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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
This paper examines different m odels of disability p olicy in disability policy; welfare
European welfare regimes on the basis of secondary data. state regimes; comparative

OECD data measuring social protection and labour-market analysis; social policy; equal
integration is complemented with an index which measures rights
the outcomes of disability civil rights. Eurobarometer data is

used to construct the index. The country modelling by cluster

analysis indicates that an encompassing model of disability

policy is mainly prevalent in Nordic countries. An activating

and rehabilitating disability-policy model is predominant

mainly in Central European countries, and there is evidence

for a distinct Eastern European model characterized by
relatively few guaranteed civil rights for disabled people.
Furthermore, the Southern European model, which indicates

a preference for social protection rather than activation and
rehabilitation, includes countries which normally have diverse

welfare traditions.

Points of interest

« Much is written about links between capitalism and the modern concept of
disability, but little research has compared disability policy across different
types of welfare capitalism.

+ Research has measured and compared social protection and labour-market
integration for disabled people in member countries of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development.

« There are theoretical claims that disability civil rights form a third dimension
of a welfare state’s disability policy; therefore, the authors of this article use
self-reported perceptions of discrimination and accessibility to compute an
index of disability civil rights.




+ Including all three dimensions, the analysis suggests that European welfare
regimes have four distinct disability-policy models.

- For disability studies, it is helpful to see that some countries are committed
to all three dimensions of disability policy without any trade-offs.

Introduction

In industrialized western countries between one in five and one in seven people
live with a disability or chronic illness (OECD 2010, 22). To avoid an individualistic
view of this figure, one can take into account the historic role of the capitalist state
in relation to disability. According to Oliver and Barnes (2012, 16) the implemen-
tation of ‘individualized wage labour’ during the beginning of industrialization
initiated today’s category. Changing social relationships, new ways of governing
people and the burgeoning medical profession paved the way for establishing
disability as an‘individualized medical problem’(2012, 16). According to Roulstone
and Prideaux (2012, 9-11) the emergence of the welfare state did have a significant
impact on the concept of disability. Nowadays, the disability category has a strong
welfare state dimension and the category is the fundament of a need-based dis-
tribution system (Stone 1984, 21), and there is the significant danger of marginali-
zation from the labour market for disabled people (Barnes and Mercer 2005, 541).

Current welfare states are quite heterogeneous, but in this heterogeneity there
are different worlds or regimes with similarities: this is one of the main messages of
Esping-Andersen’s (1990) Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism typology. According to
Esping-Andersen (1990), there are liberal (Anglo-Saxon), conservative-corporatist
(Central European) and social-democratic (Nordic) welfare regimes. Linked with
this theory is a significant amount of criticism, including further developments
and extensions (Van Kersbergen 2013). A strong strand of criticism is connected
with the theory’s gender blindness (for example, Bambra 2007; Galvez-Muioz,
Rodriguez-Modrofo, and Dominguez-Serrano 2011; Lewis 1997; Orloff 1993;
Sainsbury 1994). Furthermore, there are claims that Southern European countries
(for example, Ferrera 1996) and Eastern European countries (for example, Aidukaite
2009) both form a distinct welfare state type as well. Nevertheless, the typology
still seems to be a good starting point for detecting different worlds of welfare,
and it may be fruitful for the comparison of disability policies.

Defining the content of a disability policy for comparative purposes is a chal-
lenge because disability policy can be seen as a mix of ‘redistributive and social
regulatory provisions’' (Hvinden 2013, 376). Maschke (2004) undertook preliminary
work for handling this challenge; this work is in line with claims of gender studies,
such as that Esping-Andersen’s (1990) concept of decommodification (social pro-
tection) is not sufficient for specific social policy fields. Decommodification refers
to the degree to which people can‘uphold a socially acceptable standard of living’
without being forced to sell their own labour as a commodity (Esping-Andersen



1990, 37). According to Waldschmidt (2011, 69-71) disability policy also has a
strong component of labour-market integration, which comprises commodifi-
cation per se, recommodification and quasi-commodification. Having in mind a
specific part of disability policy, Gal (2004, 57) claims that the concept of decom-
modification has to be extended through support for ‘self-development’. Overall,
it cannot be ignored that current developments in disability policy clearly tend
towards rights-based approaches (Priestley 2010, 419). To reduce complexity,
Maschke (2004) proposes that disability policy is consistent with three dimensions:
social protection, labour-market integration and civil rights.

A body of empirical literature compares the disability policies of more than two
welfare regimes, either within a three-dimensional framework (Maschke 2008;
Waldschmidt 2009) or with a larger recognition of a redistributive and regulative
mix (Barnes 2000; Cohu, Lequet-Slama, and Velche 2005; Drake 1999; Hvinden
2003). Interestingly, another important observer’s approach (OECD 2010, 2003)
also reduces the complexity of disability policy to its meta-dimensions, but it oper-
ationalizes only two of them: social protection and labour-market integration.

With regard to disability-policy regimes, two studies (Waldschmidt 2009; OECD
2010) are of particular interest. Both have connections to Esping-Andersen’s (1990)
theory. Waldschmidt (2009) combines this theory with the three-dimensional
framework of Maschke (2004). Waldschmidt (2009) deductively develops a matrix
as a heuristic tool to describe how welfare regimes favour the three possible dimen-
sions. The matrix (2009, 20) indicates that the liberal regime’s strongest dimension
is that of civil rights, with labour-market integration in the middle and social protec-
tion as the weakest dimension. Furthermore, the matrix suggests that labour-mar-
ket integration is the strongest dimension in the conservative-corporatist welfare
regime; social protection comes second and civil rights third. Finally, it points out
that, in the social democratic regime, social security is most pronounced; civil
rights follow, and labour-market integration comes last (2009, 20). On the con-
trary, the OECD (2010) inductively finds a link to Esping-Andersen (1990). In 2010,
an Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) report
operationalized disability social security and disability labour-market integration.
This operationalization s in line with a prior publication (OECD 2003). Both reports
(OECD 2003, 2010) included a cluster analysis. While the first comparative study
(OECD 2003, 129) finds early indications of distinct disability-policy regimes, the
second publication (OECD 2010, 88) finds that there is a strong overlap between
the cluster results and the welfare types of Esping-Andersen (1990). According
to the OECD (2010), the division of the countries’ disability policies fit within the
countries’expected welfare regimes - although Germany, Switzerland and Ireland
are exceptions.

Waldschmidt (2009) provides an in-depth analysis that gives meaningful insight
into the relationship between a welfare regime and its disability-policy orientation,
but the argument relies on a qualitative document analysis and therefore a quan-
titative comparison of the distribution of the dimension relative to that of other



countries is not possible. Because it has another structure, the data provided by
the OECD (2010) allow this kind of quantitative modelling approach. One question
that needs to be asked, however, is whether the dimension of civil rights should
be included and whether this would have an impact on the modelling results.
This article seeks to complement the data of the OECD (2010) by adding the
dimension of civil rights. Furthermore, the article intends to apply a cluster analysis
(including data from all three dimensions) so that it is conducive to disability-policy
modelling. For this purpose, the article is divided into different parts. After this
introduction, the second part lays out the three dimensions. The third part lays out
the methods that are used for indexing the civil rights dimension and for the cluster
analysis. The fourth part presents the results. The fifth part includes a discussion of
the results and a critical assessment of the limitations of this quantitative approach.

The three dimensions of disability policy

The classification of disability policies in our analysis is inspired by Maschke (2004),
Waldschmidt (2009, 20) and OECD (2010), and includes three dimensions: social
protection, labour-market integration and social rights. Although being aware of
touching important political and academic debates,’ the understanding of the
three dimensions is not a fully theoretically deliberated understanding but rather
is primarily data driven.

The dimension of social protection includes the question of the universality of
entitlements, the required work incapacity level for entitlements, the extent of
the payment level, the permanence of benefits, medical assessment criteria, voca-
tional assessment criteria, sickness benefit levels, and durations and information
on sickness absence monitoring (OECD 2010, 99).

The dimension of labour-market integration includes the question of consist-
ency across support and coverage rules, the complexity of benefit and support
systems, the employer’s obligations, the existence of supported, subsidized and
sheltered employment programmes, information on the comprehensiveness and
timing of vocational rehabilitation, and information on the existence of a benefit
suspension option and work incentives (OECD 2010, 100).

The dimension of civil rights contains, according to Maschke (2004, 410),
anti-discrimination laws, equality laws, building codes and regulations with regard
to public transport and communication. The index is constructed with a selection
of Eurobarometer questions, which seem to measure the outcomes of this dimen-
sion. Table 1 presents these questions in detail.

Methods
Index: civil rights

Instead of applying advanced endeavours for comparing and monitoring dis-
ability rights (for example, Lawson and Priestley 2013; Quinn and Flynn 2012;
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Waddington and Lawson 2009; Waddington, Quinn, and Flynn 2015), we chose
a simpler approach with the aim of computing a civil rights index. According
to Maschke (2004, 410), the disability civil rights dimension implies two main
components: anti-discrimination and accessibility. At the level of the European
Union, data sources capture disability components; these include Special or
Flash Eurobarometer surveys (Van Oorschot et al. 2009). Recently, a Special
Eurobarometer survey focused on discrimination (Eurobarometer 2012b), and a
Flash Eurobarometer survey focused on accessibility (Eurobarometer 2012a). The
Eurobarometer surveys provide data for every member country of the European
Union; they are conducted on behalf of the European Commission. The data allow
an index to be constructed. This indexing approach is chosen because it allows for
the bundling of single information items, thus reducing complexity while simul-
taneously remaining multidimensional (Pickel and Pickel 2012, 2). Furthermore,
survey data can be used for comparative research on welfare regimes (for example,
Galvez-Munoz, Rodriguez-Modrofno, and Dominguez-Serrano 2011;Van Oorschot
2013).

Table 1 shows the construction of the index. The Discrimination Eurobarometer
asks about the views and attitudes of a representative sample of the total popu-
lation. The Accessibility Eurobarometer asks disabled people or their household
members about their experiences with (non-)accessibility. The index is constructed
from values for five questions. The first focuses on general feelings of discrimination
against disabled people, and the second examines how the respondents would
feel if a disabled person was elected to the highest political office. The final three
questions assess disabled people’s accessibility to transport, public buildings and
elections. The results of the five questions form a summative index between five
(referring to perfect accessibility and no discrimination) and zero (referring to no
accessibility and absolute discrimination).

This approach has its limitations. One has to consider that the Eurobarometer
data have a relatively low number of respondents (generally around 1000 people
per country). Second, survey data can only measure policy outcomes. Therefore,
high index values may not be entirely due to specific disability legislation; further
reasons for different outcomes cannot be ruled out. On the other hand, the fact
that the Accessibility Eurobarometer surveys disabled people or their household
members provides an advantage: this index, which is about disabled people’s civil
rights, is not completely constructed without disabled people’s voices.

Indexes: social protection and labour-market integration

The OECD (2010) operationalizes social protection and labour-market integra-
tion with data from 2007. Both dimensions’ policy provisions and instruments
are operationalized with a summative classification of 10 sub-dimensions. The
mean of each score is between zero and five, with a high score indicating a strong
occurrence of the dimension and a low score indicating a weak occurrence (OECD



2010, 85).These data can be compared with the constructed index, which also has
a score between zero and five. The combination of the index data and the OECD
data implies a reduction of the countries in the sample. Out of the initial index
sample, which consisted of 27 EU countries, only 19 are also part of the OECD
(2010) report.2. Furthermore, one has to consider that the data come from different
sources and are computed differently. The civil rights dimension has a higher mean
value, and the variance differs. Therefore, with the objective of better comparabil-
ity, the data are Z-transformed for further calculations. Z-transformation is a statis-
tical method with the aim of the standardization of data. After a Z-transformation
the data are normally distributed, and Z-transformed data from different sources
can therefore be compared better. Working with Z-scores is common in cluster
analysis (Bambra 2007; Gough 2001; Obinger and Wagschal 1998).

Cluster analysis

The goal of cluster analysis is to detect structural similarities in the index val-
ues of the countries in our sample. The method puts the countries into distinct
groups: countries with similar index values get grouped into the same cluster
whereas countries with dissimilar values are put into different clusters. We use
cluster analysis to find different models of how European nations combine the
three dimensions of disability policy. Cluster analysis is often used in comparing
welfare regimes (for example, Bambra 2007; Galvez-Muhoz, Rodriguez-Modrono,
and Dominguez-Serrano 2011; Gough 2001; Obinger and Wagschal 1998; OECD,
2010, 2003). According to recommendations (Bambra 2007, 330-335; Gough 2001,
165), a hierarchical cluster should be combined with a k-means cluster analysis.

A hierarchical cluster analysis is helpful in deducing the appropriate number of
clusters.The method can help to detect how many distinct groups of countries can
be drawn. The determining procedure for the appropriate number of clusters has
to do with the basic criteria of cluster analysis: the cluster solution simultaneously
has an appropriate homogeneity within clusters and the greatest possible heter-
ogeneity between clusters (Schendera 2010, 17). The method has, as a starting
point, an allocation of each individual case as a separate cluster; subsequently,
cases with the smallest distance (greatest similarity) are merged (2010, 23). This
procedure is continued until n cases (after n — 1 steps) are merged into a single
cluster (2010, 23). The procedure is hierarchical because the steps are carried out
in sequence and because, if a case is classified, it stays in place.

On the other hand, the k-means cluster analysis is partitioned and based on a
predefined number of clusters (Schendera 2010, 117-118). The method can help
to detect the specificities of the distinct groups of countries. There are a number
of clusters, called k, and cluster centres, called k-means. The number of clusters is
determined by the researcher at the beginning of the process. Within the process
an algorithm first searches for k initial values and calculates the inclusion of the
cases’centroids (means). The procedure of defining the centroid and recalculating



it with the inclusion of the cases is iterated many times until no further changes
occur in the values of the centroids (2010, 117-118). The cases’ membership is
defined by their positions relative to the nearest final cluster centre (final centroid).
Unlike in the hierarchical cluster analysis, the distance to their neighbours does
not play a role in the definite k-means classification.

The hierarchical cluster analysis helps to find a good solution with regard to
the trade-off between intracluster homogeneity and intercluster heterogeneity
because the distances in the merging process can be observed. Because the hierar-
chical cluster analysis is to some extent‘atheoretical, a combination with a k-means
cluster analysis is recommended (Bambra 2007, 329). Furthermore, k-means cluster
analysis also offers the possibility of checking a different number of clusters to
observe the stability of the results with regard to an alternative number of clusters
(Gough 2001, 165).

Results
Index: civil rights

Table 2 presents the summative index,* organized by descending values. The table
includes values for all 27 countries in the Eurobarometer (2012a, 2012b) surveys.
The highest scores are those for Malta, Sweden and Denmark. Hungary, Slovakia
and Cyprus have the lowest scores.

Table 2. Disability Civil Rights Index.

Country Index
Malta 4.09
Sweden 3.95
Denmark 3.88
Germany 3.79
Luxembourg 3.78
Ireland 3.77
The Netherlands 3.75
Poland 373
Spain 373
Romania 3.70
Slovenia 3.69
Finland 3.67
Austria 3.54
United Kingdom 3.52
Lithuania 3.51
France 3.50
Latvia 349
Estonia 3.48
Bulgaria 3.45
Portugal 345
Italy 3.43
Greece 341
Belgium 3.37
Czech Republic 3.22
Cyprus 3.1
Slovakia 2.99
Hungary 295

Note: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.72.



Indexes: social protection and labour-market integration

Table 3 presents the index scores for social protection and labour-market integra-
tion for the 19 countries in the OECD report (2010, 101-102). For better compa-
rability of the three dimensions, the disability civil rights values are also included.

Cluster analysis

The result of the hierarchical cluster analysis is shown in Figure 1. The dendrogram
can be read from left to right. Different countries are merged together in a step-
by-step process; subsequently, clusters emerge. Countries with very similar scores
in the three indexes are first combined with each other (e.g. Greece and ltaly).
At the beginning of the fusion, cases merge relatively constantly. Thereafter, the
distance to the next fusion increases sharply. Therefore, a four-cluster solution is
suitable for the k-means cluster analysis.

The k-means cluster analysis offers the possibility of testing a diverging number
of clusters. Table 4 presents five different k-means cluster solutions with prede-
fined start numbers of two, three, four, five and six clusters. In addition, each case’s
distance to each final cluster centre is specified.

Overall, it appears that the four-cluster solution is appropriate. Beyond the four
clusters, there is no distinct fifth or sixth cluster of multiple countries; rather, single
countries form separate clusters (five clusters: Portugal; six clusters: Portugal and
Sweden). For the three-cluster solution, a large cluster (Cluster 1) forms. The results
with two or three clusters have large and inappropriate intracluster heterogeneity,
measured as the cases’ distances to their cluster centres.

Table 3. Combining data.

Social protection® Labour-market integration® Civil rights®
Austria 24 3.0 3.54
Belgium 2.5 2.4 3.37
Czech Republic 2.4 2.1 3.22
Denmark 2.8 3.7 3.88
Finland 3.2 3.2 3.67
France 25 2.6 3.50
Germany 3.2 35 3.79
Greece 25 1.6 3.41
Hungary 2.8 2.8 295
Ireland 2.6 1.7 3.77
Italy 2.6 1.8 343
Luxembourg 2.8 2.4 3.78
The Netherlands 24 35 3.75
Poland 25 2.2 3.73
Portugal 33 1.6 345
Slovakia 2.6 2.1 2.99
Spain 2.7 2.2 3.73
Sweden 3.7 3.2 3.95
United Kingdom 2.1 3.2 3.52

Notes:

aData: mean compensation policy dimension score (OECD 2010, 101).
PData: mean integration policy dimension score (OECD 2010, 102).
Data: Authors’ own calculations (see Table 1 and Table 2).
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Figure 1. Dendrogram of a hierarchical cluster
analysis.

Second, Table 4 presents the cases’stability (or lack thereof). Most of the coun-
tries are stable in their cluster position, but there are exceptions. Denmark isin a
different cluster for the five-cluster solution than for the other solutions; Belgium
has a different position for each solution with between three and six clusters; and
the Netherlands is in a different cluster for the two-cluster solution than in the
other solutions. Both Denmark and Belgium were also clustered differently in the
hierarchical cluster analysis.

Denmark appears to be on a border between two clusters. In the hierarchical
cluster, Denmark is closest to the Netherlands, and these two cases are merged
with a cluster consisting of Belgium, France, Austria and the United Kingdom.
However, in the k-means analysis, Denmark’s position is closer to the final cluster
centre of Cluster 4 than that of Cluster 3. Belgium seems relatively discontinuous
and switches between three different options. Rather than being a borderline case,
Belgium’s appropriate classification seems to be unclear.

Further conclusions

According to Schendera (2010, 131) the interpretability is the most important
criterion of a good cluster solution. Table 5 presents the values for the final cluster
centres of the k-means analysis with a predefined number of four. Each cluster
centre shows its relative value compared with other cluster centres. In addition,
and in a broader sense in line with Waldschmidt (2009, 20), the relative expression
is also shown in X values. This design, which is inspired by Waldschmidt (2009, 20),
refers to the quantitative data of the cluster centres. The cluster group with the
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Table 5. k-means final cluster centres, k = 4.

Cluster 1(Greece, Cluster 2(Czech Cluster 3(Austria,  Cluster 4(Finland,
Ireland, Italy, Republic, Hungary, France, The Sweden,
Luxembourg, Poland, Slovakia, Netherlands, Germany,
Z-score Portugal, Spain) [Belgium]) United Kingdom) [Denmark])
Social protection 0.00 (XXX) —-0.36 (XX) -0.94 (X) 1.31 (XXXX)
Labour-market -0.93 (X) —-0.32 (XX) 0.74 (XXX) 1.21 (XXXX)
integration
Civil rights 0.23 (XXx) -1.49 (X) 0.10 (XXx) 0.98 (XXXX)

Note: XXXX, cluster with highest score within the cluster centres; X, cluster with lowest score within the cluster
centres; XXx means an ambiguous classification between XX and XXX.

highest relative expression receives XXXX, and the one with the lowest receives
X. This approach is ambiguous in the case of the civil rights dimension between
Cluster 1 and Cluster 3. On the one hand, the values are close together, and on
the other the descending order would change if Denmark, a borderline case, was
assigned to Cluster 3. Therefore, in the civil rights dimension, Cluster 1 and Cluster
3 are considered to be equal.

In Table 5, the first cluster includes Southern European and Catholic countries:
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal and Spain. All of the Southern
European countries included in the analysis are in this cluster. This cluster is charac-
terized by an emphasis on social protection rather than labour-market integration.
The second cluster provides moderate social security, moderate activating and
few rights safeguards. The second cluster includes the Czech Republic, Hungary
and Slovakia, which could thus be called an Eastern European cluster. Cluster 3
provides little social protection, high activating and average rights safeguards.
This cluster includes three countries of the conservative-corporatist (or Central
European) welfare type: Austria, France and the Netherlands. The United Kingdom
is also clustered with these countries. Finally, the fourth cluster encompasses a
high value for all three dimensions of disability policy, without trade-off between
the different types of disability policy. The fourth cluster contains the three Nordic
countries and Germany, and Denmark strongly leans towards the third cluster
and needs to be considered as a borderline case. This cluster can be seen as the
social-democratic or Nordic model of disability policy. To complete the picture,
Belgium has to be mentioned; it is indistinguishable due to ambiguous positioning
in the cluster analysis.

Discussion

Detection of disability models

The most striking result to emerge from the data is the detection of four distinct
models of disability policy in European capitalist welfare states. Each of them has
a different pattern of combining the social protection, labour-market integration
and civil rights. Although welfare regime patterns are visible in the results, a sig-
nificant number of countries are not clustered as they would be expected to in the



traditional welfare state theory. The cluster with the Southern European countries
includes three other countries that have different welfare traditions. Interestingly,
Ireland, Luxembourg and Poland are traditionally Catholic countries. It is possible
to hypothesize that the low occurrence of disability labour-market integration
could be a residual effect of a Catholic economic tradition (for example, Weber
[1904-1905] 2001). Furthermore, in contrast to its positioning in welfare state
theory, the United Kingdom is clustered with Central European countries. This
may be understandable with regard to the convergence between the liberal and
conservative-corporatist forms of disability labour-market integration (OECD 2010,
90). In addition, in contrast to earlier findings and reasoning — which suggested
that the United Kingdom is an ideal version of a liberal welfare regime that has
advanced, rights-based policies (Barnes 2000; Waldschmidt 2009) - the United
Kingdom does not have remarkably high values in the civil rights index. In fact,
the United Kingdom'’s results show a discrepancy between anti-discrimination and
accessibility. While the nation’s two indicators of anti-discrimination have high
values, the United Kingdom is near the European average regarding values for
self-reported problems of accessibility. Because Ireland is in a Southern European
cluster and the United Kingdom is in a Central European cluster, it is understand-
able that this cluster analysis indicates a four-cluster solution without a distinct
liberal model instead of a five-cluster solution. Lastly, one exception with regard
to welfare-state theory has to be mentioned. In line with the OECD’s (2010, 88)
analysis, Germany’s disability policy is clustered in the social-democratic cluster.

Limitations

Some facts have to be mentioned about the type of data used for the modelling
approach (OECD 2010, 99-102). First, the data on social protection capture the
formal eligibility and not the actual level of disability social spending. Therefore,
this leads to a view that differs from studies in which spending is considered (for
example, Maschke 2008; Priestley 2010). Second, the data for labour-market inte-
gration exclusively operationalize policy instruments for integration into a formal
and paid labour market and therefore do not cover informal or unpaid work. Third,
it should be noted that the data from the OECD (2010, 99-102) capture the year
2007.The picture these data create is therefore a pre-crisis picture. This is especially
important because the financial crisis, the Great Recession and the turning to aus-
terity may have changed countries’political economies. This could especially be the
case for countries in the first cluster. According to Josifidis et al. (2015), Portugal and
Greece have already left their institutionalized welfare traditions due to the eco-
nomic crisis and the impact of the Troika (consisting of the European Central Bank,
the International Monetary Fund and the European Commission). Furthermore,
there is evidence for a recent convergence in disability policy (Scharle, Varadi, and
Samu 2015). Further, the examination is a pre-United Nations Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities analysis: the Convention (for example, United



Nations Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner 2014) will most likely have
an impact on all the three dimensions.

Limitations from a disability studies standpoint must also be mentioned. Both
index building and cluster analysis strongly reduce the complexity of the cho-
sen topic. Because of this reduction, it is not possible to capture the complexity
of disabled people’s experiences and the impact of policies on the daily life of
people, nor is it possible to capture any kind of disability-policy discourse and
the approach is quite distant from the reality of disability in its construction. An
example of this is Malta, the country with the highest index value. First, the ques-
tion needs to be asked: is the high value of the index interlinked with the Maltese
policy of promoting accessible tourism (Callus and Cardona 2013)? It is even more
important to consider that, in Malta, disabled people still face considerable barriers
to full inclusion (Cardona 2013). Therefore, countries with a high position in the
index do not have to be regarded as an example of ‘the end of history’ because
furtherimprovements and greater involvement of the disability movement are still
needed. Rather, the index can be read as an indicator that positive developments
(e.g. in the Maltese context: the implementation of an anti-discrimination act in
2000 or changes in disability mainstreaming outlined by Cardona [2013, 279-280])
seem to be lacking in other cases, such as that of Hungary, and that such devel-
opments may need intensified political attention. This scepticism can be applied
for the OECD (2010) data as well. To frame the limitation from a disability studies
standpoint, Jolly’s (2003) dichotomy is very helpful: with the applied data, one can
detect macroeconomic but not micro-psychological power relations (2003, 521).

Implementations for disability policy-making

With regard to macroeconomic power in the political economy, one result is worth
mentioning. According to Esping-Andersen (1990), the welfare state has a signifi-
cant impact on social stratification, and the social-democratic countries have the
strongest historic commitments to reducing social inequalities. It is very striking
to detect these effects on disability policy: the countries in the fourth cluster are
among the top European countries with regard to all three dimensions. It can be
concluded that attempts to reduce social inequalities for people with impairments
do not imply any trade-offs between welfare and labour-market integration or
between redistributive and rights-based policy approaches. Rather, it shows that
a commitment to the development and maintenance of all three disability-policy
dimensions is possible. This finding could be fruitful for both national and supra-
national disability policy-making.

Notes

1. We do not want to imply that social protection and labour-market integration are
deliberated denominations, having in mind that speaking about social rights or labour-
market rights could have a more appropriate meaning. We chose these termsin order to



have a denomination in line with Waldschmidt (2009, 20) and Maschke (2004). With our
understanding of civil rights, we do not want to imply that we are following a certain
liberal argument, such as that the provision of civil rights is the sufficient obligation a
state has vis-a-vis its citizens.

2. The 19 EU countriesin both primary data sources are Austria, Belgium, France, Germany,
Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg, Slovakia and Denmark.

3. Cronbach’s alpha measures the internal consistency of the index. Because the index
variables are aimed to measure the same overarching construct (disability civil
rights), they should correlate with one another. A Cronbach’s alpha value above 0.7
is considered satisfactory (for example, Bland and Altman 1997), so this comparison’s
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.72 is an indication that its internal consistency can be considered
satisfactory even though the data come from two different Eurobarometer surveys.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

ORCID

Christoph Tschanz "= http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4686-4659

References

Aidukaite, Jolanta. Mar 2009. “Old Welfare State Theories and New Welfare Regimes in Eastern
Europe: Challenges and Implications.” Communist and Post-Communist Studies 42: 23-39. doi:
10.1016/j.postcomstud.2009.02.004.

Bambra, Clare. 2007."Defamilisation and Welfare State Regimes: A Cluster Analysis.” International
Journal of Social Welfare 16 (4): 326-338. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2397.2007.00486 .X.

Barnes, Helen. 2000. Working for a Living: Employment, Benefits and the Living Standards of
Disabled People. Bristol: Policy Press.

Barnes, Colin, and Geof Mercer. 2005. “Disability, Work, and Welfare: Challenging the
Social Exclusion of Disabled People!” Work, Employment & Society 19 (3): 527-545.
doi:10.1177/0950017005055669.

Bland, J. Martin, and Douglas G. Altman. 1997."Statistics Notes: Cronbach’s Alpha.” British Medical
Journal 314:572. doi:10.1136/bmj.314.7080.572.

Callus, Anne-Marie, and Gordon C. Cardona. 2013. “The (Untapped) Potential of Inclusive
Tourism." Insider (Special Edition): 62-63. http://www.knpd.org/pubs/pdf/InclusiveTourism.pdf

Cardona, Gordon C. 2013.“Overcoming Disabling Barriers: Disability and Attitudes to Disability
within the Maltese Context: An Insider’s Perspective.” Disability & Society 28 (2): 279-284.
doi:10.1080/09687599.2012.753186.

Cohu, Silvie, Diane Lequet-Slama, and Dominique Velche. 2005. “Les politiques en faveur des
personnes handicapées dans cing pays européens.” [Policies in Favour of Handicapped People
in Five European countries.] Revue francaise des affaires sociales 59 (2): 11-34.

Drake, Robert F. 1999. Understanding Disability Policies. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.

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

Eurobarometer. 2012a. Flash Eurobarometer 345: Accessibility. Brussels: European Commission.
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_345_en.pdf



Eurobarometer. 2012. Special Eurobarometer 393: Discrimination in the EU in 2012. Brussels:
European Commission. http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_393_en.pdf

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

Gal, John. 2004. “Decommodification and beyond: A Comparative Analysis of Work-Injury
Programmes.” Journal of European Social Policy 14 (1): 55-69. d0i:10.1177/0958928704039795.

Galvez-Mufoz, Lina, Paula Rodriguez-Modroino, and Ménica Dominguez-Serrano. 2011. “Work
and Time Use by Gender: A New Clustering of European Welfare Systems.” Feminist Economics
17 (4): 125-157. doi:10.1080/13545701.2011.620975.

Gough, lan. 2001.“Social Assistance Regimes: A Cluster Analysis.” Journal of European Social Policy
11 (2): 165-170. doi:10.1177/095892870101100205.

Hvinden, Bjgrn. 2003.“The Uncertain Convergence of Disability Policies in Western Europe.” Social
Policy & Administration 37 (6): 609-624. doi:10.1111/1467-9515.00361.

Hvinden, Bjgrn. 2013."Disability.” In The Routledge Handbook of the Welfare State, edited by Bent
Greve, 371-380. London: Routledge.

Jolly, Debbie. 2003.“The Government of Disability: Economics and Power in Welfare and Work.”
Disability & Society 18 (4): 509-522. doi:10.1080/0968759032000081039.

Josifidis, Kosta, John B. Hall, Novica Supic, and Emilija Beker Pucar. 2015.“The European Welfare
State Regimes: Questioning the Typology during the Crisis.” Technological and Economic
Development of Economy 21 (4): 577-595. doi:10.3846/20294913.2015.1055612.

Lawson, Anna, and Mark Priestley. 2013. “Potential, Principle and Pragmatism in Concurrent
Multinational Monitoring: Disability Rights in the European Union.” The International Journal
of Human Rights 17 (7-8): 739-757. doi:10.1080/13642987.2013.834494.

Lewis, Jane. 1997.“Gender and Welfare Regimes: Further Thoughts.” Social Politics 4 (2): 160-177.
doi:10.1093/sp/4.2.160.

Maschke, Michael. 2004.“Behinderung als Feld wohlfahrtsstaatlicher Politik: Eine Systematisierung
der Behindertenpolitik.” [Disability as a Field of Welfare State Policy: A Systematisation of
Disability Policy.] Berliner Journal fiir Soziologie 14 (3): 399-420. doi:10.1007/BF03204588.

Maschke, Michael. 2008. Behindertenpolitik in der Europdischen Union: Lebenssituation behinderter
Menschen und nationale Behindertenpolitik in 15 Mitgliedstaaten [Disability Policy within the
European Union: The living Situation and National Disability Policies in 15 Member States.].
Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften.

Obinger, Herbert, and Uwe Wagschal. 1998. “Drei Welten des Wohlfahrtsstaates? Das
Stratifizierungskonzept in der clusteranalytischen Uberpriifung” [Three World of the
Welfare State? Reviewing the Stratification Concept with a Cluster Analysis.] In Welten des
Wohlfahrtskapitalismus: Der Sozialstaat in vergleichender Perspektive [Worlds of Welfare
Capitalism: The Welfare State in Comparative Perspective], edited by Stephan Lessenich and
llona Ostner, 109-135. Frankfurt am Main: Campus.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). 2003. Transforming Disability
into Ability: Policies to Promote Work and Income Security for Disabled People. Paris: OECD. http://
www.oecd.org/els/emp/transformingdisabilityintoability.html

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). 2010. Sickness, Disability and
Work: Breaking the Barriers. Paris: OECD. http://www.oecd.org/publications/sickness-disability-
and-work-breaking-the-barriers-9789264088856-en.html

Oliver, Michael, and Colin Barnes. 2012. The New Politics of Disablement. Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Orloff, Ann Shola. June 1993. “Gender and the Social Rights of Citizenship: The Comparative
Analysis of Gender Relations and Welfare States.” American Sociological Review 58: 33-328.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2095903



Pickel, Gert, and Susanne Pickel. 2012. “Die Messung von Indizes in der vergleichenden
Politikwissenschaft — Methodologische Spitzfindigkeit oder substantielle Notwendigkeit.
[The Measurement of Indices in Comparative Political Sciences — Methodological Subtlety
or Substantial Necessity.] In Indizes in der vergleichenden Politikwissenschaft [Indices in
Comparative Political Sciences], edited by Gert Pickel and Susanne Pickel, 1-17. Wiesbaden:
Springer VS.

Priestley, Mark. 2010. “Disability.” In The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State, edited by Francis
G. Castles, Stephan Leibfried, Jane Lewis, Herbert Obinger, and Christopher Pierson, 406-420.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Quinn, Gerard, and Eiliondir Flynn. 2012. “Evolutions in Antidiscrimination Law in Europe and
North America: Transatlantic Borrowing: The past and Future of EU Non-Discrimination Law
and Policy on the Ground of Disability.” American Journal of Comparative Law 60 (1): 23-48.

Roulstone, Alan, and Simon Prideaux. 2012. Understanding Disability Policy. Bristol: Policy Press.

Sainsbury, Diane, ed. 1994. Gendering Welfare States. London: SAGE Publications.

Scharle, Agota, Balazs Varadi, and Fléra Samu. 2015.“Policy Convergence across Welfare Regimes:
The Case of Disability Policies. » In Work Package 102: Working Paper No 76, edited by: Welfare
Wealth Work WWWforEurope. Vienna: WWW for Europe. http://www.foreurope.eu/fileadmin/
documents/pdf/Workingpapers/WWWforEurope_WPS_no076_MS10.pdf

Schendera, Christian F. G. 2010. Clusteranalyse mit SPSS: Mit Faktorenanalyse [Cluster Analysis
With SPSS: Inclusive Factor Analysis]. Miinchen: Oldenbourg Verlag.

Stone, Deborah A. 1984. The Disabled State. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.

United Nations Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner. 2014. The Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Training Guide. New York: United Nations Publication.

Van Kersbergen, Kees. 2013.“What Are Welfare State Typologies and How Are They Useful, If at
All?"In The Routledge Handbook of the Welfare State, edited by Bent Greve, 139-147. London:
Routledge.

Van Oorschot, Wim. 2013. “Comparative Welfare State Analysis with Survey-Based Benefit
Recipiency Data: The ‘Dependent Variable Problem’ Revisited.” European Journal of Social
Security 15 (3): 224-248.

Van Oorschot, Wim, Maarten Balvers, Marjon Schols, and llse Lodewijks. 2009. European
Comparative Data on the Situation of Disabled People: An Annotated Review. Brussels: Academic
Network of European Disability Experts. http://www.disability-europe.net/content/aned/
media/ANED%20report%20European%20Comparative%20Data%200n%20the%20
Situation%200f%20Disabled%20People%20%28corrected%29.pdf

Waddington, Lisa, and Anna Lawson. 2009. Disability and Non-Discrimination Law in the European
Union: An Analysis of Disability Discrimination Law within and beyond the Employment Field.
Brussels: European Commission.

Waddington, Lisa, Gerard Quinn, and Eiliondir Flynn, eds. 2015. European Yearbook of Disability
Law. 5 vols. Cambridge: Intersentia.

Waldschmidt, Anne. 2009. “Disability Policy of the European Union: The Supranational Level”
ALTER - European Journal of Disability Research / Revue européenne de recherche sur le handicap
3 (1): 8-23.doi: 10.1016/j.alter.2008.12.002.

Waldschmidt, Anne. 2011. “Existenzsicherung - Ein soziales Recht? Uberlegungen zur Theorie
der Behindertenpolitik unter besonderer Berlicksichtigung von Menschen mit schwerer
Behinderung.” [The Minimum Standard of Subsistence as a Social Right? Reflections About
Disability Policy with Special Attention to People with Severe Disabilities.] In Herausforderungen:
Mit schwerer Behinderung leben [Challenges: Living with Severe Disability], edited by Markus
Dederich and Katrin Griiber, 61-74. Frankfurt am Main: Mabuse-Verlag.

Weber, Max. [1904-1905] 2001. The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. London:
Routledge.



