƺƾƿƾ ƤƽƺƸ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ, ǂƩƫơƩ ǂƞƾ ƿƺ Ɵƣ ƣǃơƶǀƾƫǁƣƶǄ ƧƬ-
nanced by workers in a separate program. 

This exclusion was viewed as an important achievement, and the 
leader of the employer delegation of the committee responsible for 
ƢƽƞƤƿƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ �ƺǀƹơƫƶᅷƾ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƞƶ, 
ƺƶƴƣƽƿ �ƺƾƿƩǀƸƞ, 
consequently managed to persuade the executive board of the تءة to 
support the proposal by arguing that it was cheaper than the govern-
ment’s plan.ᇿሂ Not all تءة members agreed with this decision though. 
During a special meeting on the matter, some advocated that their as-
sociation should withdraw its support for the High Council’s proposal, 
ƞƽƨǀƫƹƨ ƿƩƞƿ ƫƿ ǂƞƾ ƿƺƺ ƨƣƹƣƽƺǀƾ ƞƹƢ ơƺƾƿƶǄ. � ƸƞưƺƽƫƿǄ ƺƤ ƫƿƾ ƸƣƸƟƣƽƾ, 
however, accepted that a rejection of the Council’s proposal might do lit-
tle to persuade parliament from adopting the features that they disliked 
while it would undermine the تءة’s credibility.ᇿሃ Mainly because par-
liament remained divided over the matter of the scheme’s implementa-
tion, the Council’s proposal did not immediately prompt legislative ac-
ƿƫǁƣƶǄ. �Ʃƫƶƣ ƞ ƧƬƽƾƿ Ɵƫƶƶ ƺƹ ƿƩƫƾ ƩƞƢ ƞƶƽƣƞƢǄ ƻƞƾƾƣƢ ƻƞƽƶƫƞƸƣƹƿ ƫƹ ᇽህᇽᇿ, 
ƿƩƣ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƺƹƶǄ ơƞƸƣ ƫƹƿƺ ƺƻƣƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƫƹ ᇽህᇾህ. 

.ᄬᇽᇽᅟᇽᇽᅟᇽህᇾᇼᄭ تءة ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼᇽ,ሀ, Nƺƿǀƶƣƹ ǁƣƽƨƞƢƣƽƫƹƨ Ɵƣƾƿǀǀƽ ,ؔء  36
 .ᄬᇽህᅟሃᅟᇽህᇾᇿᄭ تءة ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼᇽ,ᇽሃ, Nƺƿǀƶƣƹ Ɵǀƫƿƣƹƨƣǂƺƹƣ ƶƣƢƣƹǁƣƽƨƞƢƣƽƫƹƨ ,ؔء  37
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In sum, the تءة ’s supportive stance towards the introduction of 
ƿƩƣ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ᇽህᇾᇼƾ ơƞƹ ơƶƣƞƽƶǄ Ɵƣ ƞƿƿƽƫƟǀƿƣƢ 
to the need to adapt to political circumstances. Similar considerations 
can explain its support for the introduction of an unemployment insur-
ƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƺƹƣ ƢƣơƞƢƣ ƶƞƿƣƽ ᅬ ǂƩƫơƩ Ƣƣƞƶƿ ǂƫƿƩ ƿƩƣ ƶƞƾƿ Ƹƞưƺƽ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ 
market risk for which a mandatory workers’ insurance program was yet 
to be created. In previous years, the تءة and other employer associa-
tions had always been particularly hostile towards the introduction of a 
mandatory unemployment insurance program. Not only did they regard 
unemployment as a working class risk for which they bore no responsi-
ƟƫƶƫƿǄᄖ ƿƩƣǄ ƞƶƾƺ ƤƣƞƽƣƢ ƿƩƞƿ ƞƹǄ ƫƹƫƿƫƞƿƫǁƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƫƾ ƞƽƣƞ ǂƺǀƶƢ ǀƹƢƣƽƸƫƹƣ 
workers’ willingness to work.ᇿሄ �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƿƩƣǄ ƿƺƺƴ ƞ ƽƞƿƩƣƽ ƻƽƫƹơƫ-
ƻƶƣƢ ƾƿƞƹơƣ ƞƿ ƧƬƽƾƿ. �ƺǂƣǁƣƽ, ƞƾ ƿƩƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ Ɵƣƨƞƹ ƿƺ ƻƽƺǁƫƢƣ ƾǀƟƾƫƢƫƣƾ ƿƺ 
union-run unemployment funds during World War I, a practice that the 
employer associations greatly regretted, they gradually changed their 
stance. 


ƽƺƸ ƿƩƣ ƻƣƽƾƻƣơƿƫǁƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ, ƾƿƞƿƣ ƾǀƟƾƫƢƫǅƣƢ 
unemployment funds were even more problematic than a mandatory 
unemployment insurance program, as the former not only provided a 
strong recruitment tool for the unions, but also gave them full discretion 
ƺǁƣƽ ƿƩƣ ƞƢƸƫƹƫƾƿƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ. �ǀƽƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ᇽህᇾᇼƾ, 
they therefore regularly met up in the ؖؔآ to discuss how to respond to 
ƿƩƣ ƻƽƞơƿƫơƣ ƺƤ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƤǀƹƢƫƹƨ ƺƤ ǀƹƫƺƹᅟƽǀƹ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƤǀƹƢƾ. Oƹƣ 
of the options discussed at the time was to support the introduction 
of a mandatory unemployment insurance program that would be ad-
ministered by sectoral employer and union representatives on a bipar-
tite basis. While some employer representatives now supported the in-
troduction of an unemployment insurance government as a preferable 
ƞƶƿƣƽƹƞƿƫǁƣ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƞơƿƫơƣ ƺƤ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƾǀƟƾƫƢƫǅƣƢ ǀƹƫƺƹᅟƽǀƹ ƤǀƹƢƾ, ƞ Ƹƞ-
jority continued to oppose a solution that would force employers to con-
ƿƽƫƟǀƿƣ ƿƺ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ Ƥƺƽ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƢ ǂƺƽƴƣƽƾ ƺƹ ƞ ƸƞƹƢƞƿƺƽǄ Ɵƞƾƫƾ.ᇿህ 

OƤ Ƹƞưƺƽ ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹơƣ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƽƣưƣơƿƫƺƹ ǂƞƾ ƞƶƾƺ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƫƺƹƾ ƾƿƽƺƹƨ-
ly resisted sharing control over their unemployment funds with the em-
ƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ. �Ʃƫƾ ơƩƞƹƨƣƢ ƞƾ ƿƩƣ ƣơƺƹƺƸƫơ ơƽƫƾƫƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᇽህᇿᇼƾ 
gradually made it more important for the unions to obtain employer 

38  �. �ơƩƽƞƨƣ ƞƹƢ 	. NƫưƩƺƤ, ᅵ	ƣƹ ƶƞƹƨƣ ƾƫƾƾƣƽ ƣƹ ƣƣƹ ƶƞƿƣ ƴƹƞƶᄞ �ƣ ƺƹƿǂƫƴƴƣƶƫƹƨ ǁƞƹ Ƣƣ NƣƢƣƽƶƞƹƢƾƣ 
ǂƣƽƴƶƺƺƾƩƣƫƢƾǁƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ ƫƹ �ƣƾƿƣǀƽƺƻƣƣƾ ƻƣƽƾƻƣơƿƫƣƤᄖ ƣƣƹ ƿƣƽƽƣƫƹǁƣƽƴƣƹƹƫƹƨᅷ, ƫƹᄘ �. �ƶƺơƴƸƞƹƾ ƞƹƢ L. 
ǁƞƹ Ƣƣƽ Vƞƶƴ, Van particuliere naar openbare zorg en terug. Sociale politiek in Nederlands sinds 1880 ᄬ�Ƹ-
ƾƿƣƽƢƞƸ ᇽህህᇾᄭ ᇿሂᅟᇿሄ.
 .ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼሀ,ᇾ, �ƣƹƿƽƞƞƶ Oǁƣƽƶƣƨ �ƣƽƴƨƣǁƣƽƾǁƣƽƟƺƹƢƣƹ ᄬᇽᇽᅟህᅟᇽህᇾᇽᄭ, ᄬᇽሁᅟህᅟᇽህᇾᇿᄭ, ᄬᇽሁᅟᇾᅟᇽህᇾᇿᄭ ,ؔء  39
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ơƺƹƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹƾ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƣƫƽ ƤǀƹƢƾ ƿƩƺǀƨƩ. �ƾ ƞ ƸƞưƺƽƫƿǄ ƺƤ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƽƣƻƽƣ-
ƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ ƩƞƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣ ƸƫƢᅟᇽህᇿᇼƾ ơƺƸƣ ƿƺ ǁƫƣǂ ƿƩƣƾƣ ơƺƹƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹƾ ƞƾ 
the lesser evil, this paved the way for an agreement between the two 
ƾƫƢƣƾ ƺƤ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽǄ. �Ƥƿƣƽ ƶƣƹƨƿƩǄ Ƣƫƾơǀƾƾƫƺƹƾ, ƿƩƣǄ ƞƨƽƣƣƢ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơ-
tion of a mandatory unemployment insurance program to which em-
ployers would contribute as well and that would be administrated in a 
Ɵƫƻƞƽƿƫƿƣ Ƹƞƹƹƣƽ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƺǀƿƟƽƣƞƴ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ �ƺƽƶƢ �ƞƽ , the 
agreement was never implemented though.ሀᇼ 

Explaining employer support for postwar welfare expansion
By the early postwar period, the Netherlands thus had mandatory so-
cial insurance programs in place for all major labour market risks with 
ƿƩƣ ƣǃơƣƻƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, Ƣƫƾơǀƾƾƫƺƹƾ ƺǁƣƽ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹ-
surance reform would from then on primarily focus on the need to in-
crease the accessibility, duration, and level of existing social insurance 
ƟƣƹƣƤƫƿƾ. �ƾ ƹƺƿƣƢ ƟǄ ƞ Ʃƺƾƿ ƺƤ ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾ ƺǁƣƽ ƿƩƣ Ǆƣƞƽƾ, ƿƩƣ Ƹƞƫƹ ƣƸƻƶƺǄ-
er associations, through their membership of a new advisory council, 
ƿƩƣ �ƺơƫƞƶᅟ	ơƺƹƺƸƫơ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ᄬSociaal-Economische Raadᄭ, ƞơƿƫǁƣƶǄ ơƺƹᅟ
tributed to the process of social insurance expansion in this period.ሀᇽ 
Their cooperative stance should not be taken to mean that they were 
ƞƶƾƺ ƾƿƽƺƹƨ ƻƽƺƻƺƹƣƹƿƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ, Ʃƺǂƣǁƣƽ. �ƾ ǂƣ ǂƫƶƶ ƾƣƣ, ƿƩƣƫƽ 
priority remained to limit the adverse consequences of progressive wel-
Ƥƞƽƣ ƽƣƤƺƽƸ ƿƺ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ. �ƾ ƾǀơƩ, ƿƩƣǄ ƨƣƹƣƽƞƶƶǄ ƾƺǀƨƩƿ ƿƺ ƶƫƸƫƿ ƿƩƣ 
ƾơƺƻƣ ƺƤ ƽƣƤƺƽƸ ƞƹƢ ƣƸƻƩƞƾƫǅƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƹƣơƣƾƾƫƿǄ Ƥƺƽ ǂƺƽƴƣƽ ᄬơƺᅟᄭƤƫƹƞƹơ-
ing of social insurance initiatives. The newly established ؖةتئ motivat-
ed the latter by pointing out that ‘sums, which have to be raised for dif-
ferent social insurance programs, are economically just as much part of 
total labour costs as those sums, which are paid to provide for living ex-
penses […] social costs are part of total wage costs and should therefore 
be treated as such.’ሀᇾ

The ؖةتئ’s statement clearly shows why it makes little sense to ar-
gue that social insurance expansion in this period, let alone employer 
support for this expansion, rested on a ‘political exchange’ that served 
to compensate workers for wage restraint under the aforementioned 
guided wage policy. The obvious problem with this notion is that any 
attempt to compensate workers for wage restraint would have under-

40  Nijhof, Een lange sisser, ᇿሄᅟᇿህ. 
41  �Ʃƣ �ƺơƫƞƶᅟ	ơƺƹƺƸƫơ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ǂƞƾ ơƽƣƞƿƣƢ ƫƹ ᇽህሁᇼ ƞƹƢ ơƞƹ Ɵƣ ǁƫƣǂƣƢ ƞƾ ƿƩƣ �ƫƨƩ �ƺǀƹơƫƶ ƺƤ LƞƟƺǀƽᅷƾ 
successor. 

 ,آءة  42ᇽሁᄬᇿᄭ, ؖةتئ ƫƹǅƞƴƣ Ʃƣƽǅƫƣƹƫƹƨ ƾƺơƫƞƶƣ ǁƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ ᄬᇽᅟᇿᅟᇽህሀሄᄭ. 
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mined the very purpose of the guided wage policy, which was to mod-
ƣƽƞƿƣ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ơƺƾƿƾ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƽƞƿƩƣƽ ƿƩƞƹ ƻƽƺǁƫƢƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾ-
ƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ǂƫƿƩ ƞƹ ƫƹơƣƹƿƫǁƣ ƿƺ ƺƦƤƣƽ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ ƫƹ ƞ ƟƫƢ 
ƿƺ ƻƽƺƶƺƹƨ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ ƞơƼǀƫƣƾơƣƹơƣ Ƥƺƽ ǂƞƨƣ ƽƣƾƿƽƞƫƹƿ, ƫƿ ƺƹƶǄ ƽƣơƺƹƧƬƽƸƣƢ 
their commitment to limiting the scope of this expansion. Take for in-
ƾƿƞƹơƣ ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ Ƹƞưƺƽ ƻƺƾƿǂƞƽ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƫƹƫƿƫƞƿƫǁƣ, ƿƩƣ 
ᇽህሀህ �ƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ �ơƿ. �ơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ǁƞƽƫƺǀƾ ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾ, ƿƩƫƾ 
�ơƿ ơƞƸƣ ƞƟƺǀƿ ƞƾ ᅵƼǀƫƢ ƻƽƺ Ƽǀƺ Ƥƺƽ ǂƞƨƣ ƽƣƾƿƽƞƫƹƿᅷ ƞƹƢ ǂƞƾ ƢƣƾƫƨƹƣƢ ƿƺ 
‘compensate workers for the lower wage levels’ that resulted from the 
guided wage policy.ሀᇿ This claim is not only at odds with historical stud-
ƫƣƾ, ǂƩƫơƩ Ʃƞǁƣ ƾƩƺǂƹ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƣƹƞơƿƣƢ ƿƩƣ �ơƿ Ɵƣơƞǀƾƣ ƫƿ 
viewed the introduction of a mandatory unemployment insurance pro-
ƨƽƞƸ ƞƾ ƞ Ƹƞƿƿƣƽ ƺƤ ǀƹƧƬƹƫƾƩƣƢ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾᄖሀሀ it is also at odds with the be-
havior of the employer associations. 

�ƾ ƩƞƢ Ɵƣƣƹ ƿƩƣ ơƞƾƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƶƞƿƣ ᇽህᇿᇼƾ, ƿƩƣ ؖةتئ did not speak out 
against the introduction of a mandatory unemployment insurance pro-
ƨƽƞƸ ǂƩƣƹ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƺǀƿƶƫƹƣƢ ƫƿƾ ƻƶƞƹƾ ƿƺ Ƣƺ ƾƺ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƶƞƿƣ 
ᇽህሀᇼƾ. �ƫǁƣƹ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿᅷƾ ƧƬƽƸ ơƺƸƸƫƿƸƣƹƿ ƿƺ ƫƿƾ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ, 
ƫƿ ƾƫƸƻƶǄ ǂƺǀƶƢ ƹƺƿ Ʃƞǁƣ ƸƞƢƣ ƾƣƹƾƣ ƿƺ Ƣƺ ƾƺ. �ƣƿ ƿƩƣ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹ ơƺƹ-
tinued to express worries about the consequences of such a program 
for labour costs and supply.ሀሁ �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƫƿ ƾƺǀƨƩƿ ƿƺ ƶƫƸƫƿ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸᅷƾ 
ƨƣƹƣƽƺƾƫƿǄ ƞƹƢ ƾơƺƻƣ ƟǄ ƫƹƾƫƾƿƫƹƨ ƺƹ ƞ ƶƺǂ ƸƞǃƫƸǀƸ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ 
of only thirteen weeks, the inclusion of a rather low wage limit to mem-
ƟƣƽƾƩƫƻ, ƞƹƢ ƾƿƽƫơƿ ƣƶƫƨƫƟƫƶƫƿǄ ơƽƫƿƣƽƫƞ ᅬ ƫƹơƶǀƢƫƹƨ ƞ ƸǀơƩ Ƹƺƽƣ ƶƫƸƫƿƣƢ 
ƢƣƧƬƹƫƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᅵƾǀƫƿƞƟƶƣ ưƺƟᅷᅟơƽƫƿƣƽƫƺƹ ƿƩƞƹ ƿƩƣ ƺƹƣ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƣƢ ƟǄ ƶƞƟƺǀƽ 
ǀƹƫƺƹ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ. ƹ ƞƢƢƫƿƫƺƹ, ƫƿ ƫƹƾƫƾƿƣƢ ƺƹ ƻƽƣƸƫǀƸ ƢƫƦƤƣƽƣƹƿƫ-
ƞƿƫƺƹ ƞƾ ᅵƫƹƢƫǁƫƢǀƞƶ ƧƬƽƸƾ ᄴǂƫƶƶᄵ ƺƹƶǄ Ɵƣ ƸƺƿƫǁƞƿƣƢ ƿƺ ƴƣƣƻ ơƺƾƿƾ Ƣƺǂƹ 
ǂƩƣƹ ơƺƹƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹ ƶƣǁƣƶƾ ƽƣƥƷƣơƿ ƞơƿǀƞƶ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƽƫƾƴƾ.ᅷሀሂ Finally, and in a 
move that most clearly illustrates why it makes little sense to argue that 
ƿƩƣ �ơƿᅷƾ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ ƞƫƸƣƢ ƿƺ ơƺƸƻƣƹƾƞƿƣ ǂƺƽƴƣƽƾ Ƥƺƽ ǂƞƨƣ ƽƣƾƿƽƞƫƹƿ, 
it demanded that workers contributed to the new insurance program as 
well. When the labour unions steadfastly refused to accept worker co- 
ƧƬƹƞƹơƫƹƨ, ƿƩƣ ؖةتئ and the other employer associations successful-
ly lobbied parliament to delay the program’s introduction with several 

43  Eichengreen, The European economy since 1945, ᇿሀᄖ Vƞƹ �ƣƽƟƣƽƨƣƹ ƞƹƢ �ƣơƴƣƽ, ᅵ�Ʃƣ NƣƿƩƣƽƶƞƹƢƾᅷ, 
ሀሄሄ. �ƣƣ Ƥƺƺƿƹƺƿƣ ᇽᇼ Ƥƺƽ ƿƩƣ ƟƽƺƞƢƣƽ ơƶƞƫƸ. 
44  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �. OǀƢƣ NƫưƩǀƫƾ, Religion, class, and the postwar development of the Dutch welfare 
state ᄬ�ƸƾƿƣƽƢƞƸ ᇾᇼᇽሄᄭ ሀሄᅟሁሀ. 
ؖ ,ؔء  45  .ǂƞơƩƿƨƣƶƢᅟ ƣƹ ǂƣƽƴƶƺƺƾƩƣƫƢƾǁƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ, ᇽህሀህ ةتئؖ ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼሂ,ᇿ, �ƿƞƹƢƻǀƹƿ ,ةتئ
46  Ibidem. 
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years.ሀሃ �Ʃƣƹ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ǂƞƾ ƧƬƹƞƶƶǄ ƫƸƻƶƣƸƣƹƿƣƢ ƫƹ ᇽህሁᇾ, ؖةتئ rep-
resentatives would gleefully note that they had been quite successful in 
limiting its generosity.ሀሄ


ƺƶƶƺǂƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᇽህሀህ �ƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ 
�ơƿ, ƿƩƣ ؖةتئ and the other main employer associations resisted all 
union attempts in the newly created Social-Economic Council to coax 
them into supporting increases in the generosity of the new unemploy-
ment insurance program. Their ability to do so was facilitated by the 
long duration of the guided wage policy.ሀህ It was only after this policy 
ơƺƶƶƞƻƾƣƢ Ƣǀƽƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƣƞƽƶǄ ᇽህሂᇼƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ǂƣƽƣ 
willing to consider an increase in the program’s generosity. In exchange, 
ƿƩƣǄ ƢƣƸƞƹƢƣƢ ƞ Ƹƺƽƣ ƾƿƽƫơƿ ƢƣƧƬƹƫƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƾǀƫƿƞƟƶƣ ưƺƟᅟơƽƫƿƣƽƫƺƹ ᅬ 
ƺƹƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Ƥƣǂ Ƥƣƞƿǀƽƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᇽህሀህ �ơƿ ƺƹ ǂƩƫơƩ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƫƺƹƾᅷ ǁƫƣǂ ƩƞƢ 
ƻƽƣǁƞƫƶƣƢ. �ǀƽƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƸƫƢᅟᇽህሂᇼƾ, ƞƹƢ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ �ƺơƫƞƶᅟ	ơƺƹƺƸƫơ �ƺǀƹơƫƶᅷƾ 
recommendation, parliament consequently raised the maximum dura-
ƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƟǄ ƧƬǁƣ ǂƣƣƴƾ ƞƹƢ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƟǄ 
a minimal amount.ሁᇼ Oǀƿ ƺƤ ƾƩƣƣƽ Ƥƽǀƾƿƽƞƿƫƺƹ ǂƫƿƩ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾᅷ ƫƹƿƽƞƹ-
ƾƫƨƣƹƿ ƾƿƞƹơƣ, ƻƞƽƶƫƞƸƣƹƿ ƞƿ ƿƩƣ ƾƞƸƣ ƿƫƸƣ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƣƢ ƞ ƿƞǃᅟ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣƢ 
ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ƿƩƞƿ ƣƦƤƣơƿƫǁƣƶǄ ƣǃƿƣƹƢƣƢ ƿƩƣ Ƹƞǃƫ-
ƸǀƸ Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƟǄ ƿǂƺ Ƹƺƽƣ Ǆƣƞƽƾ.ሁᇽ 

In subsequent years, the employer associations’ preoccupation with 
work incentives continued to pre-empt employer consent for increas-
es in the generosity of unemployment protection. The only exception 
ƿƺ ƿƩƫƾ ƺƟƾƿƽǀơƿƫƺƹƫƾƿ ƾƿƞƹơƣ ơƞƹ Ɵƣ ƤƺǀƹƢ Ƣǀƽƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƸƫƢᅟᇽህሃᇼƾ, ǂƩƣƹ 
employer representatives to the Social-Economic Council proposed to 
ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƿƩƣ Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ Ƥƺƽ ƺƶƢƣƽ 
unemployed workers and release them from the requirement to look for 
ǂƺƽƴ. �ƾ ƫƶƶǀƾƿƽƞƿƣƢ ƣƶƾƣǂƩƣƽƣ, Ʃƺǂƣǁƣƽ, ƿƩƫƾ ƫƹƫƿƫƞƿƫǁƣ ǂƞƾ ơƶƣƞƽƶǄ ƾƿƽƞƿƣ-
ƨƫơ ƫƹ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ, ƞƾ ƫƿ ƾƣƽǁƣƢ ƿƺ ƢƣƥƷƣơƿ ǀƹƫƺƹ ơƞƶƶƾ Ƥƺƽ ƞƹ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ Ƣǀ-
ƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ Ƥƺƽ all workers and an extension of unemployment 

47  
ƺƽ ƞƹ ƺǁƣƽǁƫƣǂ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ Ƣƫƾơǀƾƾƫƺƹ ƾƣƣᄘ �.�.�. �ǀƫưƿƣƽƾ, ᅵ�ƺơƫƞƶƣ ǅƞƴƣƹᅷ, ƫƹᄘ �.�. �ƺƨƞƞƽƿƾ, Parlementaire 
geschiedenis van Nederland na 1945. De periode van het kabinet-Beel (1946-1948) ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ᇽህሄህᄭ ሂሂᇼᅟ
ሂሂᇿ.
ؖ ,ؔء  48 .ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼሂ,ᇽᇿᇼ, �ƽƫƹƨ ǁƺƺƽ �ƺơƫƞƞƶ Oǁƣƽƶƣƨ ᄬᇽሃᅟሂᅟᇽህሁᇾᄭ ,ةتئ
49  Oƹ ƿƩƫƾ ƾƣƣᄘ �. OǀƢƣ NƫưƩǀƫƾ, ᅵƹơƺƸƣƾ ƻƺƶƫơƫƣƾ, ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ƹƺƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƾƺ-
cial wage’, Socio-Economic Review ᇽᇿᄘሀ ᄬᇾᇼᇽሁᄭ ሃሃᇽᅟሃህᇼ.
 Advies over de verlenging van de maximumuitkeringsduur werkloosheidsverzekering ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ,إؘئ  50
ᇽህሂᇾᄭ. 
51  The employer federations explained their reservations towards this provision in an advice from the 
Social-Economic Council on the matter. إؘئ, Advies inzake het voorontwerp van een Wet Werkloosheids-
voorziening ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ᇽህሂሀᄭ 
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insurance protection to the self-employed.ሁᇾ Moreover, soon after the 
ᇽህሃሂ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƸƞǃƫƸǀƸ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄƸƣƹƿ 
insurance provision for older workers, the employer associations began 
to develop various proposals to reduce the generosity of the social insur-
ƞƹơƣ ƾǄƾƿƣƸ. �ƞƹǄ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƾƣ ǂƺǀƶƢ Ƥƺơǀƾ ƾƻƣơƫƧƬơƞƶƶǄ ƺƹ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƣƸƻƶƺǄ-
ment insurance system.ሁᇿ

�Ʃƣ ƨƺƞƶ ƺƤ ƸƫƹƫƸƫǅƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ơƺƾƿƾ ƺƤ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ ƞƶƾƺ 
guided employer behavior in other welfare domains. In the area of old 
age pension development, these ‘costs’ included thwarting the expan-
sion of private pension industry. To protect this industry, the associa-
tions took a position on pension reform in the early postwar period that 
was more favorable for pensioners than the government’s stance in one 
ƫƸƻƺƽƿƞƹƿ ƽƣƾƻƣơƿᄘ ǂƩƣƹ ƿƩƣ ƶƞƿƿƣƽ ƻǀƿ ƤƺƽǂƞƽƢ ƞ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƞƶ Ƥƺƽ ƞ ƹƣǂ ƺƶƢ 
ƞƨƣ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹ ƾơƩƣƸƣ ƫƹ ᇽህሀህ, ƫƿ ƞƫƸƣƢ ƿƺ ƫƹơƶǀƢƣ ƞ Ƹƣƞƹƾᅟƿƣƾƿ, ǂƩƫơƩ 
meant that a certain per centage of personal income was to be deducted 
ƤƽƺƸ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ.ሁሀ �ƾ ƿƩƫƾ ƫƹơƺƸƣ ƶƞƽƨƣƶǄ ƺƽƫƨƫƹƞƿƣƢ ƤƽƺƸ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƣƹ-
sion funds, such a move would have been disastrous for private pension 
ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽǄ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ǁƣƩƣƸƣƹƿƶǄ ƺƻƻƺƾƣƢ ƿƩƣ 
government’s proposal and even went so far as to support a more gener-
ous union alternative.ሁሁ While they disliked the redistributive nature of 
the unions’ proposal, which combined earnings-related contributions 
ǂƫƿƩ ƥƷƞƿᅟƽƞƿƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ, ƿƩƣǄ ƣǁƣƹƿǀƞƶƶǄ ƞơơƣƻƿƣƢ ƫƿ Ɵƣơƞǀƾƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƶƺǂ 
ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ. �Ʃƣƹ ƾƺƸƣ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ơƺƹƤƣƾƾƫƺƹƞƶ ƣƸ-
ployer associations expressed objections to the union scheme’s central-
ƫǅƣƢ ƹƞƿǀƽƣ ƫƹ ƞ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ Ƹƣƣƿƫƹƨ ǂƫƿƩ ƽƣƻƽƣƾƣƹƿƞƿƫǁƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ؖةتئ, the 
ƶƞƿƿƣƽ ƣƸƻƩƞƾƫǅƣƢ ƿƩƞƿ ơƺƹƿƫƹǀƣƢ ƽƣƾƫƾƿƞƹơƣ ƿƺ ƿƩƫƾ Ƥƣƞƿǀƽƣ ǂƺǀƶƢ ᅵưƣƺƻ-
ƞƽƢƫǅƣ ƿƩƣ Ƹƞƿƣƽƫƞƶƫǅƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ơƺƹƾƣƹƾǀƾ ƫƹ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽǄ,ᅷ ǂƩƫơƩ ǂƺǀƶƢ ƫƹ 
ƿǀƽƹ Ƹƞƴƣ ƫƿ Ƹƺƽƣ ƢƫƦƧƬơǀƶƿ ƿƺ ƻƽƣǁƣƹƿ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƤƽƺƸ ƨƺƫƹƨ ƞƩƣƞƢ 
with its means-tested proposal.ሁሂ �Ƥƿƣƽ ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƿƩƽƣǂ 
their weight behind the unions’ proposal, the government immediately 

52  �. OǀƢƣ NƫưƩǀƫƾ, ᅵ	ƣƹ ƸƺƹƾƿƣƽǁƣƽƟƺƹƢᄞ �ƣƽƴƨƣǁƣƽƾƺƽƨƞƹƫƾƞƿƫƣƾ ƣƹ Ʃƣƿ ƨƣƟƽǀƫƴ ǁƞƹ Ƣƣ �ƣƿ ƺƻ Ƣƣ ƞƽ-
beidsongeschiktheid om overtollige werknemers te laten afvloeien’, tseg ሃᄘᇽ ᄬᇾᇼᇽᇼᄭ ᇽᇽᇼᅟᇽᇿሃ.
53  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ إؘئ, Advies hoofdlijnen gewijzigd stelsel van sociale zekerheid bij werkloosheid en ar-
beidsongeschiktheid ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ᇽህሄሀᄭ. 
54  ƹ ᇽህሀሃ, ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿ ƩƞƢ ƞƶƽƣƞƢǄ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƣƢ ƞ ƿƣƸƻƺƽƞƽǄ ᅵƣƸƣƽƨƣƹơǄ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸᅷ ƿƩƞƿ ǂƞƾ ƞƶƾƺ 
ƸƣƞƹƾᅟƿƣƾƿƣƢ. �ƾ ƿƩƫƾ ƾơƩƣƸƣ ǂƞƾ ƞƶƾƺ ƿƞǃᅟƤƫƹƞƹơƣƢ, ƫƿ ǂƞƾ ǂƫƢƣƶǄ ƢƫƾƶƫƴƣƢ. �ƣƣᄘ �ǀƫưƿƣƽƾ, ᅵ�ƺơƫƞƶƣ ǅƞƴƣƹᅷ, 
ᇽሀᇼᇽᅟᇽሀᇼᇾ.
55  �ơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ǀƹƫƺƹƾ, ƿƩƫƾ ǂƞƾ Ɵƣơƞǀƾƣ ƿƩƣ ƨƺǁƣƽƹƸƣƹƿᅷƾ ƾơƩƣƸƣ ᅵƨƽƞƟƟƣƢᅷ ǂƩƞƿ ƺơơǀƻƞƿƫƺƹ-
ƞƶ ƻƶƞƹƾ ƽƣƸƫƿƿƣƢ. �ƣƣᄘ ةةء ,ؚئ ơƺƢƣƶƫưƾƿƣƹ ᇽህሀሁᅟᇽህሃᇼ, ᇽህሁᇽ ؔؠ؛, Nƺƿǀƶƣƹ �ƺơƫƞƶƣ �ƺƸƸƫƾƾƫƣ ᄬᇿᇼᅟሄᅟ
ᇽህሁᇽᄭ.

 ,آءة  56ᇽᇽህᄬሀᄭ آؖإ ᇽህሀሃᅟᇽህሃᇼ, �ƺƸƸƫƾƾƫƣ �ƺơƫƞƶƣ Vƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ ᄬሁᅟᇽᇽᅟᇽህሁᇼᄭ.
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dropped its own proposal, thus paving the way for the introduction of 
ƿƩƣ ᇽህሁሂ �ƣƹƣƽƞƶ OƶƢ �ƨƣ �ơƿ ᄬAlgemene Ouderdomswetᄭ. 

�Ʃƣ �ơƿᅷƾ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƿƫƺƹ ƞƶƾƺ ƣƾƿƞƟƶƫƾƩƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƫƹơƫƻƶƣ ƿƩƞƿ ƫƸƻƽƺǁƣ-
Ƹƣƹƿƾ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƾǄƾƿƣƸ ǂƣƽƣ ƿƺ Ɵƣ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣƢ ƺǀƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ Ƹƞƽ-
ƨƫƹ Ƥƺƽ ƻƞǄ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣƾ ᅬ ƞ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ ƿƩƞƿ Ʃƞƾ Ɵƣƣƹ ƢƣƾơƽƫƟƣƢ ƞƿ ƶƣƹƨƿƩ 
elsewhere.ሁሃ Contrary to with the unemployment insurance program, 
ƿƩƣ ƹƣǂ ƺƶƢ ƞƨƣ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹ ǂƞƾ ƿƺ Ɵƣ ơƺƸƻƶƣƿƣƶǄ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣƢ ƟǄ ǂƺƽƴƣƽ ơƺƹ-
tributions. While the unions did demand partial wage compensation for 
these contributions, they did so solely based on the argument that the 
ƨǀƫƢƣƢ ǂƞƨƣ ƻƺƶƫơǄ ƩƞƢ ƴƣƻƿ ǂƺƽƴƣƽƾᅷ ǂƞƨƣƾ ƞƽƿƫƧƬơƫƞƶƶǄ Ƣƺǂƹ Ƥƺƽ ƸƞƹǄ 
years.ሁሄ When the guided wage policy collapsed in subsequent years, the 
unions would no longer demand wage compensation for increased con-
ƿƽƫƟǀƿƫƺƹƾ. �Ʃƣƫƽ ǂƫƶƶƫƹƨƹƣƾƾ ƿƺ ƞơơƣƻƿ Ƥǀƶƶ ǂƺƽƴƣƽ ƧƬƹƞƹơƫƹƨ ƟǄ ƹƺ Ƹƣƞƹƾ 
persuaded the employer associations to accept increases in the generos-
ƫƿǄ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƿƩƺǀƨƩ. Oƹ ƿƩƣ ơƺƹƿƽƞƽǄ, Ƥƺƶƶƺǂƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ �ơƿᅷƾ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơ-
tion, the employer associations resisted all union attempts to increase 
ƿƩƣ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ. �ơơƺƽƢƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ؖةتئ this was because any 
‘further extension of the ؔتآ ᄴƿƩƣ ƻǀƟƶƫơ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿᄵ Ƹƣƞƹƾ ƿƩƞƿ ƞ ƨƽƣƞƿƣƽ 
ƻƞƽƿ ƺƤ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ Ƥƺƽ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƣƾ ƫƾ ƧƬƹƞƹơƣƢ ƟǄ ƻǀƟƶƫơ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ, 
which leaves less room for additional supplements provided by indus-
try.’ሁህ �ƺ ƻƽƣǁƣƹƿ ƾǀơƩ ƞƹ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƤƽƺƸ ơƺƸƫƹƨ ƞƟƺǀƿ ƿƩƣǄ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƢƣƤƣƹƢ-
ed the view that the public pension did not have to provide a subsistence 
level of income, and then resisted the introduction of a wage-index-
ƞƿƫƺƹ ơƶƞǀƾƣ ǀƹƢƣƽ ǂƩƫơƩ ƿƩƣ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ǂƺǀƶƢ ƞǀƿƺƸƞƿƫơƞƶƶǄ 
increase in line with average wage increases.ሂᇼ They also objected to all 
ƫƹơƽƣƸƣƹƿƞƶ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣƾ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ, ƫƹơƶǀƢƫƹƨ ƻƞƽƶƫƞƸƣƹƿᅷƾ 
ᇽህሂሁ Ƣƣơƫƾƫƺƹ ƿƺ ƽƞƫƾƣ ƿƩƣ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƤƽƺƸ ሁᇼ ƿƺ ሃᇼ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿ ƺƤ 
ƿƩƣ ƸƫƹƫƸǀƸ ǂƞƨƣ Ƥƺƽ ƸƞƽƽƫƣƢ ơƺǀƻƶƣƾ ƞƹƢ ƿƺ ሃᇼ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿ ƺƤ ƞ Ƥǀƶƶ Ɵƣƹ-
ƣƧƬƿ Ƥƺƽ ƾƫƹƨƶƣ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹƣƽƾ.ሂᇽ 

Then, four years later, the employer associations radically changed 
their stance by putting forward a proposal to raise the level of the ben-
ƣƧƬƿ ƿƺ ƿƩƞƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᅵƾƺơƫƞƶ ƸƫƹƫƸǀƸᅷ Ƥƺƽ ƸƞƽƽƫƣƢ ơƺǀƻƶƣƾ, ƞƹƢ ƫƹƿƽƺƢǀơƣ 
ƸƞƹƢƞƿƺƽǄ ƸƣƸƟƣƽƾƩƫƻ ƺƤ ƺơơǀƻƞƿƫƺƹƞƶ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹ ƾơƩƣƸƣƾ ᅬ ƾƺƸƣƿƩƫƹƨ 
that they had strongly resisted in previous years. Both the timing of 
this proposal and internal notes on the matter suggest that they pure-

57  �ƣƣᄘ OǀƢƣ NƫưƩǀƫƾ, ᅵƹơƺƸƣƾ ƻƺƶƫơƫƣƾᅷ, ሃሃᇽᅟሃህᇼ.
ؖ ,ؔء  58  .ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼሂ,ᇽᇿሂ, �ƽƫƹƨ ǁƺƺƽ �ƺơƫƞƞƶ Oǁƣƽƶƣƨ ᄬᇽሃᅟሃᅟᇽህሁሂᄭ ,ةتئ
59  ƢƣƸ ᄬᇾህᅟᇽᇼᅟᇽህሂᇿᄭ.
60  ƢƣƸ, ᇽሄᅟᇽᅟᇽህሂᇿᄖ تؖةأ ,بة,ᇽሃᇾ, OƹƿǂƣƽƻᅟƞƢǁƫƣƾ ƫƹǅƞƴƣ ǁƣƽƩƺƨƫƹƨ ؔ  .ᅟƻƣƹƾƫƺƣƹƣƹ ᄬᇾሄᅟᇾᅟᇽህሂሀᄭتآ
ؔ ᇽሃᇾ, �Ƣǁƫƣƾ ƫƹǅƞƴƣ ǁƣƽƩƺƨƫƹƨ,تؖأة ,بة  61 ؔ en -تآ  .ᅟǀƫƿƴƣƽƫƹƨƣƹ, ᇽህሂሁتت
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ly did so for strategic reasons. Just before the employer associations 
came forward with their initiative, the unions had proposed to intro-
duce a Swedish-style second pension tier on top of the existing pension 
scheme. While some employer representatives viewed this proposal as 
nothing more than an attempt to lure them into making concessions, 
ƞ ƸƞưƺƽƫƿǄ ƺƤ ƿƩƣƸ ƾƞǂ ƫƿ ƞƾ ƾǀƦƧƬơƫƣƹƿƶǄ ƿƩƽƣƞƿƣƹƫƹƨ ƿƺ ơƺƸƣ ǀƻ ǂƫƿƩ ƞ 
counterproposal.ሂᇾ When various representatives of one of the confes-
ƾƫƺƹƞƶ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƺƹơƣ Ƹƺƽƣ ƽƞƫƾƣƢ ƻƽƫƹơƫƻƶƣƢ ƺƟưƣơƿƫƺƹƾ, 
which now focused on mandatory membership of occupational pen-
sion schemes, its own leadership responded by pointing out that they 
‘lack[ed] a stance that leads to a solution in the short term that is accept-
able to the unions. By rigidly sticking to this viewpoint, the unions will 
ƺƹƶǄ Ƥƣƣƶ ƫƿ ƹƣơƣƾƾƞƽǄ ƿƺ ƾƿƽƫǁƣ Ƥƺƽ ƞ ơƺƸƻƶƣƿƣƶǄ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƫǅƣƢ ƾǄƾƿƣƸ.ᅷሂᇿ In 
the end, all of the main employer associations supported the proposal. 
Oƹơƣ ƿƩƣǄ ƢƫƢ ƾƺ, ƻƞƽƶƫƞƸƣƹƿ ƫƸƸƣƢƫƞƿƣƶǄ ƞƢƺƻƿƣƢ ƫƿ.

Increases in the generosity of public protection against sickness and 
long-term disability did not threaten to crowd out investment-generat-
ƫƹƨ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ ƫƹ ƞ Ƹƞưƺƽ ǂƞǄᄖ ƹƺƽ ǂƣƽƣ ƿƩƣǄ ǁƫƣǂƣƢ ƞƾ ƞƦƤƣơƿƫƹƨ 
work incentives in a similarly strong way as unemployment protection 
ƢƫƢ. �ƾ ƞ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ, ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ƢƫƾƻƶƞǄƣƢ ƞ ƨƽƣƞƿƣƽ ǂƫƶƶƫƹƨ-
ness to accept increases in the generosity of the sickness and invalid-
ity insurance programs than they had done with the unemployment 
ƞƹƢ ƺƶƢ ƞƨƣ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾ Ƣǀƽƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ ƢƣơƞƢƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƺƾƿǂƞƽ 
 period. Their willingness to support these increases became clear quite 
early in the postwar period, when the employer associations gave their 
ơƺƹƾƣƹƿ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ᇽህሀሄ ƽƣƻƺƽƿ ƺƤ ƞ ƿƽƫƻƞƽƿƫƿƣ ơƺƸƸƫƿƿƣƣ ƿƩƞƿ ơƞƶƶƣƢ Ƥƺƽ ƞ 
Ƹƞƾƾƫǁƣ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƨƣƹƣƽƺƾƫƿǄ ƞƹƢ ƾơƺƻƣ ƺƤ ƟƺƿƩ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸƾᄘ ƫƹ ƞƢƢƫ-
ƿƫƺƹ ƿƺ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƫƹƨ ƿƺ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƿƩƣ Ƣǀƽƞƿƫƺƹ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƤƽƺƸ 
six months to two years and extending it to disabled workers as well, the 
ƽƣƻƺƽƿ ƻƽƺƻƺƾƣƢ ƿƺ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƿƩƣ ƶƣǁƣƶ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƫƹǁƞƶƫƢƫƿǄ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƞƹƢ ƫƸ-
proving access to it by reducing the period under which workers need to 
Ʃƞǁƣ ơƺƹƿƽƫƟǀƿƣƢ ƫƹ ƺƽƢƣƽ ƿƺ ƺƟƿƞƫƹ ƞ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ.ሂሀ 
Despite this early consensus on a rather far-reaching set of improve-
ments to both programs, discussions on wholesale reform of the sick-
ness and invalidity insurance programs did not get underway until the 

 .ᇾ.ᇼሂ.ᇼሂሀ,ᇿሀᇿ,�ƣƽƴƨƽƺƣƻ Ƥƫƹƞƹơƫƣƽƫƹƨ ƾƺơƫƞƶƣ ǁƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨƾƻƽƺưƣơƿƣƹ ᄬᇾᇼᅟᇽᇾᅟᇽህሂᇿᄭ ,ؔء  62
ؙ ,بة  63  .ᇽሄ, Nƺƿƞ ƫƹǅƞƴƣ ƞƞƹǁǀƶƶƣƹƢƣ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƣƹǁƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ ᄬᇽሃᅟᇽᇼᅟᇽህሂህᄭ,ةتؖ
64  The sickness benefit currently only catered for workers who were sick and not to those who were un-
able to work because of a disability. By extending the sickness benefit to disabled workers it would effec-
tively become a program for short-term sickness and disability, while the invalidity benefit would cater 
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ƾƣơƺƹƢ ƩƞƶƤ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ᇽህሁᇼƾ.ሂሁ �ƾ ƿƩƣƾƣ Ƣƫƾơǀƾƾƫƺƹƾ ƿǀƽƹƣƢ ƺǀƿ ƿƩƣ Ɵƣ ƸǀơƩ 
more complex and lengthy than expected, parliament decided to intro-
Ƣǀơƣ ƞ ƿƣƸƻƺƽƞƽǄ ƫƹǁƞƶƫƢƫƿǄ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƫƹ ᇽህሂᇾ, ƟƣƤƺƽƣ ƫƿ ƸƣƽƨƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƫƹ-
dustrial injuries program and invalidity programs into a single dis ability 
ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺƨƽƞƸ ƿƩƽƺǀƨƩ ƿƩƣ �ơƿ ƺƹ �ƫƾƞƟƫƶƫƿǄ ƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ᄬWet op Ar-
beidsongeschiktheidsverzekeringᄭ ƫƹ ᇽህሂሃ. ƹ ƿƩƣ ƾƞƸƣ Ǆƣƞƽ, ƫƿ ƞƶƾƺ ƫƹƿƽƺ-
duced a new sickness insurance program, which was to cater for sick-
nesses and disabilities that lasted up to a year. The outcome, however, 
was exceptionally generous as the two programs entitled all workers to 
ƞ ƟƣƹƣƤƫƿ ƿƩƞƿ ƣƼǀƞƶƣƢ ƿƺ ሄᇼ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƣǁƫƺǀƾ ǂƞƨƣ ᄬƺƽ ƞ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿ-
ƞƨƣ ƺƤ ƿƩƞƿ ƫƹ ơƞƾƣ ƺƤ ƻƞƽƿƫƞƶ ƢƫƾƞƟƫƶƫƿǄᄭ, ƽƣƨƞƽƢƶƣƾƾ ƺƤ ơƞǀƾƣ ƺƤ ƫƹưǀƽǄ, 
from the moment they started working for as long as their disability or 
sickness lasted. 

The employer federations do not seem to have had major problems 
with the generosity of the two programs. When the chairman of the 
 ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ơƺƸƸƫƿƿƣƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƶƞƿƣ ᇽህሁᇼƾ Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣ ƞƾƴƣƢ ةتئؖ
its committee members’ opinions on the union demand to set the ben-
ƣƧƬƿ ƞƿ ሄᇼ ƻƣƽ ơƣƹƿ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƣǁƫƺǀƾ ǂƞƨƣ, Ʃƣ ƤƺǀƹƢ ƿƩƞƿ ƿƩƣǄ ƢƫƢ ƹƺƿ ƺƟ-
ưƣơƿ ƿƺ ƿƩƫƾ, ǂƫƿƩ ƾƺƸƣ ƾƻƣơƫƧƬơƞƶƶǄ ƞƽƨǀƫƹƨ ƿƩƞƿ ƞ ƶƺǂƣƽ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƶƣǁƣƶ ǂƞƾ 
ƾƫƸƻƶǄ ᅵƫƹƾǀƦƧƬơƫƣƹƿᅷ Ƥƺƽ ƞ ƤǀƶƶǄᅟƢƫƾƞƟƶƣƢ ǂƺƽƴƣƽƾ.ሂሂ They also agreed with 
ƿƩƣ ƻƽƫƹơƫƻƶƣ ƺƤ ƞǂƞƽƢƫƹƨ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿƾ ƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƻƞƽƿƫƞƶƶǄ ƢƫƾƞƟƶƣƢ.ሂሃ In fact, only 
ƿǂƺ ǀƹƫƺƹ ƢƣƸƞƹƢƾ ǂƣƽƣ ƧƬƽƸƶǄ ƽƣưƣơƿƣƢ ƟǄ ƿƩƣƸ. �Ʃƣ ƧƬƽƾƿ ǂƞƾ ƿƺ ƫƹƿƽƺ-
Ƣǀơƣ ƞ ƸƫƹƫƸǀƸ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƽƞƿƣ ƫƹƿƺ ƿƩƣ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƿƩƞƿ ƣƼǀƞƶƣƢ 
to the minimum wage. The newly established آءة rejected this because 
it feared that low paid workers would then be much more likely to call 
in sick.ሂሄ Second, the آءة resisted pleas to opt for contribution levels 
ƿƩƞƿ ǂƣƽƣ ǀƹƫƤƺƽƸ ƞƸƺƹƨ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽƫƣƾ ᅬ ưǀƾƿ ƞƾ ƫƿƾ ƻƽƣƢƣơƣƾƾƺƽ ƩƞƢ Ƣƺƹƣ 
with the unemployment insurance program. When parliament sided 
with the labour unions on this the آءة was incensed and, together with 
its confessional counterparts, continued to insist on rectifying what it 
viewed as a crucial mistake in subsequent years.ሂህ 

Ƥƺƽ ƶƺƹƨᅟƿƣƽƸ ƾƫơƴƹƣƾƾ ƞƹƢ ƢƫƾƞƟƫƶƫƿǄ. �Ʃƣ ƽƣƻƺƽƿ ƞƶƾƺ ƞƢǁƺơƞƿƣƢ ƽƣƻƶƞơƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ᇽህᇽᇿ ƹǁƞƶƫƢƫƿǄ ƞƹƢ OƶƢ 
�ƨƣ �ơƿ ᄬƹǁƞƶƫƢƫƿƣƫƿƾᅟ ƣƹ OǀƢƣƽƢƺƸƾǂƣƿᄭ ǂƫƿƩ ƾƣƻƞƽƞƿƣ ƺƶƢ ƞƨƣ ƞƹƢ ƶƺƹƨᅟƿƣƽƸ ƢƫƾƞƟƫƶƫƿǄ ƫƹƾǀƽƞƹơƣ ƻƽƺ-
ƨƽƞƸƾ. �ƣƣᄘ �. ǁƞƹ �Ʃƫưƹ, Rapport inzake de herziening van de sociale verzekering ᄬ�ƣƹ �ƞƞƨ ᇽህሀሄᄭ ᇽሄᅟᇾሀ. 
65  The delay was largely the result of the priority that was given to unemployment insurance and old 
ƞƨƣ ƻƣƹƾƫƺƹ ƽƣƤƺƽƸ. �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ OǀƢƣ NƫưƩǀƫƾ, Religion, ህᇼᅟህᇿ. 
ؖ ,ؔإؔ  66 .ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼሂ,ᇽᇿᇾ, �ƽƫƹƨ ǁƺƺƽ �ƺơƫƞƞƶ Oǁƣƽƶƣƨ ᄬᇿᇼᅟᇽᅟᇽህሁሄᄭ ,ةتئ
ؖ ,ؔإؔ  67 .ᇾ.ᇽህ.ᇽᇼᇿ.ᇼሂ,ᇽሀሂ, �ƣơƩƹƫƾơƩƣ �ƺƸƸƫƾƾƫƣ �ƺơƫƞƶƣ Vƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ ᄬᇾᇽᅟሁᅟᇽህሁሄᄭ ,ةتئ

 ,آءة  68ᇽᇽህᄬሀᄭ, �ƺƸƸƫƾƾƫƣ �ƺơƫƞƶƣ Vƣƽǅƣƴƣƽƫƹƨ ؖ .ᄬᇾሁᅟᇽᇽᅟᇽህሂሂᄭ ةتئ

 ,آءة  69ᇽᇽሄᄬᇾᇽᄭ, �ƺƸƸƫƾƾƫƣ �ƺơƫƞƶƣ �ƣƴƣƽƩƣƫƢ آءة ᄬሂᅟᇿᅟᇽህሃሀᄭ.
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It would, however, take various decades before the parliament was 
willing to lend a wiling ear to this complaint. By that time, the unfore-
ƾƣƣƹ ƫƹơƽƣƞƾƣ ƫƹ ƿƩƣ ƹǀƸƟƣƽ ƺƤ ƢƫƾƞƟƫƶƫƿǄ ƟƣƹƣƧƬƿ ƽƣơƫƻƫƣƹƿƾ ƩƞƢ ƞƶƽƣƞƢǄ 
forced various governments to reduce the generosity of the sickness 
and disability insurance programs in incremental steps. Driven by con-
ơƣƽƹƾ ƺǁƣƽ ƿƩƣ ƧƬƹƞƹơƫƞƶ ơƺƹƾƣƼǀƣƹơƣƾ ƺƤ ƿƩƫƾ, ƿƩƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ 
quickly became the strongest proponents of these cutbacks.ሃᇼ 

Conclusion

Since the turn of the century, the role of business has returned to the 
forefront of academic analysis on the welfare state. This resurgence of 
scholarly interest has been fuelled by an intense debate over the nature 
ƞƹƢ ƣǃƿƣƹƿ ƺƤ Ɵǀƾƫƹƣƾƾ ƾǀƻƻƺƽƿ Ƥƺƽ ǂƣƶƤƞƽƣ ƾƿƞƿƣ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ. �ƹ ƫƸƻƺƽ-
tant reason for the continuation of this debate is that business groups 
ᅬ ƶƫƴƣ Ƹƺƾƿ ƻƺƶƫƿƫơƞƶ ƞơƿƺƽƾ ᅬ ƞƽƣ ƻƽƺƹƣ ƿƺ ƢƫƾƻƶƞǄ ƾƿƽƞƿƣƨƫơ ƟƣƩƞǁƫƺƽ. �ƾ 
such, actions and statements that may at first sight seem indicative of a 
supportive stance towards expansive welfare reform may really be de-
signed to limit its costs. This article suggests that the aim of limiting its 
costs also explains most instances of business support for social insur-
ance development in the Netherlands. The article focused on the most 
powerful representatives of Dutch business, the main employer associ-
ations. It showed that the attitudes of these associations towards the in-
troduction and expansion of the main social insurance programs were 
mainly shaped by concerns that these programs would undermine work 
incentives, raise labour costs, and replace private pension schemes. 
Most of the time, this meant that they sought to limit the scope of ex-
pansive reform. The only instances in which the employer associations 
took a pro-active role in proposing expansive welfare reform can be ex-
plained through strategic behavior that served to prevent outcomes that 
were even more costly to their members. 

The article thus found little evidence for the claims of the new busi-
ƹƣƾƾ ƾơƩƺƶƞƽƾƩƫƻ. Oƹ ƿƩƣ ơƺƹƿƽƞƽǄ, ƸƞƹǄ ƺƤ ƿƩƣ ƧƬƹƢƫƹƨƾ ƢƫƽƣơƿƶǄ ơƺƹƿƽƞ-
dict these claims. The تءة’s opposition to the introduction of a manda-
tory sickness insurance scheme for instance shows that employers who 
ƺƦƤƣƽƣƢ ƻƽƫǁƞƿƣ ƻƽƺǁƫƾƫƺƹ ǂƣƽƣ ƹƺƿ ƹƣƞƽƶǄ ƞƾ ơƺƹơƣƽƹƣƢ ǂƫƿƩ ƣƶƫƸƫƹƞƿƫƹƨ 

70  �ƣƣ, Ƥƺƽ ƫƹƾƿƞƹơƣᄘ �. �ǀƫƻƣƽƾ, The crisis imperative. Crisis rhetoric and welfare state reform in Belgium 
and the Netherlands in the early 1990s ᄬ�ƸƾƿƣƽƢƞƸ ᇾᇼᇼሂᄭ.
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domestic competitive disadvantages as recent writings have suggested. 
The strong resistance of the employer associations to the introduction 
and expansion of unemployment insurance protection is in turn clear-
ly at odds with the claim that employer attitudes towards social insur-
ance development are primarily shaped by their interest in facilitating 
ƩǀƸƞƹ ơƞƻƫƿƞƶ ƢƣǁƣƶƺƻƸƣƹƿ. �ƹƢ ƞƶƿƩƺǀƨƩ ƿƩƣƽƣ ơƣƽƿƞƫƹƶǄ Ƹǀƾƿ Ʃƞǁƣ 
been employers who had an interest in supporting premium levels that 
ǂƣƽƣ ǀƹƫƤƺƽƸ ƞƸƺƹƨ ƫƹƢǀƾƿƽƫƣƾ ƫƹ ƺƽƢƣƽ ƿƺ ƺƦƤᅟƶƺƞƢ ơƺƾƿƾ ƺƹ ơƺƸƻƣƿƫ-
ƿƺƽƾ, ƿƩƣ Ƹƞƫƹ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƞƾƾƺơƫƞƿƫƺƹƾ ơƺƹƾƫƾƿƣƹƿƶǄ ƣƸƻƩƞƾƫǅƣƢ ƿƩƣ ƹƣƣƢ 
Ƥƺƽ ƻƽƣƸƫǀƸ ƢƫƦƤƣƽƣƹƿƫƞƿƫƺƹ ƫƹ ƺƽƢƣƽ ƿƺ ƽƣƢǀơƣ ƿƩƣ ƽƫƾƴ ƺƤ Ƹƺƽƞƶ ƩƞǅƞƽƢ. 
The latter points to a problem that has already been raised in other stud-
ƫƣƾᄘ ƣƾƻƣơƫƞƶƶǄ ƫƹ ƾƺơƫƣƿƫƣƾ ǂƩƣƽƣ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽƾ ƞƽƣ ƹƞƿƫƺƹƞƶƶǄ ƺƽƨƞƹƫǅƣƢ 
ƞƹƢ ƩƫƨƩƶǄ ơƣƹƿƽƞƶƫǅƣƢ, ƾƣơƿƺƽƞƶ ƫƹƿƣƽƣƾƿƾ ƫƹ ƶƣǁƣƶƫƹƨ ƿƩƣ ƻƶƞǄƫƹƨ ƧƬƣƶƢ ƺƽ 
ƺƦƤᅟƶƺƞƢƫƹƨ ơƺƾƿƾ ƸƞǄ ƹƺƿ ƹƣơƣƾƾƞƽƫƶǄ ƽƣƾǀƶƿ ƫƹ ƣƸƻƶƺǄƣƽ ƾǀƻƻƺƽƿ Ƥƺƽ ƾƺ-
ơƫƞƶ ƻƺƶƫơǄ ƣǃƻƞƹƾƫƺƹ ƞƾ ƿƩƣƽƣ ǂƫƶƶ Ɵƣ ƸƞƹǄ ƧƬƽƸƾ ǂƩƺ ƾƿƞƹƢ ƿƺ ƶƺƾƣ ƤƽƺƸ 
this as well. 

Finally, the article showed why it makes little sense to argue that em-
ployers in the Netherlands frequently or even occasionally supported 
social insurance expansion in an attempt to buy labour union support 
for wage restraint. The main problem with this claim, as the ؖةتئ itself 
pointed out, is that social insurance contributions are an integral part of 
total labour costs, which means that any attempt to compensate workers 
for wage restraint by expanding their social rights undermines the very 
purpose of a wage restraint policy, which is to limit the growth of labour 
costs. It is therefore not surprising that the rapid growth of the Dutch 
welfare state only took place after the guided wage policy collapsed in 
ƿƩƣ ᇽህሂᇼƾ. �Ʃƫƶƣ ƿƩƫƾ ơƺƶƶƞƻƾƣ ƞƹƢ ƿƩƣ ƻƽƞơƿƫơƣ ƺƤ ƧƬƹƞƹơƫƹƨ ƾƺơƫƞƶ ƫƹƾǀƽ-
ance expansion out of the margin for pay increases, as we have seen, did 
not necessarily prompt greater employer support for welfare state ex-
pansion, it certainly may have facilitated the practice of welfare state ex-
pansion in other ways. How this worked exactly falls out of the scope of 
this article, however, and presents an avenue for future research. 
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