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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 
Rights, Rights, and Reinvention: 

The Role of the Welfare State in Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Policy  
 

By 
 

Misty L. Knight-Finley 
 

Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science 
 

 University of California, Irvine, 2017 
 

Professor Charles Anthony Smith, Chair 
 

Research examining countries’ policy responses to minority rights contestations typically 

focuses on the role of social movements and political institutions in delivering beneficial policy 

outcomes. Studies of same-sex relationship recognition (SSRR) policy adoption are no different. 

This dissertation diverges from previous narratives to present a theory of rights recognition 

grounded in comparative political economy and public policy.  Specifically, I argue comprehensive 

welfare states that reduce economic inequalities, better address social inequalities, and are thus more 

likely to adopt SSRR policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts. A potential 

implication of my theory—that comprehensive welfare states adopt more expansive SSRR 

policies—comes into conflict with existing research on policy reinvention suggesting early adopting 

states adopt sub-optimal policies and then update them to keep pace with later adopters.  

I test my theory and the competing hypotheses about the welfare state’s effects on policy 

expansiveness using a mixed-methods research design and a database of SSRR policy adoptions in 

20 countries between 1978 to 2015. Cox proportional-hazards models allow me to examine the 

effects of the welfare state on the timing of policy adoption, and a case study of the United States and 

the Netherlands illuminates key theoretical mechanisms. I disentangle the competing hypotheses 
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about policy expansiveness in several ways. First, a seemingly unrelated estimation procedure 

involving multiple component event history analyses and robust/sandwich standard errors allow me 

to evaluate the differing effects of covariates on each type of policy adoption. I then use logistic 

regression to discern whether comprehensive welfare states adopt more expansive SSRR policies. 

Lastly, I examine the relationship between welfare state comprehensiveness and the number of 

policies states adopt over time.  

I find welfare state comprehensiveness predicts the adoption of an SSRR policy, but that 

comprehensive welfare states do not necessarily adopt the most expansive policies—at least initially. 

Instead, comprehensive welfare states adopt less expansive policies and update them to keep pace 

with their late adopting peers. These findings improve our understanding of identity politics and 

comparative welfare states, offering a cautious commentary on the potential pitfalls of retreating on 

social rights. They also bolster previous findings about the implications of policy reinvention. 

Finally, my approach to studying SSRR policy adoption offers some synthesis for the eclectic strand 

of research attempting to explain SSRR policy adoption.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

In 1979, the Netherlands changed its tenancy laws to allow a tenant’s partner, regardless of 

sex, to become a co-tenant after two years of joint-residency—resulting in the world’s first same-sex 

cohabitation policy (Schrama 2015; Waaldijk 2004). Over the next decade, Denmark (1986), Sweden 

(1987), and Norway (1989) followed suit in adopting cohabitation policies. Denmark also adopted 

the world’s first registered partnership policy (1989), affording gays and lesbians nearly all the rights 

of marriage—save some parenting rights that were later extended (Lund-Andersen 2015). Then, in 

2000, the Netherlands pioneered same-sex relationship recognition (SSRR) policymaking again, this 

time adopting the world’s first same-sex marriage policy.  

In the years between Denmark’s registered partnership policy (1989) and the Netherlands’ 

same-sex marriage policy (2000), the number of countries recognizing same-sex relationships grew 

from four to eleven, and many early adopters of both cohabitation and registered partnership 

policies bulked up the rights available to same-sex couples either by expanding existing legislation or 

adopting new policies. As of this writing, 40 countries recognize same-sex relationships in some 

capacity, and recognition is imminent in Taiwan—following a High Court ruling on the issue 

(Chappell 2017)—and Germany. Figure 1.1 shows the number of countries adopting SSRR policies 

since 1978. The x-axis shows the passage of time, while the y-axis tracks all instances of first policy 

adoption. Though the rate of policy adoption is slow in the early years, the pace increases 

significantly from 1995-2016. Given these numbers, one might conclude that states are converging 

around same-sex relationship recognition. 
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Figure 1.1 Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Patterns Worldwide, 1978-2016 

 

 

Though parsimonious, the narrative masks important variation in the timing of policy 

adoption and the types of policies adopted—in some instances implying deeper and broader rights 

than exist. For example, even as Norway (1993) and Sweden (1994) cautiously followed Denmark’s 

lead in extending rights to same sex couples through registered partnerships, other states still 

adopted cohabitation policies (offering inferior levels of security) through the early 2000s. Figure 1.2 

shows the pattern of registered partnership adoption between 1989 and 2016. It also shows 

cohabitation policy adoption during this time. It is clear registered partnerships did not immediately 

replace cohabitation policies as the method of choice for recognizing same-sex relationships. 

Instead, adoption of both policies rose in concert, until the number of countries with registered 

partnership policies outpaced the number of countries with cohabitation policies in 2006.   
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Figure 1.2 Worldwide Patterns of Registered Partnership Policy Adoption, 1989-2016 

 

Similarly, when the Netherlands opened civil marriage to same-sex couples in 2000, many 

states continued to adopt registered partnership policies, while others—including some countries in 

South America—turned to civil marriage. Most recently, Italy adopted a registered partnership policy 

in 2016. Figure 1.3 shows the pattern of civil marriage adoption from 2000 to 2016. It also maps the 

cohabitation and registered partnership policies adopted during this period. Again, there is a 

noticeable overlap in the adoption of the three policy types, though same-sex marriage continues to 

trail registered partnership policy adoption. 
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Figure 1.3 Worldwide Patterns of Same-Sex Marriage Policy Adoption, 2000-2016 

 

The two preceding figures render the parsimonious policy convergence story unsatisfying, 

and, a deeper look at by-country adoption (Table 1.1) does little to restore our faith in the narrative. 

Why did the United States adopt its first policy 36 years after the Netherlands pioneered SSRR? Why 

did Italy adopt a registered partnership policy instead of same-sex marriage in 2016? Why did 

Australia only recognize same-sex couples’ relationships through a cohabitation policy in 2008? A 

move away from the convergence narrative generates countless questions. This dissertation 

addresses two of them: the timing of policy adoption and the types of policies adopted. 
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Table 1.1 Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Policies Worldwide by Policy Type, 1979-20161 

Cohabitation Registered Partnership Civil Marriage 

Netherlands (1979) 
Denmark (1986) 
Sweden (1987) 
Norway (1989)2 
Israel (1994) 
Hungary (1996) 
Germany (1997) 
Belgium (1998) 
Canada (2000) 
New Zealand (2000) 
Czech Republic (2001) 
Portugal (2001) 
Austria (2003) 
Croatia (2003) 
Brazil (2004) 
Australia (2008) 
Ecuador (2009) 

 

Denmark (1989-2012)3 
Norway (1993-2009)3 
Sweden (1994-2009)3 
Iceland (1996-2010) 3 
Netherlands (1997) 
Belgium (1999) 
France (1999) 
Germany (2000) 
Finland (2001) 
New Zealand (2001) 
Luxembourg (2004) 
United Kingdom (2004) 
Andorra (2005) 
Slovenia (2005) 
Czech Republic (2006) 
Columbia (2007) 
Switzerland (2007) 
Uruguay (2008) 
Austria (2009) 
Hungary (2009) 
Ireland (2010) 
Liechtenstein (2011) 
Croatia (2014) 
Ecuador (2014) 
Estonia (2014) 
Malta (2014) 
Chile (2015) 
Cyprus (2015) 
Greece (2015)  
Italy (2016) 

Netherlands (2000) 
Belgium (2003) 
Canada (2005) 
Spain (2005) 
South Africa (2006) 
Norway (2008) 
Sweden (2009) 
Argentina (2010) 
Iceland (2010)  
Portugal (2010)  
Denmark (2012) 
Brazil (2013) 
France (2013) 
New Zealand (2013)  
Uruguay (2013) 
Luxembourg (2014) 
Finland (2015)  
Ireland (2015) 
Mexico (2015)4 
United States (2015)  
Columbia (2016) 

1. France (1999), United Kingdom (2004), Ireland (2010), Greece (2015), and Italy (2016) recognized same-sex 
cohabitation and registered partnerships simultaneously. Finland (2017), which makes some legal references to 
“marriage-like” relationships, began recognizing same-sex couples under these provisions when its same-sex marriage 
policy took effect. Malta (2016) created a cohabitation policy for same and opposite-sex couples two years after adopting 
registered partnership legislation. The policy was designed to diversify the partnership options available to all couples. 
I exclude these instances of policy adoption from my observations because the human rights perspective taken here 
warrants a focus on the most expansive accommodations available in a country. 
2. Norway began including gays and lesbians into cohabitation laws in 1989, but adopted a more expansive policy in 
1991. 
3. Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Iceland terminated their registered partnership policies when same-sex marriage 
became available. 
4. A 2015 Supreme Court ruling in Mexico effectively legalized same-sex marriage. No laws were changed, but the 
Court ruled that states defining marriage as between a man and woman violated the constitution. If states with 
existing bans on same-sex marriage deny a couple a marriage license, the couple can seek a license from the Court.  
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First, what explains the timing of policy adoption? Extant work on SSRR policy adoption identifies 

social movement networks, policy processes, and political institutions as determinants of policy 

adoption. The social movement literature argues movement organizations and activists pressure 

governments to implement favorable policy change (Fernandez and Lutter 2013; Frank, Camp, & 

Boutcher 2010; Keck & Sikkink 1998; McGann & Sandholtz 2012). Three policy process literatures 

also offer insight on the matter. First, the policy typologies literature asserts policy change in social 

regulatory policies, such as those governing SSRR, happens when the existing regulatory regime 

ceases to resolve society’s moral conflicts (Heichel 2015). Second, the literature on the social 

construction of target populations suggests policy benefits like SSRR policies are less likely to be 

conferred when policy targets—in this case gays and lesbians—are viewed negatively and lack 

political power (Schneider and Ingram 1993). Third, policy diffusion research argues policy in 

neighboring states and previous policy within a state (e.g. anti-discrimination policies benefitting 

gays and lesbians or narrower relationship recognition policies) increase the likelihood of favorable 

policy adoption (Ayoub 2015; Glass, Kubasek, & Kiester 2011; Haider-Markel 2001; Schmitt & 

Obinger 2013; Waaldijk 2001). The existing literature on political institutions also implicates a range 

of institutional features including electoral systems (Khanani & Robinson 2010; Osterbur 2012; 

Rayside 2007), divisions of power (Osterbur 2012; Rayside 2007, 2010), religion (Canetti-Nisim 

2004; Fernandez and Lutter 2013; Herek 1984; Horvarth & Ryan 2003; Peres 1995), partisan legacies 

(Fernandez and Lutter 2013), and political economy measures including income inequality 

(Andersen & Fetner 2008), social expenditures (Badgett 2004), and orientations toward the economy 

of care (Wilson 2013) as important to either the adoption of gay and lesbian rights or tolerance 

toward said groups.  

The second question I answer in this dissertation is “what explains the scope of policies adopted?”. 

Much of the research on SSRR policies assumes the convergence perspective, if not theoretically, 
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then methodologically. That is, this body of work largely considers the determinants underlying the 

adoption of any SSRR policy, rather than the determinants of specific policy types. I know of two 

notable exceptions. First, Kollman’s (2013) work on the subject discusses the different types of 

SSRR policies though it does not offer a generalizable thesis on the reason states adopt one policy 

type over another. Second, Waaldijk (2005) categorizes the legal consequences of different policies 

across nine countries, but his work aims to observe benefit schemes more than to theorize about the 

existence of specific types of policies.  

This dissertation begins to fill gaps in our understanding of SSRR policy adoption by 

detailing an overlooked explanation of policy adoption. Specifically, I theorize the effects of welfare 

state comprehensiveness on SSRR policy adoption between 1978 and 2015. In so doing, I also 

extend the range of existing timing studies, many of which do not cover the period after 2005—

critical years in SSRR policy adoption. Furthermore, I contribute to broader understandings of 

identity politics, public policy, and comparative welfare states.   

To summarize my argument: welfare state comprehensiveness shapes states’ responses to 

inequalities—both economic and social. More comprehensive welfare states produce greater 

economic equality that creates an intolerance for social inequalities absent in less comprehensive 

welfare states more comfortable with economic inequality. This phenomenon is the result of two 

sub-processes. First, welfare policy regimes structure state-level solution searches to policy 

problems. Second, the economic equality in comprehensive welfare policy regimes leads to social 

solidarity. These features lead more comprehensive welfare regimes to adopt SSRR policies sooner 

than their counterparts. Yet, this early policy adoption results in piecemeal policymaking that 

requires frequent updating to resolve newly identified social inequalities as they arise.  

The remainder of this chapter has three sections. In the first, I define same-sex relationship 

recognition. The second section discusses the importance of this study for political science at large, 



 

 

8

for public policy and welfare state research specifically, and for the communities of gays and lesbians 

impacted by these policies. The final section of this chapter discusses my research design and the 

plan for this dissertation.    

 

Same-Sex Relationship Recognition: What Is It? Why Does It Matter? 

Throughout this dissertation, I use the term same-sex relationship recognition (SSRR) to 

describe the policies governments use to confer rights and responsibilities to same-sex couples.1 The 

policy instruments wielded for this task take on a great deal of nominal variation because of both 

government peculiarities and researchers’ attempts at synthesis. An example of the former: the 

French first opted for the pacte civil solidarité (civil solidarity pact or PACs) while the Swedes settled 

on the business-like registerat partnerskap (registered partnership). Researchers, by contrast, often use 

umbrella terms like registered cohabitation, registered partnership, and civil union interchangeably. 

Despite this nominal variation, SSRR policies can be reduced to a few substantive categories 

(Kollman 2013; Osterbur 2012; Waaldijk 2005); and, doing so improves our understanding of policy 

adoption. Following the lead of both researchers and activists, I identify three broad categories of 

relationship recognition: cohabitation, registered partnership, and civil marriage.  

Cohabitation policies govern informal relationships.2 Historically, these policies developed—

through legislation, case law, or both—to regulate established, non-marital (intimate) relationships 

between heterosexual couples.3 The policies tend to be patchwork in nature, stitching together 

unique sets of benefits and obligations in response to the perceived risks of these informal 

                                                           

 

1 Though some research (Fernandez and Lutter, 2013; Kollman 2007, 2013) refers to same-sex unions (SSUs), I use 
SSRR to denote a broader spectrum of recognition than is typically implied by the term SSU, including cohabitation 
policies. 
2 Cohabitation is sometimes described as informal or unregistered cohabitation. The underlying relationships may also 
be referred to as informal relationships. Other times, legislation or case law merely references “two people above the age 
of eighteen living together in a marriage-like relationship” (Sverdrup 2015).  
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relationships. Common benefits include the ability to sponsor a foreign partner for immigration, the 

ability to make medical decisions for a partner, and the right to remain in shared housing upon one 

partner’s death. Following the death of one partner or the dissolution of the cohabiting relationship, 

a partner may be responsible for joint debts, or obliged to split “joint” property. Some states even 

require partners to pay support payments to a former cohabitant. 

States have included same-sex couples into cohabitation policies in two ways. The first (and 

most common) way, which I will refer to as piecemeal inclusion, was pursued in the Netherlands. 

Through piecemeal inclusion, same-sex couples gain rights incrementally (and often slowly) from 

separate pieces of legislation or distinct court cases after an initial law, like the 1979 tenancy law, 

grants couples a modicum of rights in a policy area. Other states pursued what I call wholesale 

inclusion. With wholesale inclusion, a comprehensive set of legislation equalizes treatment between 

same and opposite-sex couples in several areas of the law simultaneously. Australia pursued 

wholesale inclusion in 2008.   

Cohabitation policies do not require couples to register their relationships with any state 

authority to receive benefits. This also means that couples in states with the most expansive 

cohabitation legislation run the risk of subjecting themselves to obligations historically imposed on 

married couples just by living together. The absence of a formal registration requirement means that 

in most states the legal standing of the relationship is subjective and legal disputes around benefits 

or obligations must be handled on a case by case basis.4 For gay and lesbian couples who lack access 

to formalized relationship options, cohabitation policies offer hope that they will be protected, but 

they do not guarantee protection. When access to formal relationship recognition exists, 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

3 Recently, Malta developed a cohabitation policy to protect both same and opposite-sex couples as an alternative to 
existing formal relationship options. 
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cohabitation policies offer same and opposite-sex couples choices in relationship formation, for 

instance an easier de-coupling process.  

Unlike cohabitation policies, registered partnership policies—also called registered 

cohabitations, domestic partnerships, or civil unions—require couples to declare their relationship 

status with the state to reap the corresponding benefits. Benefits and obligations vary by country, 

but policies fall into one of two sub-categories. The first group of policies offer some number of 

benefits and obligations, but fall short of providing same-sex couples with the rights afforded 

heterosexual married couples—as in the case of the French PACs. The second group of policies, 

which I call “all but marriage” policies confer the tangible rights and responsibilities of heterosexual 

marriage, but do not provide the symbolic benefit of full equality. In some cases, like that of 

Germany, states first introduce a simple registered partnership policy, and then expand it through 

legislation and/or case law over time until it evolves into an all but marriage policy. In other 

instances, like that of the French PAC, states purposefully distinguish between registered partnership 

policies and marriage by reserving specific benefits for each level of recognition. 

Where most cohabitation policies were designed for heterosexual couples and then 

expanded to include same-sex couples, registered partnership policies were developed to serve a 

broader range of goals. For instance, some states, like Denmark, adopted policies exclusively for 

same-sex couples. Other states, like France, developed policies to address both declining marriage 

rates and demands for SSRR. This latter group of states made their registered partnership policies 

available to couples regardless of sexual orientation. In a few instances, states (like Greece in 2008) 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

4 Some states, such as Sweden, have increasingly narrowed the divide between married and unmarried couples. On the 
one hand, this allows unmarried, cohabiting couples a great deal of benefits. On the other hand, couples must endure 
many marital obligations, especially if they terminate the relationship. In either case, it has reduced the subjectivity in 
regulating cohabiting couples’ relationships. 
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adopted policies to address declining marriage rates and later incorporated same-sex couples into the 

recognition scheme. 

In requiring couples to register their relationships, these policies offer guaranteed access to a 

set of rights and responsibilities. As one of multiple policy options, registered partnerships offer 

couples eschewing marriage for personal or traditional reasons an option to both demonstrate their 

commitment to one another and ensure they receive legal protections in the face of one partner’s 

death or the dissolution of a relationship. However, as the sole option for formalizing one’s 

relationship, even the most expansive registered partnership policies come up short in terms of their 

symbolic value relative to marriage.  

Retracing the complex history of marriage falls outside the scope of this dissertation. It is 

worth noting, however, that marriage has evolved from its roots as an institution for familial 

provision to a matter of individual choice “based increasingly on mutual affection between spouses” 

(Amato 2007). As this change has occurred and institutions have developed to supplement provision 

previously found only through familial ties, countries continue to regulate these relationships, with 

many states offering extensive benefits for married persons. For instance, the United States General 

Accounting Office (2004) identified over 1,100 benefits of marriage. Similarly, Marriage Equality 

(n.d), an Irish non-profit, identified over 160 statutory differences between Irish civil partnerships 

for same-sex couples and civil marriage. Though marriage may not represent the most flexible family 

policy—especially when it is the only option available for recognizing relationships—access to 

marriage represents an important step in achieving equality for gays and lesbians. Indeed, any step 

toward recognizing gay and lesbian relationships, represents a step toward including all citizens in 

full social citizenship. 
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Significance of the Study 

In this dissertation, I eschew the convergence narrative of SSRR policymaking to emphasize 

the variation in policy adoption. I also introduce a political economy theory of rights recognition 

that subsumes many of the existing explanations for SSRR policy adoption.5 To that end, I join three 

disparate literatures—comparative welfare states, public policy, and identity politics—to improve 

our understanding of SSRR policy, specifically, and rights recognition more generally.  

My approach to studying SSRR policy adoption has implications for each of the literatures I 

mention at the outset of this section. First, despite research demonstrating that “families of public 

policy” exist, welfare state studies continue to develop in parallel to other political science research 

(Castles & Mitchell 1993; Obinger & Wagschal 2001). Where early research on the welfare state 

relies on assumptions of the typical citizen, later work considers the effects of socioeconomic 

structures on women and other minorities (Esping-Andersen 1990; Orloff 1993; Wilson 2013). In 

this vein, I ask how welfare states designed to care for typical (heterosexual) citizens fair at providing 

for atypical (gay and lesbian) citizens. By integrating welfare state studies with insights from public 

policy on policy typologies and reinvention, I identify new factors impacting SSRR policy adoption. 

I also contribute to our understanding of identity politics and citizenship by examining the way the 

welfare state and public policy processes progress or impede minority rights policy adoption.  

Citizenship theory has been upended by “new social movements” seeking to garner 

recognition and rights not just in spite of, but also because of, group differences (Moosa-Mitha 

2005). Much of this work explores the well-being and rights of legal citizens—children, persons with 
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disabilities, LGBTs—whose characteristics render them on the margins of the population and often 

excluded from full social (and sometimes even, legal) participation (Phelan 2001). As globalization 

diversifies the world’s democracies, research must understand how states can best accommodate 

emerging populations and identities while maintaining civil discourse and democratic stability. My 

approach to studying SSRR policy adoption yields a theory of rights recognition that incorporates 

many existing explanations and provides necessary parsimony to a cluttered debate. My posited 

pathway subsumes the hodge-podge of independent variables currently in the literature. For some 

relationships, like the correlation between social spending and income inequality, it provides 

theoretical justification. Other relationships, like those between religion and policy adoption, likely 

occur as related processes through the pathway I specify. Thus, my research links together previous 

results through a more interconnected and manageable framework. 

This research also has practical implications. First, it should make clear to activists and 

policy-makers that social and economic policymaking has real-world implications for members of 

disadvantaged groups.  The results of this study should suggest to activists that those nations that 

best care for their citizens are more attuned to minority rights claims. That said, activists should look 

to how states have solved previous policy problems when deciding how to frame the issues at hand. 

Second, these findings should serve as a reminder that for members of disadvantaged groups, threats 

of welfare state retrenchment pose risks beyond the reduction of financial resources and may well 

lead to a contestation over social citizenship rights. 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

5 The decision to evaluate SSRR policies in this analysis raises questions about whether and to what extent they differ 
from other minority rights policies. In my view, there are at least two benefits to operationalizing minority rights as 
SSRR policies. First, SSRR represents a relevant (but not an emergent) issue. Thus, SSRR policies provide the data 
necessary for a full-frame analysis of minority rights while also offering an opportunity to comment on ongoing policy 
debates. Second, evaluating SSRR policies allows me to consider the role the welfare state plays in the life of a group of 
atypical citizens for whom the welfare state was not created. In that sense, evaluating SSRR policies is a decidedly robust 
test of the welfare state’s impact on minority rights. In that vein, my research tests previous findings about the effects of 
institutional variables on minority rights in general and on gay and lesbian rights more specifically. 
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Plan of the Dissertation 

In this dissertation, I ask why states differ in their adoption of same-sex relationship 

recognition policies in terms of both the timing of policy adoption and the scope of policies 

adopted. These question span considerations of public policy, comparative welfare states, and 

identity politics. To answer them, I articulate a comparative political economy theory of rights 

recognition which I test through a multi-method research design. The remainder of the dissertation 

is organized as follows.  

In Chapter Two, I articulate a two-part theory of rights recognition. Drawing on both 

comparative welfare states and public policy literature, I describe how welfare state 

comprehensiveness shapes same-sex relationship recognition policy adoption and scope. I then 

detail why existing explanations—including those implicating social movements, policy processes, 

and institutions—fail to fully explain SSRR policy outputs. The chapter concludes with a set of 

expectations to be tested throughout the dissertation. 

Chapter Three illustrates the effect of the welfare state on policy timing. Following extant 

research, I conduct an event history analysis of SSRR policy adoption in 20 western nations as a test 

of the policy timing component of my theory. Where previous research suggests these policies result 

from a host of institutional variables, I demonstrate the importance of evaluating policy adoption in 

the context of welfare state comprehensiveness. I find support for my theory using several different 

measures of welfare state structures. I then bolster the quantitative analysis with a comparative case 

study of policy adoption in the Netherlands and the United States which demonstrates the presence 

of key indicators supporting the mechanisms I detail in Chapter Two. 

Chapter Four interrogates my argument about the effect of the welfare state on policy 

reinvention and scope. I answer scope-related questions in three ways. First, I use multiple 

component event history analyses to examine the effects of the welfare state on each type of SSRR 
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policy. Robust/sandwich standard errors allow me to evaluate the differing effects of covariates on 

each type of policy adoption. I subsequently employ logistic regression to investigate whether, 

conditional on policy adoption, comprehensive welfare states adopt broader policy accommodations 

for same-sex couples. Finally, I examine the relationship between welfare state comprehensiveness 

and the number of policies states adopt over time.  

Chapter Five summarizes the insights gleaned from the preceding chapters. I consider the 

scope conditions under which I expect my theory to hold and bolster my argument about its 

generalizability by introducing a simple analysis of SSRR policy adoption in South America. I also 

elaborate on the possible generalizability of the theory regarding minority rights recognition beyond 

gays and lesbians.  

  



 

 

16

CHAPTER TWO 

A Comparative Political Economy Theory for Rights Recognition and 
Reinvention 

In this chapter I develop a theory of rights recognition grounded in comparative political 

economy—specifically, the welfare state—to explain the timing and scope of same-sex relationship 

recognition (SSRR) policies in advanced democracies.6 In brief, I argue welfare state 

comprehensiveness shapes states’ responses to inequalities. To expand, the economic equality found 

in comprehensive welfare policy regimes produces an intolerance for social inequalities not found in 

less comprehensive welfare states more comfortable with economic inequality.  Two sub-processes 

underpin this dynamic.  First, welfare policy regimes offer specific toolkits for resolving policy 

problems. Second, comprehensive welfare policy regimes promote tolerance and social cohesion. 

Regarding policy timing, I argue these features lead comprehensive welfare policy regimes to adopt 

SSRR policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts.  Turning to the issue of policy 

scope, I follow the policy reinvention literature and assert early policy adoption results in less 

expansive policies that states must update frequently to resolve emerging inequalities resulting from 

increased issue awareness and policy learning. Thus, all else being equal, comprehensive welfare 

policy regimes adopt SSRR policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts, but do not 

necessarily adopt the broadest accommodations. 

I diverge from previous research on gay and lesbian rights that frames these issues as the 

result of either first principle concerns of morality, political institutions, or social movement 

networks. This conceptual framework of welfare policy regimes and mixed-methods comparative 

approach enhances our understanding of welfare states, rights recognition, and public policy. First, it 

flips the traditional narrative about social welfare provisions arising from established civil and 
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political rights (e.g. Marshall 1950), instead proposing a model of rights provision where  social 

rights help secure civil and political rights for gays and lesbians. Second, this approach focuses on 

the variation in policy type and the effects of alleged explanatory variables considering said variation. 

In so doing, I contribute to an emerging literature in comparative public policy that considers the 

scope of policy change. I demonstrate that nuanced policy attributes impact policy diffusion and 

innovation.  

 The remainder of this chapter serves to flesh out the micro-foundations of my argument. 

The next section recounts the historical development of the welfare state and details the role of key 

welfare state features in the theory. Subsequently, I discuss the literature on policy reinvention and 

its relevance to policy scope. I then turn to the burgeoning literature on SSRR policy adoption and 

the nascent comparative public policy discussion on policy scope. This section looks at literature on 

social movements, political institutions, and policy processes to illuminate the need for my analysis. 

Subsequently, I reiterate the framework and derive hypotheses before offering some concluding 

remarks.   

The Welfare State and Rights Recognition 

Welfare State Development 

The welfare state was largely born from a desire to ward off socialist and capitalist forces in 

continental Europe (Crepaz & Damron 2009; Esping-Andersen 1990). The social insurance 

programs created under Otto von Bismarck in Germany and Eduard von Taaffe in Austria served 

both to protect individuals against market forces, and to unite diverse nations—tying citizens’ 

“loyalties” to “the central state authority” (Crepaz & Damron 2009; Esping-Andersen 1990, p. 24). 

Other advanced democracies followed suit in introducing measures of social protection, with most 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

6 I use the term same-sex relationship recognition rather than same-sex unions (SSU) to denote a broader spectrum of 
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early schemes designed to protect the male breadwinner and his family from the risks of 

incapacitation and unemployment.  

As social policy schemes matured, states varied their approaches to social welfare. Some 

states developed universal programs to target a wide-range of social problems, while others 

developed narrowly-tailored schemes to address specific market risks (Bonoli 2007). For instance, 

Sweden responded to both declining birth rates and increasing female labor force participation by 

developing a universal public childcare system that simultaneously encourages female labor force 

participation and childbearing (Earles 2011).  In contrast, the United States adopted the Child and 

Dependent Care tax credit, a convoluted tax code that allows working parents with children in 

formal childcare arrangements to reduce their tax liability. Though theoretically a universal program, 

stipulations on the credit limit top dollar deductions to low-income families and the high cost of 

childcare mean many families pay large out-of-pocket sums for care (Laughlin 2013). That said, the 

program increases labor force participation amongst single mothers in the United states, reducing 

dependency on the country’s underfunded, means-tested welfare scheme. While welfare states 

emerged to protect citizens of capitalist democracies from post-war market risks and the changes 

brought on by industrialization, they have now evolved into expansive, self-reinforcing state 

structures, differentiated by key features and characteristics that shape public policy (Castles 1998). I 

expect these same features to impact SSRR policy outputs.  In the section that follows I briefly 

review the welfare state classification literature before turning to a discussion of the effects of the 

welfare state and welfare state variation on SSRR policy. 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

recognition than is typically implied by the term SSU. 
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A Background on Welfare State Classification 

Much welfare state research focuses on categorizing the aforementioned social policy 

variation found across states. In his seminal work on the issue, Esping-Andersen (1990) groups 

states on two dimensions—decommodification and stratification.7 The former refers to a citizen’s 

ability to forgo labor force participation without risking his or her general well-being; and, the latter 

references the system of social relations promoted by social policy.  Countries fall into three 

categories or “regimes” based on these criteria: liberal, conservative (also called corporatist or 

Christian democratic), and social democratic. The liberal regimes—for instance, the United States, 

Canada, and Australia—demonstrate low levels of decommodification and high levels of 

stratification. They typically provide meager, means-tested benefits, and produce dualisms or 

divisions between the stigmatized minority of welfare recipients and the majority of the population 

who rely on the market for provisions.  The conservative welfare policy regimes—including Austria, 

France, Germany, and Italy—exhibit moderate levels of decommodification and high levels of 

stratification. While more generous than the liberal regimes, conservative regimes emphasize the 

“preservation of status differentials” (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Additionally, the Church plays an 

integral role in shaping corporatist countries as evidenced by their strong commitments to traditional 

nuclear families and gendered divisions of labor. The third regime type, the social democratic 

welfare state, is embodied in the Scandinavian countries. Characterized by high levels of 

decommodification and low levels of stratification, these countries promote universal equality by 

                                                           

 

7 Building on Esping-Andersen’s (1990) typology, several scholars argue he did not arrive at the correct number of 
regimes or he misclassified some of the countries he considers. Researchers have suggested a distinct Mediterranean or 
Latin Rim regime—separating out some combination of Greece, Spain, Italy, Portugal, and Switzerland from the 
corporatist continental European regime—(Bonoli 1997; Ferrera, 1996; Leibfried 1992; Saint-Arnaud & Bernard 2003), 
an Asian regime encompassing high-income countries like Japan and South Korea (Goodman & Peng 1996; Jones 1993), 
a Post-Communist regime (Castles & Obinger 2008), and a Radical regime encompassing the liberal states of Australia, 
New Zealand, and Great Britain on the grounds that they spend less on welfare, but offer high levels of benefit coverage 
(Castles & Mitchell 1993). Other researchers stress the importance of acknowledging temporal variation in welfare state 
comprehensiveness (Castles 1998, 2004; Green-Pedersen & Haverland 2002; Hicks 1999; Kitschelt 2001; Powell & 
Barrientos 2004; Scruggs & Allan 2006). That said, these alternate analyses generally support the original typology. 
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crowding out the market. Benefits designed to afford everyone at least a middle-class lifestyle allow 

working-class citizens to fully enjoy in rights that other regimes reserve for the middle and upper 

classes. Social democratic welfare states place great emphasis on the economic rights and freedoms 

of individuals rather than families (as is done in conservative states). 

Departing from Esping-Andersen’s classification, other scholars focus on alternate welfare 

state provisions or outcomes including poverty (Leibfried 1992), gender relations (Orloff 1993; 

Pateman 2000; Sainsbury 1996; Siaroff 1994), social expenditures (Bonoli 1997), and health care 

(Bambra 2004). At the heart of this research is an understanding that welfare states have differing 

effects on different social groups (Sainsbury 1996). In this vein, Crepaz and Damron (2009) argue 

the social categorization—or the tendency to divide people into “us” and “them”—that takes place 

in less comprehensive welfare states generates prejudice against minorities—the “them” in society. 

Citizens in more comprehensive welfare states, by contrast, demonstrate less chauvinistic attitudes 

toward immigrants. Similarly, Bonoli (2007) explains, the socioeconomic effects of post-

industrialization have relegated the protection of the male breadwinner to a place of lesser 

(normative) importance. Instead, states must determine how best to meet the needs of those made 

most vulnerable by new socioeconomic trends—women, young people, and low-skill workers—a 

job at which comprehensive states are succeeding, while others are not. If welfare state goals differ 

with respect to whom and how to help, then the differential effects of welfare policy on various 

subgroups within society are a logical and expected outcome. Likewise, there is reason to expect that 

differing welfare state approaches to policy impact SSRR policy adoption. In the following sections, 

I draw on literature in comparative welfare studies and public policy to detail the processes by which 

the welfare state shapes SSRR policy. 
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The Role of the Welfare State in Rights Recognition 

In rectifying economic inequalities or not, leaders and citizens create national narratives 

about the nature of inequality. In these narratives, they detail the causes of inequalities and the role 

of the state and citizens in correcting these problems. This narrative differs substantially in more and 

less comprehensive systems. After all, it is hard to justify expansive poverty alleviation programs 

when the state and its esteemed citizens believes poor people are lazy; and, it is similarly challenging 

to champion a narrowly-tailored, social program to address issues believed to be widespread and to 

plague even the best members of society. To be sure, the relationship between inequality narratives 

and social policy is reciprocal. National narratives about inequality shape social policy and social 

policy similarly shapes inequality narratives. This process occurs regardless of welfare state 

comprehensiveness, but impacts comprehensive and non-comprehensive states differently. In 

comprehensive states, welfare structures promote economic equality. This equality produces an 

intolerance for social inequalities that not only sustains robust welfare policy programs, but that also 

shapes other policy areas. The narratives of personal responsibility in non-comprehensive welfare 

states, on the other hand, condone and rationalize inequalities. The resulting welfare policies support 

individual and market-based solutions to social problems and perpetuate inequalities in welfare 

policy administration and beyond. In what follows, I discuss two features underpinning inequality 

narratives: the policy solutions and tools available to states and the role of trust in society.  

Welfare States as Policy Regimes 

The idea that shared characteristics—whether structural, historical, linguistic, or otherwise—

produce similar welfare policy outcomes underlies welfare classification research (Castles & Obinger 

2008; Wilson 2013). Welfare states affect public policy by, among other things, influencing how 

problems are defined and structuring the solution search (Crepaz & Damron 2009; Korpi and Palme 

1998; Obinger and Wagschal 2001). For this reason, I view welfare states as welfare policy regimes 
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and expect those states with similar welfare policy outputs to share patterns of SSRR policy 

adoption. One reasons for this is that past policy solutions structure states’ future choices in terms 

of both substantive solutions available and preferred solution methods—state-based versus market-

based solutions (Polyani 1944). Furthermore, literature on policy learning implies adopting policies 

similar in substance or solution to previously successful policies increases the ease of policy adoption 

while decreasing the electoral risk. Comprehensive welfare states routinely adopt elaborate state-

centered benefit programs to address policy problems and mitigate market risks (Bonoli 2007). Less 

comprehensive regimes, in contrast, rely on individuals and the market to address problems.  

Welfare States, Tolerance, and Social Trust  

Welfare states “shape attitudes” (Crepaz & Damron 2009, p. 3), make citizens (Leibfried and 

Pierson, 2000), and promote social trust (Larsen 2007; Rothstein and Stolle, 2003; Uslaner 2003). 

Yet, all welfare states are not created equal (Flora & Heidenheimer 1981). Comprehensive welfare 

states can rectify social inequalities because their generous, equalizing expenditures create individual-

level consensus in support of such efforts, what Gelissen (2002) calls “state system[s] of 

institutionalized solidarity” (p. 59). Titmuss (1968) argues that comprehensive welfare programs 

bolster “the social ethic of human equality” (p.355). Less comprehensive systems lead to 

stigmatization (Titmuss 1968) and “[legitimize] inequality” (Flora & Heidenheimer 1981, p. 25) as 

the majority wrestles with the boundaries of need and whether the “needy” are to blame for their 

own misfortunes (Rothstein 2001). Kumlin and Rothstein (2005) find support for the welfare state’s 

ability to both build and break trust in their analysis of trust levels and welfare participation amongst 

Swedish citizens. Experience with selective, means-tested programs decreases interpersonal trust, 

while experience with universal (or comprehensive) programs increases interpersonal trust. They 

argue the discretion afforded to grassroots bureaucrats in distributing means-tested benefits impedes 

procedural justice—or citizens feeling that the system is fair—and encourages cheating on the part 
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of candidate recipients and skepticism on the part of government workers. As a result, interpersonal 

trust suffers. Similarly, research finds economic inequality can undermine the tolerance fostered by 

national-level economic development (Andersen & Fetner 2008). 

Implications for Same-Sex Relationship Recognition 

At least two implications for SSRR policies follow from an understanding of welfare states as 

policy regimes and their effects on tolerance and trust. First, I expect comprehensive regimes will 

adopt SSRR policies earlier than less comprehensive states. SSRR policies require the adoption of 

state-centered benefit programs; thus, comprehensive regimes are better primed for state action and 

should adopt these policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts. Furthermore, 

because comprehensive welfare policy regimes offer benefits based on citizenship, rather than on 

contingencies such as employment or marriage, social policy benefits are widespread. Consequently, 

an expansion of the institution of marriage or similar structures does not extend as many (social or 

financial) benefits to same-sex couples. The means-testing and scarce social policy resources found 

in less comprehensive regimes, by contrast, lead to routine stigmatization and categorization of 

minorities. This negative perception of minorities makes the extension of policy benefits electorally 

complicated at best (Schneider and Ingram 1993; Boushey 2016). Absent stigmatization and 

categorization, policy benefits such as SSRR policies should be advanced sooner. Second, I expect 

citizens and companies (markets) in less comprehensive states to develop solutions to the problems 

presented by a lack of SSRR policies before states intervene. Scarce policy resources in less 

comprehensive states make for contentious policy debates over SSRR adoption; but, market- based 

regimes make individuals and organizations natural sites for solving problems on a smaller, less 

contentious scale (such as within a like-minded city or company, or through private contracts). In 

the next section, I discuss the welfare state’s effect on trust and tolerance and my corresponding 

expectations for SSRR policy. 
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Policy Reinvention and the Scope of Rights Recognition 

Policy innovation occurs when states adopt an initial policy solution for a new policy 

problem (Walker 1969). Traditional studies of innovation identify policy innovators as those states 

adopting policies first (Taylor et al. 2012; Walker 1969). Indeed, my argument about the role of the 

welfare state in SSRR policy adoption relies on this understanding of innovation and identifies 

welfare state comprehensiveness as a determinant of SSRR policymaking innovation. The problem 

with this traditional understanding of innovation, however, is the preferencing of early policy 

adoption at the expense of policy content (Glick & Hays 1991; Taylor et al. 2012). In many cases, 

states adjust borrowed policy to meet their needs or to overcome domestic contextual barriers to 

adoption (such as varying ideological contexts), resulting in substantive policy differences. Thus, 

while policy borrowers are not the first to solve policy problems, they may be innovative in how they 

solve problems.  

Recognizing evolving policy and policy amendments as innovation, research on policy 

reinvention circumvents a reliance on early policy adoption to more fully specify policy innovation 

and diffusion processes (Glick & Hays 1991; Hays 1996a; Hays 1996b; Mooney & Lee 1995, 1999; 

Taylor et al. 2012). Specifically, it not only considers the original adoption of policy—innovation—

but also subsequent changes and amendments—reinvention. Hays(1996b), following Rogers (1978, 

2010; Rice and Rogers 1980), identifies two forms of reinvention. The first occurs during the 

diffusion process as states adjust borrowed policies, for instance France’s pacte civil solidarité 

(registered partnership) policy borrowed the concept of a registration scheme from neighboring 

countries, but purposefully restricted the tangible and symbolic rights of the recognition scheme 

relative to marriage in a way earlier adopters did not. The second type of reinvention—what Rogers 

terms renovation—comes in the form of amendments to existing policy to better solve policy 
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problems. The Netherland’s decision to move first from a cohabitation policy to a registered 

partnership, and then to a civil marriage policy exemplifies this type of reinvention.  

The examples of France and the Netherlands explicate the variation in innovation and 

reinvention in SSRR policymaking. Yet, existing research on SSRR policy ignores the specifics of 

policies when considering the determinants of adoption. If, policy features impact diffusion and 

adoption—as the policy innovation and reinvention literatures suggest (Makse and Volden 2011; 

Boushey 2016)—then we must examine SSRR adoption through the lens of reinvention. My 

argument about the role of the welfare state in policy adoption implies comprehensive welfare states 

should adopt expansive policies, but research on policy reinvention suggests an alternative 

hypothesis. Specifically, early adopters adopt inferior policy and must update their policies to 

compensate (Hays 1996b). As time passes and policies diffuse, early-adopting states learn about 

shortcomings in their own policies and watch later-adopting states pioneer more expansive policies 

(Glick & Hays 1991; Hays 1996a; Mooney & Lee 1995).  Thus, if more comprehensive welfare states 

adopt policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts, they may not adopt the most 

expansive accommodations—at least initially. If the reinvention hypothesis holds, and early states 

fail to adopt optimal policies, this leaves us to wonder whether comprehensive states catch up. 

Explaining Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Adoption and Scope  
 

In this section I review several literatures that help us understand SSRR policy adoption, 

including the literatures on social movements, policy processes, political institutions, and political 

economy. Social movement research argues movement organizations and activists impact policy 

adoption by pressuring governments (Fernandez and Lutter 2013; Frank, Camp, & Boutcher 2010; 

Keck & Sikkink 1998; McGann & Sandholtz 2012). The first of three important literatures on policy 

processes, the policy typology literature on social regulatory policy, asserts policy change occurs 
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when the regulatory status quo ceases to appropriately resolve conflicts of first principles (Heichel 

2015). The second of these literatures suggests that benefits, like SSRR policies, will be less likely to 

be adopted when LGBT people are viewed negatively and lack political power (Schneider and 

Ingram 1993). Third, the literature on policy diffusion suggest that policy in neighboring states and 

previous policy within a state increases the likelihood of policy adoption (Ayoub 2015; Glass, 

Kubasek, & Kiester 2011; Haider-Markel 2001; Schmitt & Obinger 2013; Waaldijk 2001). The 

existing literature on political institutions implicates a range of institutional features including 

electoral systems (Khanani and Robinson 2010; Osterbur 2012; Rayside 2007), divisions of power 

(Osterbur 2012; Rayside 2007, 2010), religion (Canetti-Nisim 2004; Duriez et al. 2002; Fernandez 

and Lutter 2013; Herek 1984; Horvarth and Ryan 2003; Peres 1995), and partisan legacies 

(Fernandez and Lutter 2013). Finally, key research on comparative political economy provides a 

rationale for the study at hand as research finds income inequality (Andersen & Fetner 2008), social 

expenditures (Badgett 2004), and the political economy of care (Wilson 2013) impact attitudes 

toward and/or policies for gays and lesbians. 

While previous research offers important insight into patterns of SSRR policy adoption, it 

fails to answer the questions posed here. First, it largely ignores the issue of policy timing. Given 

that 19 of the 20 countries in this study adopt some type of SSRR policy by 2015, time-invariant 

concepts and institutions alone cannot help us understand policy adoption and policy timing 

provides a more fruitful area for study. Second, these literatures approach SSRR policy adoption 

from a perspective of convergence, if not theoretically, then methodologically. That is, they consider 

any type of policy adoption, rather than the specific types of policies adopted, thereby ignoring the 

nuanced effects of policy scope. In particular, early studies ignore the variation in policy as a means 

of increasing the number of observations.  A focus on the timing of policy adoption allows us to 

learn the relative effect of welfare policy, while an understanding of the scope, or degree of 
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accommodation, gives us insight on the substantive benefits of policies across cases. In what 

follows, I thoroughly review these literatures before returning to a defense of my proposed 

framework in the subsequent section.  

Social Movements 

Social movement theories argue policy change occurs, in part, because of movement 

organization and mobilization (Cress & Snow 2000; Soule et al 1999). One branch of research finds 

that intra-national social movements can set policy priorities by lobbying elites and shape aggregate 

opinion by communicating policy consequences to the public (Cress & Snow 2000; Skocpol et al. 

1993; Soule 2004). Other research focuses on the role of social movements in the international 

dissemination of policies. Social movement pressure partially explains why human rights have 

become culturally entrenched, especially in western nations (Ayoub 2015; Boli & Thomas1997; 

Finnemore & Sikkink 1998; Meyer, Boli, & Ramirez 1997). The transnational activism theory asserts 

policy adoption occurs when movement activists, favoring new policy, form relationships with 

international organizations, thus strengthening the position of these policies in international culture 

and producing transnational activist networks that pressure governments to adopt preferred policies 

(Fernandez and Lutter 2013; Frank, Camp, & Boutcher 2010; Keck & Sikkink 1998; McGann & 

Sandholtz 2012). Research demonstrates both the direct and indirect effects of movement forces on 

legislatures, courts, and organizations across a range of policy areas. When this research considers 

the role of social movements in SSRR policy adoption (Ayoub 2015; Fernandez and Lutter 2013; 

Osterbur 2012; Soule 2004), it does so at the expense of considering policy scope.  

In this study, I rely on the assumption that social movements and activists serve as carriers 

(or policy entrepreneurs) for SSRR policies, delivering policies to those places where demand is 

highest and success is most probable. Social movements must consider both the electoral conditions 

and the public opinion within a state and pursue the correct type of policy given said preconditions.  
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Social movements literature largely ignores the role welfare policy regimes play in structuring 

opportunities for social movements. Specifically, comprehensive regimes can soften public opinion 

to the plight of minority groups and the expansive policy regimes can liberate elected officials to 

pursue state-centered solutions to policy problems.  

Policy Processes 

The literature on policy processes examines the role of key actors in the policy cycle from 

problem identification through evaluation. This body of work offers several insights into the 

adoption and scope of SSRR policies. First, it can help us understand the relationship between 

policymaking within and between states. The most comprehensive theory of same-sex marriage 

adoption argues these policies result from incremental policy change (Waaldijk 2001). Relying 

primarily on the case of the Netherlands, Waaldijk (2001) asserts the process begins with the 

decriminalization of homosexual activities, which gives way to the implementation of anti-

discrimination legislation, and, later, relationship recognition. This step-by-step normalization of 

homosexuality impacts the attitudes of publics and elites in independent and reciprocal ways, 

ultimately creating an opening for the development or expansion of same-sex relationship 

recognition. Others also attest to the possibility of an LGBT-friendly state, with some arguing that 

friendly policies facilitate the adoption of same-sex marriage (Glass, Kubasek, & Kiester 2011; 

Wilson 2013). A related line of logic, building on contact theory—interaction with “the other” is 

more likely to create amicable feelings toward that person’s social group—  argues anti-

discrimination legislation and early informal cohabitation policies may lead to more “out” gays and 

lesbians and thus shift public opinion such that subsequent policy adoption is less contentious, or 

move legislators’ opinions on the issue in ways that encourage them to adopt (and even introduce) 

more expansive relationship recognition policies (Dasgupta and Rivera 2008; Herek 1997; Lewis 

2011). Recent public opinion research lends credence to these arguments, showing the adoption of 



 

 

29

tangible policies—those policies that directly impact citizens—builds support for analogous policies 

by (re)defining the target population (Pacheco 2013).  

Policy diffusion research suggests states, with an eye on what other nations are doing, may 

“mimic” problem definition and policy solutions to increase the likelihood of policy adoption 

(Boushey 2010, p. 140; Collier and Messick 1975; Schmitt and Obinger 2013; Walker 1969). Thus, 

the adoption of a policy in one country may lead to the subsequent adoption (or purposeful non-

adoption) of a policy in adjacent countries. In their study of global liberalization, Simmons and 

Elkins (2004, p 186) find that “governments are sensitive to external signals.” Countries can allow 

their neighbors with SSRR to serve as policy laboratories. As the neighbors’ “experiments” succeed 

alongside mounting economic and cultural pressures, countries may move to adopt policies to 

remain attractive places for gays and lesbians to live.  

While these literatures improve understanding of the causes and timing of policy adoption, 

we must look to alternate policy process literatures for better insight into policy scope. The literature 

on policy typologies suggests policy change occurs when policy legitimacy breaks down, rather than 

when policies prove ineffective (Knill, Adam, and Hurka 2015; Heichel 2015). Consider the case of 

same-sex sexual relations. If prohibitions on or the absence of SSRR policies aim to eliminate such 

expressions of human sexuality, then they have long been ineffective. Only when arguments about 

the illegitimacy of governing these relationships gained traction were the regulatory frameworks 

questioned. Furthermore, the directional change of policy will depend upon the options for voice 

(social movements) and exit (non-compliance) within a political system.  Related scholarship on 

policy design argues the perception and power of target groups determines the electoral 

consequences of policy proposals and, thus, the types of policies adopted (Boushey 2016; Schneider 

and Ingram 1993). Specifically, policy benefits like SSRR are more likely to be advanced when 
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society views gays and lesbians favorably and when gays and lesbians possess substantial political 

power. Absent both conditions, policy burdens will dominate policymaking.  

Though these literatures on policy processes help us understand the adoption and scope of 

SSRR policies, timing and scope are rarely considered together. Taylor et al. (2012) identify a similar 

problem in the case anti-discrimination protections for sexual orientation and gender identity. 

Furthermore, these literatures fail to consider how welfare policy regimes structure the legitimacy of 

values within a state and the electoral risks of policymaking by shaping states’ policymaking toolkits 

and citizens’ trust and tolerance. 

Political Institutions 

While many studies consider the role of institutions on human rights policy adoption, fewer 

consider the role of institutions on policy scope. Furthermore, results from studies on the effects of 

political institutions are equivocal. For instance, we know proportional representation facilitates the 

adoption of SSRR policies (Khanani and Robinson 2010; Osterbur 2012) and foster a more 

deliberative legislature that better represents minority interests (Lijphart 1999; McGann 2006; 

McGann and Sandholtz 2012; Nino 1996). But, this same deliberation may serve to delay the most 

expansive accommodations as representatives seek to develop broad governing coalitions. Similarly, 

while the broader literature on federalism argues subnational governments increase policy 

innovation, reducing the cost and complexity of finding a policy solution and leading to more rapid 

policy diffusion (Boushey 2010), scholarship specific to SSRR cites federalism as a primary 

roadblock to policy adoption in the United States (Osterbur 2012; Rayside 2007, 2010).  

Research suggests both religion and religiosity predict intolerance (Canetti-Nisim 2004; 

Duriez et al. 2002; Peres 1995) and negative attitudes toward marginalized social groups (Fernandez 

and Lutter 2013; Herek 1984; Horvarth and Ryan 2003). Religious values frame debates over same-

sex unions (Kollman 2007), especially when religious authority underpins national identities (Ayoub 
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2014). The casual observer notes the resistance to policy adoption, particularly same-sex marriage, in 

deeply religious countries—Italy, Greece, the United States—as evidence. Yet, religion fails to 

explain resistance to same-sex marriage in France, the early adoption of such policies in Spain and 

Portugal, or the adoption of registered partnerships and the referendum on same-sex marriage in 

deeply conservative Ireland. To be sure, religious traditions underpin some conceptualizations of 

welfare policy regimes, but much of the work on SSRR policy adoption eschews the policy legacies 

nations have established through the development of robust welfare states and secular governments 

even as religiosity and religious affiliation decreases in the western world.  

Legislative makeup often determines the success of recognition measures (Fernandez and 

Lutter 2013). In deciding whether to advance relationship recognition policies, legislators must 

consider their individual electoral costs. On a macro level, parties’ ideological positions and relative 

strength in the legislature shape the cost-benefit analysis. Left parties often champion social justice 

issues, such as LGBT rights, while conservative parties often oppose these measures or remain silent 

(Stewart 2010). In fact, some conservative party platforms strongly oppose these rights—particularly 

civil marriage—even after they enter the popular discourse and more liberal parties assume a neutral 

or favorable stance on them. For instance, Australia’s Christian Democratic party disparages the 

Green party’s “anti-Christian agenda” which includes “recognizing same-sex marriage and 

[adoption]” (Christian Democratic Party 2014). In 2013, the leader of Italy’s Unione Democratici di 

Centro (UDC), a major Christian Democratic party, compared gay marriage to pedophilia (Gessa 

2013). To be sure, Christian Democratic parties are not alone in their disparagement of or disregard 

for LGBT rights—the U.S. Democratic party did not support same-sex marriage until 2012.  

Comprehensive welfare states should shift policy debates such that SSRR policies present fewer 

electoral costs for most legislators, though the scope of policy likely moderates this relationship. 

Thus, the absence of both scope considerations and a simultaneous consideration of the welfare 
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state and partisan composition of the legislature represents an impediment is to fully understanding 

SSRR policy processes.  

Comparative Political Economy 

A few scholars have considered the effects of political economy on gay and lesbian issues, 

including social expenditures (Badgett 2004), income inequality (Andersen & Fetner 2008), and the 

political economy of care (Wilson 2013). This section recounts the contributions of these closely 

related studies—including the questions asked, the policies studied, and the framework employed—

to further support the research at hand. In particular, I emphasize how previous research explores 

related concepts without fully considering the role of the welfare state in structuring policy adoption, 

and how this same research fails to consider the timing and scope of policy adoption.   

Badgett’s (2004) qualitative comparative analysis of relationship recognition finds countries 

with partnership recognition—broadly defined to encompass any formal or informal recognition, 

regardless of the benefits conferred—also have high social expenditures (a feature of comprehensive 

welfare states). Though she initially theorizes those states that spend more money on social welfare 

will be less likely to adopt partnership recognition policies for gays and lesbians because of the costly 

benefits said nations would have to extend, she concludes that partnership policies mean less in 

generous states because it comes with fewer economic benefits. A few key problems plague 

Badgett’s (2004) argument. First, she incorrectly conflates the symbolic and tangible values of 

partnership policies. Just because generous states reduce the tangible costs of extending partnership 

policies to gays and lesbians, does not mean the symbolic value of these policies declines. Indeed, 

the flood of gays and lesbians that seek partnership recognition following its legalization indicate 

that these policies are valuable. Second, the study does not consider the role timing or scope play in 

structuring adoption patterns. Instead, Bagett (2004) merely identifies observational relationships. 

Finally, she fails to consider the possibility that more generous states are just more inclusive. Absent 
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the culture of social stigma created by means tested welfare schemes (Rothstein 2001), minority 

rights contestations are evaluated with an eye toward inclusion, leaving less room to deny gays and 

lesbians relationship recognition.  

Andersen and Fetner (2008) find income inequality decreases tolerance for homosexuality, 

arguing that those countries with more egalitarian income distributions (another feature of 

comprehensive welfare states) produce higher levels of trust and tolerance (also a feature of 

comprehensive welfare states). This study supports my underlying argument about inequality 

narratives. Specifically, it provides evidence that inequality begets social discord, but my theoretical 

argument moves beyond these individual-level processes to explain resulting policy outcomes and to 

consider the role policy scope plays in shaping policy adoption.  

Finally, Wilson (2013) examines the role of the political economy of care in the adoption of 

lesbian and gay “friendly” policies—including anti-discrimination, partnership recognition, and 

parenting rights. She establishes a dichotomy between European countries and the United States, 

arguing the former possess a cultural and social policy commitment to care provision along with 

assumptions that such provision is awarded (universally) by virtue of citizenship. She demonstrates 

that shortages of care providers at key time points results in the liberalization of family policy to 

encompass gays and lesbians. Wilson not only eschews policy variation and scope in her study, 

instead looking at gay and lesbian policies broadly, but also argues for a homogenous view of 

Europe, despite decided variability in the timing of policy adoption and the types of policies 

adopted.   

 Drawing on concepts closely related to and features of comprehensive welfare states, 

previous research leads us to the unique set of questions in this dissertation. Surely, the adoption of 

SSRR policies results from an overlapping collection of the dynamics presented here. Yet, an 
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important narrative about the effect of welfare states on SSRR adoption remains absent.8 In 

particular, research largely fails to develop more refined measurements of policy type, fully explore 

the timing mechanism, and consider the variation within Europe and the similarities between the 

United States and some European nations—arguably important factors given nearly all western cases 

have adopted some form of SSRR. Research on policy scope is all but absent from the larger 

scholarly conversation. In some cases, scholars acknowledge the theoretical problems with omitting 

scope considerations, but do so for methodological reasons. In other instances, scope is ignored all 

together. Given that policy attributes shape adoption patterns, scope must be considered. 

Furthermore, variations in scope have tangible effects for gay and lesbian couples and families. In 

what follows, I reiterate my theory of rights recognition and introduce hypotheses to be tested in 

subsequent chapters.   

Explicating the Theory 

 In the preceding sections I maintain that a full understanding of SSRR policy adoption 

patterns requires an evaluation of policy timing and scope while considering the role welfare policy 

regimes play in shaping policy adoption on both dimensions. I detail the literature leading me to this 

conclusion and indicate the processes by and ways in which I expect welfare policy regimes to 

impact the timing and scope of SSRR policies. To reiterate, I argue social policy programs create 

national narratives about (in)equality and that these narratives differ based on welfare regime 

comprehensiveness. The policy toolkits available to policymakers and the buildup or breakdown of 

trust and tolerance that occurs depending upon the specifics of these narratives lead me to expect 

differing outcomes for SSRR policy timing and scope.  

                                                           

 

8 Wilson’s (2013) work arguably comes closest to the research at hand, but remains distinct in terms of the questions 
asked and the measurements employed.  
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Welfare State Regimes and Policy Timing 

The most comprehensive welfare policy regimes exhibit decreased stratification, increased 

decommodification, an ability to adapt to a broad range of social risks, and universal social 

provisions that reduce dualisms in society. These states have an intolerance for inequalities which 

they view as arising because of circumstance, rather than personal shortcomings. This intolerance 

for inequalities delegitimizes policies sanctioning unequal social relationships, such as the inequalities 

gays and lesbians face when they are denied access to partnership recognition. This delegitimization 

arising from social solidarity in comprehensive welfare policy regimes, coupled with a state-centered 

approach to social policy making leads to earlier policy adoption in comprehensive regimes as 

compared to their less comprehensive counterparts. Thus, if comprehensive welfare policy regimes 

are less tolerant of inequalities and more reliant on state-centered solutions to social policy problems 

than their counterparts, then they will adopt SSRR policies sooner than their less comprehensive 

peers. This leads to a testable hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 1: Comprehensive welfare policy regimes will adopt SSRR policies sooner than 

their less comprehensive peers.   

What happens in less comprehensive regimes amidst rising social pressure when national 

policy does not develop? The second implication of my theory suggests individuals and 

organizations in market- based regimes will pioneer solutions on a smaller, less contentious scale 

(such as within a like-minded city or company, or through private contracts). Thus, a second 

hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2: Less comprehensive welfare policy regimes will contrive sub-federal and 

organization-level solutions to the problems posed by a lack of national-level SSRR. 
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Welfare State Regimes and Policy Scope 

Throughout this chapter, I insist that a full understanding of SSRR policy adoption can only 

come from an examination of the scope of policies adopted. That is, a complete articulation of the 

effects of SSRR policy adoption must consider the benefits SSRR policies afford gays and lesbians. 

One reason for this is that policy variation can serve as a signal about the value society places on the 

inclusion of a minority group, such as gays and lesbians in the case of SSRR policies. A second 

reason we must understand policy scope is because the varying accommodations states afford same-

sex couples tangibly and symbolically impacts the lives of gays and lesbians. These underlying 

realities about policy scope suggest states may adopt each type of policy for different reasons, 

though previous SSRR research does not empirically test this idea. Thus, the following competing 

hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 30: The determinants of SSRR policy adoption are equivalent across policy types. 

Hypothesis 3: The determinants of SSRR policy adoption vary significantly across policy types. 

An understanding of the way national narratives about inequality structure societies’ 

relationships with minorities might lead to the assumption that more comprehensive welfare policy 

regimes enact the broadest possible policy accommodations, but research in public policy offers a 

competing narrative about policy scope. Specifically, literature on policy learning and reinvention 

(e.g. Glick and Hays 1991) suggests that early adopting states looking for policy solutions from 

seemingly analogous programs will fail to adopt optimal policies. Instead, these early adopters will 

need to update their policies to rectify emerging illegitimacies and keep pace with late adopters who 

learn from their predecessors (Glick and Hays 1991; Maske & Volden 2011). Thus, if comprehensive 

welfare policy regimes adopt policy early, they will likely update their polices to keep pace with 

subsequent adopters. This, too, leads two testable hypotheses about the scope of policy adoption 

relative to welfare state comprehensiveness.  
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Hypothesis 4: Conditional on policy adoption, less comprehensive welfare states are more 

likely to adopt more expansive accommodations than their less comprehensive peers. 

Hypothesis 5: More comprehensive welfare states will update their policies more times  than 

will less comprehensive states. 

Conclusion 

 
This chapter advances a theory of rights recognition grounded in an understanding of 

comparative political economy. Specifically, I argue that more comprehensive welfare states adopt 

rights accommodations sooner than their less comprehensive peers. Key features of the 

comprehensive welfare state reduce acceptance of inequalities, leading to the delegitimization of a 

state’s existing approach to rights. However, those states that adopt accommodation policies early 

on (e.g. comprehensive welfare states) often develop imperfect policy solutions, thereby 

necessitating subsequent revision—especially once later adopting states adopt more expansive 

accommodations. 

This argument provides the theoretical foundation for the hypotheses presented here. In the 

next two chapters, I evaluate the effects of the welfare state on the timing to rights recognition 

policy adoption (Chapter Three) and on the scope of adopted policies (Chapter Four) using same-

sex relationship recognition policies in 20 countries.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

When Can We Say ‘I Do’?: Welfare Policy Regimes and Policy Timing9  

On September 13, 2000, The New York Times reported “Dutch Legislators Approve Full 

Marriage Rights for Gays.” Though seemingly sudden, the Dutch adoption of same-sex marriage 

was the culmination of 13 years of policy change, with two other same-sex relationship recognition 

(SSRR) policies preceding the legislation—a 1979 cohabitation policy and a 1997 registered 

partnership policy (De Visser 2012). Nearly 15 years after the Netherlands implemented this historic 

legislation (and 36 years after its 1979 cohabitation policy became the world’s first same-sex 

relationship recognition [SSRR] policy), The New York Times featured a parallel headline—“Supreme 

Court Ruling Makes Same-Sex Marriage a Right Nationwide,”—in response to the U.S. Supreme 

Court’s legalization of such unions in Obergefell v. Hodges (2015). In the time between these headlines, 

several western European countries adopted cohabitation, registered partnership and same-sex 

marriage laws. Likewise, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, several U.S. states, and a handful of Latin 

American countries also moved to recognize same-sex relationships, catapulting gay and lesbian 

issues onto the global human rights stage 

In the previous chapter, I assert the scholarship on same-sex relationship recognition 

contains at least two important oversights. First, while much research considers the timing of SSRR 

policies (Fernandez and Lutter 2013; Osterbur 2012), this work fails to consider the scope of policy 

adoption, if not theoretically, then at least empirically. Second, research largely overlooks the role of 

the welfare state in structuring adoption patterns.  This chapter focuses on the second of these 

oversights. What explains this policy adoption? Why do some states—like the Netherlands—adopt 

                                                           

 

9 In many American weddings, partners agree to an officiant’s list of marital commitments and responsibilities by 
responding with ‘I do.’  The phrase “saying ‘I do’” has become a colloquial reference for getting marriage.  
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policies early and update them over time, while others—like the United States—adopt a single policy 

more than 30 years after the invention of SSRR? 

Throughout this dissertation, I maintain SSRR policy adoption can, in part, be understood as 

the result of welfare policy regime comprehensiveness. In brief, I assert that the economic equality 

found in the most comprehensive regimes reduces the legitimacy of social inequalities. By contrast, 

the delegitimization process takes longer in less comprehensive regimes, where economic inequality 

is tolerated. To expand, narratives about economic inequality can be easily extended to address social 

inequalities. This results from two sub-processes. First, welfare regimes structure states’ approaches 

to resolving policy problems. Past policy solutions guide future choices in terms of both substantive 

solutions and preferred solution methods—state-based versus market-based solutions (Polyani 

1944). Specifically, comprehensive welfare states accustom to adopting elaborate state-centered 

benefit programs to address policy problems and mitigate market risks will look to their existing 

rosters of top-down solutions, while less comprehensive regimes rely on individuals and the market 

to address policy problems that arise (Bonoli 2007).  

Consider a simple example to demonstrate the intuitive sense of this argument. Having 

never seen a screwdriver, you are given a hammer and asked to remove a screw from a wall. After 

thinking over your task, you use the claw of the hammer to remove the screw the way one might 

typically remove a nail. Your success garners recognition, and day after day, you are asked to remove 

screws from walls—a task you undertake in the manner described above. Then, one day when asked 

to remove a screw from a wall, you are presented with a hammer and a screwdriver. If you are a 

moderately perceptive person, you know that other people—somewhere far away from where you 

are—use screwdrivers to remove screws; but, you have always used a hammer. How do you 

respond? If your propensity for curiosity is high, perhaps you attempt to manipulate the screwdriver. 

Most likely, you wield your hammer and get to work—especially if your job depends on it.  After all, 
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your method has proved both safe and successful. Solving policy problems with familiar solutions 

increases the ease of policy adoption and decreases the electoral risk. 

Second, comprehensive regimes promote tolerance and social cohesion. The generous, 

equalizing expenditures of comprehensive states bolster social solidarity by promoting equality 

(Crepaz & Damron 2009; Gelissen 2002; Larsen 2007; Rothstein and Stolle 2003; Titmuss 1968; 

Uslaner 2003). On the other hand, less comprehensive regimes encourage social categorization. Said 

categorization leads to stigmatization and decreased interpersonal trust as people compete for scarce 

resources and negotiate the boundaries of need and greed (Kumlin and Rothstein 2005; Rothstein 

2001; Titmuss 1968).  

As a consequence of these features, comprehensive welfare policy regimes, better equipped 

to address inequalities, adopt SSRR policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts. 

Thus, the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Comprehensive welfare policy regimes will adopt SSRR policies sooner than 

their less comprehensive peers.   

What does this mean for less comprehensive regimes? In the absence of national-level 

policy, I expect individuals and organizations in less comprehensive regimes, with an emphasis on 

market solutions to social problems, to develop solutions in smaller, less contentious settings (such 

as within a like-minded city or company, or through private contracts). Thus, my second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Less comprehensive welfare policy regimes will contrive sub-federal and 

organization-level solutions to the problems posed by a lack of national-level SSRR. 

The remainder of this chapter has four sections and proceeds as follows. In the next section, 

I discuss the data and method I use to test my main hypothesis, including my case selection and my 

measures for the alternate explanations for SSRR policy adoption discussed in Chapter Two. In the 

second section, I quantitatively test my hypothesis against alternate explanations using a series of 



 

 

41

event history analyses that capture the effects of different welfare policy regime features on different 

types of SSRR policies. In the penultimate section, I briefly examine policy adoption in both the 

Netherlands and the United States, with an emphasis on the differences in the policy processes and 

the timing of policy adoption. The final section summarizes the chapter’s findings and discusses 

their significance. 

 
Data and Methods 

 

My first hypothesis asserts states with more comprehensive welfare regimes adopt national-

level SSRR policies sooner than states that lack such regimes. In this section, I describe the data and 

methods I use to test this hypothesis beginning with the statistical analyses. 

Case Selection 

Much of the existing work on welfare states focuses on western nations (Castles & Mitchell 

1993; Esping-Andersen 1990; Scruggs 2004). More recent research on developing welfare states does 

not cover as much time or as many social program dimensions as the classic research on the west. 

The availability of key measures of the welfare state and the data for alternate hypotheses between 

1978 and 2015 largely dictate my case selection. There is also theoretical reason to believe that the 

policies adopted by non-Western states arise from different processes and conditions (Ayoub 2015). 

Though focusing on the west reduces the degrees of freedom and restricts the variation of the 

independent variables in the model, variation in SSRR policy adoption despite similarity in 

institutional design, is unexpected and interesting (Pettinicchio 2012).10 Ultimately, my dataset 

includes 20 countries. Appendix A provides a look at key institutional features of each. 

                                                           

 

10 I exclude some smaller western European countries due to a lack of welfare state data. Alternate specifications of the 
Esping-Andersen Typology Model that include Luxembourg and Iceland indicate that their inclusion conforms to the 
results presented herein. 
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Tracking Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Policies 

The dependent variable measures the number of years from 1978 until the passage of the 

SSRR measure of interest. The data come from an original data set—drawn from a combination of 

primary and secondary sources (Center for European Family Law 2017; International Gay and 

Lesbian Association (ILGA) 2017; Kollman 2013; Osterbur 2012; Waaldijk 2005)—on the year of 

policy adoption in 20 western industrialized nations from 1978 to 2015. Because many scholars and 

organizations document the date of policy implementation rather than policy adoption, I checked 

dates across multiple sources including news reports in The New York Times. When necessary, I also 

used countries’ legislative websites.  

Measuring the Welfare State  

In the previous chapter I present a picture of the welfare state as both a collection of social 

programs aimed to foster citizen well-being and as an institution able to shape social relations and 

behaviors. I use three different measures of the welfare state to capture the key theoretical 

dimensions I delineate.11 While my three variables are related, they measure distinct features of 

comprehensive welfare states and the different pieces of my theoretical argument.12   

The first measure, Esping Andersen’s typological classification, captures states’ approaches 

to policy—their regime associations. Esping-Andersen (1990) classifies countries on two 

dimensions: decommodification and stratification. Decommodification refers to a citizen’s ability to 

forgo labor force participation without risking his or her general well-being. Absolute 

decommodification would require robust social programs to offer dollar-for-dollar income 

replacement, thereby eliminating financial hardship in the face of unemployment, disability, or other 

                                                           

 

11 Appendix A provides summary statistics for each of the variables in my analyses. 
12 The correlation coefficients for the welfare state variables are as follows: 0.3334 for Family Welfare Expenditures and 
Welfare State Comprehensiveness; 0.5659 for Social Democratic State and Welfare State Comprehensiveness; and, 0.3770 for Family 
Welfare Expenditures and Social Democratic State. 
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income-reducing life events. In practice, the best programs replace about 80% of the average 

worker’s income, meaning high-income earners receive a smaller replacement wage relative to their 

incomes (Scruggs &Allan 2006). States may further limit the effective benefit of social policies 

through stratification—the system of social relations promoted through limits (such as work 

requirements or income ceilings) placed on access to benefits.  

Evaluating countries on these two dimensions, Esping-Andersen identifies three regime 

types—liberal, conservative, and social democratic. Social democratic regimes exhibit the greatest 

levels of decommodification and the lowest levels of stratification, thus supporting social solidaristic 

views of inequality. Furthermore, their expansive policy programs should make them adept at state-

centered interventions. As such, my variable, Social Democratic State (coded 1 for states with social 

democratic regime types), helps us understand both state culture and the policy toolkits available to 

states.13 If this measure captures states’ robust regimes, and if, as I suggest, this regime robustness 

encourages states to rectify social inequalities, then social democratic states will adopt SSRR policies 

sooner than their liberal and conservative counterparts.  

The second measure—Welfare State Comprehensiveness—serves as a proxy for states’ inequality 

narratives and the underlying element of social trust and tolerance.  Welfare State Comprehensiveness 

comes from comes from Scruggs, Jahn, and Kuitto’s (2014) measure of welfare state benefit 

generosity. This measure compares nations’ pension, unemployment, and sick leave compensation 

                                                           

 

13 While Esping-Andersen’s (1990) critics propose everything from amendments—adding a category for Mediterranean 
nations or reclassifying countries based upon alternate measures of their welfare provisions (see for example, Arts & 
Gelissen 2002; Bonoli 1997; Ferrera 1996; and, Pateman 2000)—to abandonment (Kasza 2002) to an evaluation of 
welfare states on a range of citizenship rights that apply to both men and women (see, Orloff 1993; Siaroff 1994), his 
framework remains oft employed. Furthermore, there is no contestation about the social democratic welfare state as a 
type, and little contestation about which states belong in the category. 
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based on eligibility, duration, and the rate of wage replacement. These data are available annually for 

many countries, allowing me to account for temporal variation.14 

The variable captures both the universalism and decommodification of welfare regimes, each 

of which tells us something about states’ inequality narratives—the dialogues states assign to 

inequalities. As contingencies for benefit access increase and the recipient pool narrows—that is, as 

a welfare state becomes less comprehensive—society questions the deservingness of recipients, 

creating an environment of social stigmatization. Universal benefits in comprehensive regimes, by 

contrast, build social cohesion (Rothstein 2001). Similarly, if states and citizens view inequality as the 

result of random misfortune rather than personal mistakes or laziness, then providing economically 

displaced citizens with generous, decommodifying benefits makes sense. After all, benefit recipients 

are hardworking, co-equal members of society who happen to be down on their luck. States with 

higher Welfare State Comprehensiveness scores offer more benefits to more people. If this measure 

captures elements of states’ inequality narratives and social cohesion in the way I argue, then those 

states with higher Welfare State Comprehensiveness scores will adopt SSRR policies sooner than those 

states with lower scores.    

The final measure—Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 

spending data—captures both states’ policy toolkits and post-industrialization adaptation. My 

variable, Family Welfare Expenditures, uses disaggregated OECD spending data on the level of family 

welfare expenditures as a percentage of a country’s gross domestic product (GDP). This measure 

captures both the robustness of welfare state regimes in one policy area and welfare state adaptation 

to new social risks—whose economic fixes typically fall under the umbrella of family policy. If, as I 

                                                           

 

14 The Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset (CWED) currently records benefit generosity through 2010. I held the 
2010 values constant for all countries that remained in the dataset thereafter. Missing values for Greece, Portugal, Spain, 
and Switzerland at the start of the observation were assigned the same value as that of the first year of available data for 
each country. 
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expect, those welfare states that have adapted to emerging economic inequalities also better adapt to 

emerging social inequalities, then those states that spend more on family welfare as a percentage of 

their GDP will adopt SSRR policies sooner than states than spend less on family welfare.    

Operationalizing Alternate Explanations 

In Chapter Two, I discuss several alternate explanations for SSRR policy adoption. While I 

conceptualize SSRR policy adoption as the result of multiple factors working in concert, I control 

for many of the alternate explanations to ensure the validity of my argument. In what follows I 

briefly reintroduce the alternate explanations and describe how I operationalize each concept in my 

analyses. 

Electoral System  

Electoral systems structure the dialogue of politics by determining who gets a say. Unlike 

majoritarian systems, proportional representation (PR) systems aim to “represent both majorities 

and minorities” (Lijphart 1999, p. 143). When the majority of voters oppose policy adoption, both 

parties in a majoritarian system refrain from supporting progressive (and contentious) relationship 

recognition policies in order to capture the median voter. By contrast, in PR systems, parties can 

seek out niche voters. Thus, gay and lesbian issues, such as relationship recognition stand a better 

chance of being captured by a party’s platform. Because PR systems foster a more deliberative 

democracy and better represent minority interests, they should increase the likelihood of adopting 

relationship recognition policies (Lijphart, 1999; McGann, 2006; McGann & Sandholtz, 2012; Nino, 

1996). But, this same deliberation may serve to delay the most expansive accommodations as 

representatives seek to develop broad governing coalitions. I measure a state’s electoral system with 

the variable Degree of Proportional Representation coded 0 for majoritarian systems, 1 for mixed systems, 

and 2 for PR systems. These data come from Bormann and Golder (2013). 
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Division of Powers  

I operationalize division of powers as Strength of Federalism, which is coded 0 for unitary 

states, 1 for weak federal states, and 2 for states with strong federal systems (Brady, Huber & 

Stephens 2014). Federal governments offer multiple venues for policy development. This 

opportunity for subnational policy innovation can reduce the cost and complexity of solving policy 

problems (Boushey 2010; Chappell 2001). That said, unifying policy across these dispersed venues 

can present a challenge to national-level policy adoption (Osterbur 2012; Rayside 2007,2010). As 

such, I expect federalism to hinder SSRR policymaking. 

Religion 

Religion explains political histories, citizens’ attitudes, and government action (particularly in 

cases where a religious party is in control or a religious interest group is a prominent source of a 

party’s resources). Religious organizations also disseminate information on social issues. For 

instance, the Catholic Church formally opposes both same-sex marriage and abortion, while most 

Lutheran denominations have loosened their oppositions to, or even moved to support same-sex 

marriage. Religious leaders’ delivery of moral testimony informs believers’ actions—whether the 

believers are citizens or policymakers. In short, the national religious composition may shape public 

opinion, the actions of key political players, and policy outputs—Fernandez and Lutter (2013) find 

that secularization improves the likelihood of policy adoption. Research has also shown that 

individuals who hold conservative religious traditions have less favorable attitudes toward gays and 

lesbians, and, presumably, relationship recognition (Herek 1984; Horvath & Ryan, 2003). We can 

thus expect that areas where more people belong to religions that openly oppose same-sex 

relationship recognition will hesitate to adopt such policies.  

Considering Gerhard’s (2010) finding that the Greek Orthodox Catholic churches are less 

likely to deem homosexuality justifiable than Protestant-Lutheran faiths, I operationalize religion as 
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the percentage of the population that is Catholic or Orthodox (% Catholic or Orthodox).15 These data 

come from the World Religion Dataset (Maoz and Henderson 2013). The data are reported every five 

years. I obtained country-year estimates, by averaging by-year change across each five-year period.  

Partisan Influences 

The partisan composition of the legislature might impact the success of recognition 

measures (Fernandez & Lutter 2013). In deciding whether to advance relationship recognition 

policies, legislators consider their individual electoral costs. On a macro level, parties’ ideological 

positions and relative strength in the legislature are important considerations. Left parties are more 

likely to champion social justice issues, such as LGBT rights, than are conservative parties (Stewart, 

2010). This evidence alongside observed historical trends suggest that we can expect strong left 

parties to increase the likelihood of policy adoption, while the presence of a religious party should 

slow policy adoption.  

The variable, % Left Party Seats, measures the percentage of seats held by left parties in the 

(lower) legislative chamber. For 1978 to 2011 these data come from Brady, Huber and Stephens’s 

(2014) Comparative Welfare States Dataset. The data for the remaining years was hand-coded using 

Brady et al.’s coding scheme with information from national election websites. Using the same data, 

I calculated the variable, % Religious Party Seats by adding the center and right Christian and Catholic 

party shares together. 

Previous Policy 

The most comprehensive theory of the dissemination of same-sex marriage argues the 

policies result from incremental policy change (Waaldijk, 2001). Incremental normalization of 

                                                           

 

15 The Greek Orthodox Church and the Catholic Church share many major religious tenets and a strong tradition of 
socially conservative views. 
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homosexuality (through the adoption of anti-discrimination and relationship recognition policies) 

impacts the attitudes of publics and elites and a foundation of LGBT-friendly policies can build 

support for analogous policies, ultimately facilitating the adoption of same-sex marriage (Glass, 

Kubasek, & Kiester 2011; Pacheco 2013). 

 My variable, Previous LGB-Friendly Policies, captures the effects of previous policy. It is a 

count variable that sums dichotomous indicators for a country’s anti-discrimination legislation 

specific to or inclusive of gays and lesbians, cohabitation policy, registered partnership policy, and 

civil marriage policy for each observation year. Anti-discrimination data come from Osterbur (2010) 

and the relationship recognition data come from my original data collection as described earlier in 

this chapter. I lag this variable by one year to account only for previous, not concurrent, policy. 

Spatial Diffusion Mechanisms 

Spatial diffusion refers to the idea that “governments are sensitive to external signals” 

(Simmons and Elkins 2004, p. 186). Thus, the adoption of a policy in one country may lead to the 

subsequent adoption or purposeful non-adoption (non-diffusion) of a policy in adjacent countries 

(Collier & Messick, 1975; Schmitt & Obinger, 2013; and, Walker, 1969). My measure for spatial 

diffusion, Neighbors with Recognition, looks at the proportion of other states on a country’s continent 

with any SSRR policy.16  

Economic Development 

To measure Economic Development I take the natural log of per capita gross domestic product.17 

These data come from the World Bank. Several scholars find economic development impacts 

                                                           

 

16 An alternate diffusion model further separating Europe into regions did not change the results of the model. 
17 The World Bank reported the GDP per capita for countries through 2014. I held the 2014 values constant for all 
countries that remained in the dataset thereafter. Missing values for Switzerland at the start of the observation (1978-
1979) were assigned the same value as that of the first year of available data (1980). 
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minority rights (Fernandez and Lutter 2013; Gerhards 2010). These findings arise from Inglehart’s 

(1971) theory that citizens in more developed nations hold post-materialistic values—valuing self-

expression and freedom, and better tolerating diversity (Inglehart & Welzel 2005). Economic 

development is important for the research at hand because it likely impacts both minority rights 

outputs—SSRR policy, in this case—and welfare state comprehensiveness. 

Method of Analysis 

 
To test my hypothesis, I employ a type of survival analysis—the Cox-proportional-hazards 

model. Cox proportional-hazards models model the time until an observation “fails” (i.e. the event 

of interest occurs) alongside the distribution of covariates (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004).18 

Unlike other survival models that specify the directionality and/or shape of the baseline hazard 

function, the Cox model does not make assumptions about the function or form of the hazard, 

aiding against misspecification (Fox 2002). Survival analysis is superior to regression for my 

purposes because it allows for the accommodation of right-censoring—when an observation at risk 

for an event of interest does not experience the event before the end of the analysis  

time-period—and does not assume that the residuals are normally distributed (Cleves et al. 2008). I 

construct separate models for each of my three measures of the welfare state. In each model, I use 

country clusters with robust standard errors to overcome the violation of the assumptions of 

independent errors produced by the data’s panel structure and the assumption of normal 

distribution produced by the dichotomous dependent variables (Lin & Wei 1989).   

                                                           

 

18 In the context of this research, the language of survival analysis seems counterintuitive. A nation “fails” or exits the 
dataset when it adopts relationship recognition. By contrast, survival indicates states without such policies.  
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Analysis 

Before I turn to the formal analyses, I present some descriptive characteristics of the data. 

First, 19 of the 20 countries analyzed in this study adopted some form of relationship recognition 

between 1978 and 2015. Figure 3.1 offers a picture of countries’ first instances of policy adoption. 

The x-axis shows the year of policy adoption, while the y-axis shows the total number of countries 

with at least one policy. Thus, the chart serves as both a count of the total number of countries with 

SSRR policy and, with the addition of country labels, a timeline of first policy adoption.  

Figure 3.1 Timeline of First Policy Adoption

 
 
 

Does a comprehensive welfare regime encourage a state to adopt SSRR policies sooner?  

This question underpins the analyses in this chapter. If my theoretical arguments hold true, then we 

should expect more comprehensive welfare states to adopt policies sooner than their less 

comprehensive counterparts.  Figure 3.2 recreates the chart from Figure 3.1, this time color-coding 

the states by their welfare regime types. Two patterns emerge from this exercise. First, the more 
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comprehensive social democratic states cluster in the early phase of policy adoption. Second, the 

liberal and conservative states cluster together across a broader range of time. These patterns 

provide preliminary support for my hypothesis that more comprehensive policy regimes adopt 

policies sooner than their less comprehensive counterparts. 

Figure 3.2 First Policy Adoption by Welfare State Regime Type 

 

Table 3.1 shows the results of the survival analyses in hazard ratios. A hazard ratio less than 

1 represents a decrease in the likelihood of policy adoption, while a hazard ratio greater than 1 

represents an increase. To expand, a hazard ratio of 1.05 indicates a 5% increase in the likelihood of 

policy adoption, while a hazard ratio of 2.00 signifies a 100% increase (alternately, the subject would 

be twice as likely to adopt a policy given a one unit change in a specified covariate). By contrast, a 

hazard ratio of .75 represents a 25% decrease in the likelihood of policy adoption. Overall, the 

analyses support my hypothesis that more comprehensive welfare states adopt policies sooner than 



 

 

52

their counterparts; the measures for welfare state comprehensiveness consistently predict policy 

adoption.  
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Model 1 contains only the c ontrol variables representing the alternate hypotheses. In this 

model, only the variable Neighbors with Recognition (t-1) is significant (p=0.02). Each additional 

neighbor with a recognition policy in the preceding year decreases the likelihood of policy adoption 

by 97%, ceteris paribus. Neighbors with Recognition (t-1) has a similar effect in Models 2-5. While we 

typically expect the likelihood of policy adoption to rise as the proportion of neighbors with 

corresponding policies increases, at least two possible explanations exist for the opposing pattern 

found here. First, the lagged variable devalues concurrent policy adoption. Research on the 

Netherlands indicates the country aimed to stay in step with neighboring countries as it adopted 

policy (Waaldijk 2001). Similarly, in evaluating a 2001 proposal for registered partnership to equalize 

the treatment of same-sex couples under the law, the government of Liechtenstein concluded “the 

date for such a solution was too early and. . .relevant legislation in neighboring countries should be 

awaited.”19 Thus, the lag may mask countries’ attempts to keep pace with their neighbors. Yet, 

Figure 3.1 reveals only three instances of concurrent—in this case within the same year—policy 

adoption, and removing the lag does not change the direction or magnitude of the hazard.20 A 

second, more likely, possibility is that spatial diffusion fails to explain policy once we account for 

additional explanations. Indeed, univariate models of SSRR policy adoption using five and ten year 

lags result in hazard ratios larger than 1, but the results do not reach the margins of statistical 

                                                           

 

19 Translated by government website. Original text: Es wurde ins Treffen geführt, dass der Zeitpunkt für eine solche 
Lösung zu früh sei und vorerst die Ausgestaltung der einschlägigen Gesetze in den Nachbarländern abgewartet werden 
soll. 
20 I also run the model using a one year lead capturing Neighbors with Policy in the subsequent year in case states move 
proactively to adopt policy ahead of neighbors. Again, the magnitude and direction (Hazard ratio=0.00000213) of the 
variable remained comparable to the original model (p=0.004).  
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significance.21 Though the other variables in Model 1 do not reach significance, the variable, % 

Catholic or Orthodox, approaches that point (p=0.054). A 1% increase in the Catholic or Orthodox 

population leads to an expected 89% decrease in the likelihood of policy adoption.  

Model 2 expands the first model by introducing one of the three welfare state measures. Social 

Democratic State, a dichotomous variable, indicates those states identified by Esping Andersen’s 

typological classification as social democratic states—based on states’ decommodification practices. 

The measure serves as a proxy for state culture and policy toolkits by capturing states with 

historically robust welfare regimes. As expected, social democratic states adopt policy sooner than 

their non-comprehensive (liberal and conservative) counterparts. Specifically, a social democratic 

state is 47 times more likely to adopt policy than a non-social democratic state. The smaller Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) values for Model 2 compared 

to Model 1 indicate the justifiability of the addition of the Social Democratic State variable.  

Two control variables reach significance in Model 2, and a third approaches the standard. 

First, a 1% increase in the number of legislative seats held by religious parties curiously increases the 

likelihood of policy adoption by almost 6%. Second, each additional neighbor with a recognition 

policy in the preceding year decreases the likelihood of policy adoption by 99%. Lastly, the variable 

% Left Party Seats, which approaches significance (p=0.056), indicates a 1% increase in the number of 

legislative seats held by left-leaning parties increases the likelihood of SSRR policy adoption by 5%, 

ceteris paribus—a result that conforms with previous research and expectations. 

Model 3 expands Model 1 by introducing Welfare State Comprehensiveness, a proxy for states’ 

inequality narratives and the underlying elements of social trust and tolerance, that measures benefit 

                                                           

 

 
21 I also run versions of the full model using the five and ten-year lags. The AICs indicate that these models are superior 
to the model with the one-year lag, but I report the one-year lag model for ease of interpretation. The hazard ratios for  
Neighbors with Recognition do not change direction and are statistically insignificant in the alternate models. 
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generosity (Scruggs et al. 2014). Again, my hypothesis is confirmed; more comprehensive welfare 

states adopt policies sooner than their counterparts. This time, a 1% increase in benefit generosity 

leads to a 42% increase in the likelihood of policy adoption (said differently, a 1% increase in 

generosity makes states 1.4 times as likely to adopt an SSRR policy). Only the control for religiosity, 

% Catholic or Orthodox, reaches significance. A 1 % increase in the percentage of Catholic or 

Orthodox adherents within a state decreases the likelihood of policy adoption by 74%. The AIC and 

BIC for the model support the inclusion of Welfare State Comprehensiveness.  

Model 4 expands the first model by accounting for Family Welfare Spending. The measure 

employs disaggregated OECD spending data on the level of family welfare expenditures as a 

percentage of a country’s gross domestic product (GDP) to capture states’ policy toolkits and 

adaptation to post-industrialization. A 1% increase in Family Welfare Spending makes a state 2.6 times 

(or 260%) more likely to adopt an SSRR policy. Again, the results confirm my hypothesis and the 

AIC and BIC support the inclusion of the welfare state measure over the control model. Amongst 

the controls, only Neighbors with Recognition is significant. The results, which indicate that every 

neighbor with an SSRR policy in the preceding year decreases the likelihood of policy adoption by 

about 96%, conform with findings from the other models.  

Model 5 incorporates all three welfare state measures. Though related, the three measures 

capture different features and elements of the welfare state. Thus, a model with all three measures 

makes theoretical sense. The variable for Social Democratic States, which falls just beyond the margins 

of significance (p=0.051), indicates that social democratic states are 9 times more likely to adopt 

policy than their counterparts to adopt SSRR policy. Likewise, a 1% increase in Welfare State 

Comprehensiveness leads to a 132% increase in the likelihood of policy adoption (p=0.001), while a 1% 

increase in Family Welfare Spending makes policy adoption 2.8 times (280%) more likely in any given 

year.  
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More of the control variables are significant in Model 5 than any of the other models. A  

one-unit increase in Degree of Proportional Representation—a variable that identifies whether a country 

has a majoritarian (coded 0), mixed (coded 1), or proportional (coded 2) electoral system—leads to a 

75% decrease in the likelihood of SSRR policy adoption. Neighbors with Recognition and Economic 

Development also reduce the likelihood of policy adoption (99% and 97%, respectively). By contrast, a 

stronger federal system and a larger share of religious party seats in the legislature increase the odds 

of SSRR policy adoption. Specifically, a move from a unitary system to a weak federal system or 

from a weak to a strong federal system makes a country 2.5 times as likely to adopt a policy, while a 

1% increase in the share of the legislature held by a religious party leads to a 5% increase in the 

likelihood of policy adoption. The AIC pegs the combined model as the best model, though the BIC 

favors Model 3 (the Welfare State Comprehensiveness model).  

Unfortunately, these analyses give us little understanding about the validity of existing 

explanations for SSRR policy adoption. They offer some support for extant theories about the role 

of conservative religiosity, but contradict expectations about the effects of proportional 

representation, federalism, religious parties in parliament, spatial diffusion, and economic 

development. I suspect the lack of consistent significance and the unexpected outcomes amongst 

the controls are the result of four explanations. First, many previous studies identifying alternate 

causes of SSRR policy adoption do not consider the timing of adoption. I argue elsewhere in this 

dissertation that policy timing must be considered, and the variable support for the alternative 

explanations reinforces this argument. Second, many previous studies use qualitative analyses, 

allowing for more fluid interpretations of the causes and effects of SSRR policy. Third, many 

previous studies also employed broader definitions of SSRR; some included all forms of recognition, 

others collapsed registered partnerships and same-sex marriage into a single category, and still some 

combined a variety of gay and lesbian friendly policies. Finally, no other quantitative study considers 
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the role of welfare policy regimes. The results clearly indicate welfare regimes represent a missing 

link in our understanding of SSRR policy adoption.  

Policy Development in the Netherlands and the United States 

The preceding analyses offer strong support for my hypothesis: greater welfare state 

comprehensiveness results in earlier policy adoption. Yet, the quantitative analyses necessarily 

sidestep some of the nuance and micro-foundational expectations of the process I delineate in 

Chapter Two. If, welfare policy regimes operate in the manner I theorize, then we should observe 

the between country variations in the policymaking put forth in this dissertation. Specifically, more 

comprehensive welfare states should adopt centralized policy solutions, demonstrate increased 

economic equality, and demonstrate increased trust and tolerance. Less comprehensive welfare 

states, by contrast, should pursue market-based and individual solutions, have greater levels of 

economic inequality, and show lower levels of trust and tolerance. 

In this section, I compare policy adoption in the early-adopting, comprehensive welfare 

policy regime of the Netherlands and the late-adopting, less comprehensive United States to evaluate 

the presence of the aforementioned micro-foundational processes and expectations. The remainder 

of this section has three parts. In the first, I briefly trace the policy history of both countries. In the 

second, I evaluate the welfare state, economic equality, trust, and tolerance in both nations. The final 

section summarizes the results of this investigation.  

Policy Histories 

The Netherlands adopted a cohabitation policy securing rights for same-sex couples in 1979. 

Though the country continued to extend rights to gays and lesbians during the 1980s, it did not 

adopt a formal recognition policy—registered partnership—until 1997. Not long after, it granted 

same-sex couples access to civil marriage. Though a frequent leader in SSRR policy adoption, the 
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Netherlands remained largely in step with other European countries, especially the comprehensive 

welfare policy regimes in Scandinavia (Waaldijk 2001). Furthermore, the country followed what 

some argue is a predictable pattern of policy adoption beginning with the decriminalization of 

homosexuality (1811), moving to the prohibition of discrimination against gays and lesbians (1983), 

and concluding with the aforementioned relationship recognition policies (Eskridge 2002; Glass, 

Kubasek & Kiester 2011; Waaldijk 2001, 2004).22 Overall, policy adoption processes in the 

Netherlands exhibited a strong top-down pattern. The government faced great internal pressure 

from gay members of parliament and lower-level government officials to adopt both registered 

partnerships and same-sex marriage in order to reduce discrimination against homosexuals 

(Kamerstukken 1991/1992; Waaldijk 2001).  

The United States took a very different (and arguably more complicated) path to same-sex 

marriage policy adoption. The 2003 Supreme Court ruling in Lawrence v Texas decriminalized 

homosexuality. In his Lawrence dissent, Justice Antonin Scalia disapprovingly asserts the ruling tears 

down the legal barricades to same-sex marriage.  

 Today’s opinion dismantles the structure of constitutional law that has permitted a 
distinction to be made between heterosexual and homosexual unions, insofar as formal 
recognition in marriage is concerned. . . what justification could there possibly be for 
denying the benefits of marriage to homosexual couples? This case ‘does not involve’ the 
issue of homosexual marriage only if one entertains the belief that principle and logic have 
nothing to do with the decisions of this Court. 
 
At the time of the Lawrence ruling the federal government already limited the definition of 

marriage for federal purposes to the union between one man and one woman through the 1996 

Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA), though no US state recognized same-sex marriage. Ultimately, it 

                                                           

 

22 The Netherlands amended its constitution in 1983 with the intention of protecting gays and lesbians from 
discrimination. Article 1 reads “discrimination on the grounds of religion, belief, political opinion, race, sex, or any other 
ground whatsoever is prohibited.” The country adopted explicit prohibitions on sexual orientation discrimination in 
1992 (Waaldijk 2001). 
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took another 12 years and two court decisions for the Supreme Court to fully invalidate DOMA.23 

The US legalized same-sex marriage—its first SSRR policy—in all 50 states with the Supreme 

Court’s 2015 ruling in Obergefell v Hodges. As of this writing, the United States still lacks national-level 

anti-discrimination protections for gays and lesbians—a policy position unlikely to change in the 

current political climate—despite repeated attempts to pass such legislation since 1974 (National 

Gay and Lesbian Task Force n.d.).    

This brief picture of US policymaking masks important sub-federal and non-governmental 

policy processes. For instance, 36 US states allowed gays registered partnerships or same-sex 

marriage before 2015. Numerous US cities also implemented registration schemes providing couples 

with both tangible and symbolic benefits before the idea gained traction at the state-level. For 

example, Berkeley, California, implemented a policy extending domestic partnership benefits to the 

partners of city employees in 1984 (City of Berkeley n.d.). In 1991, Berkeley expanded its policy to 

allow all residents to register their relationships (ibid.).  

In many ways, sub-federal adoption patterns in the United States mirrored the timing in 

more comprehensive states. For instance, Berkeley’s narrow registered partnership policy for city 

employees came just four years after the Netherlands legalized gay cohabitation, while the city’s 

expansion of its registered partnerships in 1991 came two years after Denmark’s 1989 policy. 

Likewise, in 2003 Massachusetts became the third jurisdiction worldwide poised to recognize  

same-sex marriage, only three years after the Netherland’s 2000 decision (Goodridge v The Department 

of Health 2003).24  

                                                           

 

23 In its 2013 decision in United States v Windsor, the US Supreme Court invalidated Section 3 of DOMA, legalizing legally 
performed same-sex marriages for federal purposes under the Fifth Amendment’s due process clause. 
24 The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court issues its opinion in Goodridge v The Department of Public Health in November 
2003. The ruling took effect in May 2004.  
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Yet, some key differences remain between the experiences of the Netherlands and the 

United States. First, sub-federal variation in culture and ideology coupled with state-level authority 

over marriage policy in the United States resulted in a tug-of-war between states over the direction 

the United States should move on the issue (Lax and Phillips 2009; Olson, Cadge, & Harrison 2006). 

For instance, between 2000 and 2012, 31 states adopted constitutional amendments banning  

same-sex marriage and/or civil unions, while nine states legalized same-sex marriage during that 

time. Furthermore, where the Netherlands’ adoption of cohabitation, registered partnership, and 

same-sex marriage definitively determined policy in the country, states continue to resist the 

implementation of the US Supreme Court’s ruling in Obergefell. Several counties in Alabama 

circumvented the Obergefell decision by refusing to issue any marriage licenses (Sheets 2016). Most 

recently, the Texas Supreme Court ruled on a case where Houston taxpayers challenged then-Mayor 

Annise Parker’s decision to provide municipal spousal benefits to city employees legally married in 

places where such unions are recognized. The court opined that the decision in Obergefell “did not 

hold that states must provide the same publicly funded benefits to all married employees” 

(Herskovitz 2017).  

A second difference in the two countries’ policymaking processes is the prominent role of 

the judiciary in the United States. The legislature made each of the policy changes in the 

Netherlands, even when Court cases dredged up attention to the issue (Waaldijk 2001). In contrast, 

state and federal courts determined a majority of US marriage policies.  

A final source of difference comes from the involvement of business actors in the United 

States. In the absence of state and federal action on same-sex relationship recognition companies, 

large and small, implemented anti-discrimination policies and domestic partnership benefits for gays 

and lesbians. The New York-based newspaper, the Village Voice, first offered domestic partner 

benefits in 1982 (Ebeling 2004). In 1992, only one Fortune 500 company—Levi Strauss—offered 
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benefits to same-sex domestic partners (Joyce 2006). By 2007, over half of Fortune 500 companies 

offered such benefits, while 86% prohibited sexual orientation discrimination (Joyce 2006; Schaefer 

2009). As of this writing, 61% of Fortune 500 companies offer domestic partner benefits and 92% 

prohibit sexual orientation discrimination (Human Rights Campaign 2016). Some companies pitch 

their decisions as matters matter of equality. For instance, then-Disney spokesman, John Dreyer, 

explains the company’s 1995 decision to extend health benefits to employees’ domestic partners 

saying, “we made this decision because it brings our health benefits in line with our corporate 

nondiscrimination policy” (New York Times 1995). Other companies act from an economic 

perspective to “‘attract talent,’” in the words of Donna Zimmer, then-senior manager of diversity 

and inclusion at BP, or to remain “‘competitive,’” according to then-executive director of human 

resources at Marriot International (Employee Benefit Research Institute 2009; Joyce 2006; Schaefer 

2009). Similarly, state and municipal governments leveraged their power as employers and 

consumers to regulate public and private employer policymaking. The earlier example of Houston’s 

then-Mayor extending municipal spousal benefits to same-sex couples in 2013 describes one such 

instance. As another example, the city of San Francisco in its capacity as a market participant began 

requiring all city contractors to offer domestic partner benefits (Employee Benefit Research Institute 

2009). Each of these vignettes offers an example of the free market addressing problems unresolved 

by the national welfare state. 

The Welfare State, Economic Equality, Trust and Tolerance 

Earlier in this chapter, I argue Welfare State Comprehensiveness—a measure comparing nations’ 

pension, unemployment, and sick leave compensation based on eligibility, duration, and the rate of 

wage replacement—serves as a proxy both for states’ inequality narratives and for the underlying 

elements of social trust and tolerance. I also assert that states with higher Welfare State 

Comprehensiveness scores will adopt SSRR policies sooner than those states with lower scores. Figure 
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3.2 charts the Welfare State Comprehensiveness scores for the Netherlands and the United States from 

1978-2015. As expected, the Netherlands exhibits greater welfare comprehensiveness across the 

entire period, with an average Welfare State Comprehensiveness score of 37 compared to the United 

States’ score of 21.  

Figure 3.3 Welfare State Comprehensiveness in the Netherlands and the United States 

 

 

Comprehensive welfare states aim to reduce economic inequality. Thus, I rely on the 

assumption that these states exhibit less income inequality. Figure 3.3 reports the net income 

inequality in both countries between 1978 and 2014. The y-axis reports the Gini Index for each 

country. The Gini Index for net inequality measures post-tax, post-transfer inequality on a scale 

from 0 (perfect equality) to 100 (perfect inequality). Using post-tax, post-transfer inequality allows us 
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to see the effect of the welfare state on inequality. Net inequality in the United States exceeds 

inequality in the Netherlands during the entire observation period.25 

Figure 3.4 Income Inequality in the Netherlands and the United States1
 

 

 1. Source: Standardized World Income Inequality Database v5.1 (Solt 2016) 
 

If the Netherlands—a comprehensive welfare state—better addresses income inequality 

through its social programs, then, I argue, we should also find increased trust and tolerance. Figure 

3.5 shows the level of social trust in each country. The data come from the World Values Survey. 

The x-axis represents each wave of the survey. A missing tick label between Wave 1 and Wave 2 

denotes the five-year gap between those waves. The y-axis reports the percentage of respondents in 

each country who believe that most people can be trusted. In the Netherlands, social trust increases 

across the six waves (with a small dip between Wave 4 and 5). From Wave 2 on, a majority of 

respondents believe most people can be trusted. The United States, by contrast, demonstrates rising 

                                                           

 

25 Pre-tax, pre-transfer market inequality in the countries overlaps from 1980-1990 (Solt 2016). After 1990, the United 
States exhibits greater market inequality, but the difference in net inequality far exceeds that of market inequality (ibid.). 
This indicates that the Netherlands’ welfare programs substantially reduce inequality relative to programs in the United 
States. This corresponds to expectations based on welfare state regime type and comprehensiveness. 
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trust between Wave 1 and Wave 2, at which point in time trust plummets and remains low 

compared to the Netherlands.  

Figure 3.5 Social Trust in the Netherlands and the United States1,2 

 

 
1. Source: World Values Survey 
2. Results report unweighted, country-level aggregation by wave of the World Values Survey 

 

 

 Figure 3.6 gives a picture of the intolerance toward homosexuals in each country. These data 

also come from the World Values Survey. Again, the x-axis represents the wave of the survey. Wave 

1 surveyors did not ask the question, so results begin with Wave 2. The y-axis represents the 

percentage of respondents who wouldn’t want a homosexual as a neighbor. Thus, higher values 

represent greater intolerance toward homosexuals. Intolerance decreases overall in both countries 

across the five waves. This conforms with other research on public opinion toward the LGBT 

community and LGBT rights (Brewer 2014; Hooghe and Meeusen 2013; Powell et al. 2010; Powell, 

Quadlin, & Pizmony-Levy 2015).  By Wave 3, less than 10% of respondents in the Netherlands 

object to a homosexual neighbor. That number remains above 20% in each of the last five waves of 
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the survey in the United States. Intolerance in the United States appears to still be on the decline, 

while numbers in the Netherlands have stabilized.26  

Figure 3.6 Intolerance Toward Homosexuals in the Netherlands and the United States1.2 

 

1. Source: World Values Survey 
2. Results report unweighted, country-level aggregation by World Values Survey wave 

Understanding the Policy Process in the Netherlands and the United States 

The above narrative reveals several key differences in policymaking in the early-adopting, 

comprehensive welfare state of the Netherlands and the non-comprehensive, late-adopting United 

States. For one, the Netherlands demonstrates a top-down policy adoption pattern resulting from 

internal government pressures. Thus, even the earliest instances of policy adoption—the 1979 

cohabitation policy—receive nationwide recognition. Furthermore, the strong centralized 

                                                           

 

26 Responses to a question about whether homosexuality is always justifiable, never justifiable, or somewhere in between 
demonstrate similar patterns over time. More people in the Netherlands (22-54%, compared to 2-22% in the United 
States) consistently report feeling homosexuality is always justifiable, while more people in the United States (24-63%, 
compared to 7-23% in the Netherlands) feel homosexuality is never justifiable. 
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government ultimately develops an almost unified front on the issue, with a government 

commission recommending the opening-up of civil marriage following the adoption of registered 

partnerships. In contrast, the United States exhibits bottom-up policymaking, with cities, states, and 

companies introducing policy solutions to problems posed by the absence of national-level SSRR 

policies.  

Turning to the micro-foundational elements of my argument, the Netherlands not only 

exhibits more welfare state comprehensiveness than the United States, but also lower levels of 

income inequality and intolerance toward homosexuals, and higher levels of social trust—albeit only 

after 1989. The United States, by contrast, demonstrates greater inequality and intolerance, and less 

social trust, indicating the national-level inhospitality to the equalizing processes I delineate in 

Chapter Two.  

Conclusions and Implications 

This chapter expands our understanding of same-sex relationship recognition policy 

adoption in three ways. First, I quantitatively evaluate existing explanations for SSRR policies. 

Second, I introduce a model to measure the effects of the welfare state—a previously overlooked 

determinant—on policy adoption. Finally, I explore the micro-foundational mechanisms of equality, 

trust, and tolerance put forth in Chapter Two.  

My primary argument in this dissertation asserts comprehensive welfare states’ penchants for 

addressing economic inequalities leads them to better resolve social inequalities, like those 

inequalities between same and opposite-sex couples in the absence of SSRR policies. I argue more 

economically egalitarian societies promote social trust and create narratives about inequality that lead 

them to close discriminatory gaps in policy rather than resort to social categorizations around 

deservingness to justify said tensions. One implication of this theory—and the hypothesis under 
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evaluation in this chapter—is that comprehensive welfare states should adopt SSRR policies sooner 

than their less comprehensive counterparts.   

I test my hypothesis using Cox proportional-hazards models and then disentangle the 

presence of key micro-foundational elements of the theory using a comparative case study of the 

Netherlands and the United States. The statistical analyses strongly support my hypothesis and 

clearly indicate more comprehensive welfare states do, in fact, adopt SSRR policies sooner than 

those states with stigmatizing, means-tested welfare benefits. Furthermore, the analyses confirm that 

considering the role of the welfare state helps us better understand SSRR policy adoption.  

The qualitative analysis highlights the differing approaches to policy-making taken in an 

early-adopting comprehensive welfare state and a late-adopting non-comprehensive state. The 

Netherlands exhibits the sort of top-down policymaking, low levels of inequality, and comparatively 

high levels of trust and tolerance one expects from a far-reaching, egalitarian welfare state 

engineering policy to reinforce its core goals. In contrast, policy in the United States builds from the 

bottom-up, through concerted efforts on the part of interest groups and through sub-federal 

governments and market actors trying to circumvent the consequences of federal government 

inaction.  

 Ultimately, this chapter improves our knowledge of both identity politics and political 

economy. First, it adds nuance to our understanding of SSRR policy adoption through the 

introduction of a previously overlooked factor shaping policy adoption patterns. My theory 

subsumes many of independent variables currently in the literature to provide parsimony to a 

cluttered debate. Better understanding SSRR policy is important not only because of the tangible and 

symbolic benefits gays and lesbians derive from access to SSRR, but also because policies signal 

“values and norms and the organization of society” (Wilson 2013). Second, it provides a theory of 

the political economy of prejudice that should extend beyond the group presently under 



 

 

68

observation. Finally, it suggests conventional evaluations of economic rights as derivatives of 

political and civil rights (e.g. Marshall 1950) do not give us the full picture; instead, economic rights 

may also drive political and civil rights for some groups.  

Though encouraging, these results cannot lend credence to the entirety of my theory. 

Specifically, the analyses at hand do not improve our understanding of the welfare state’s effects on 

policy scope. Throughout this dissertation I maintain much research ignores—theoretically, 

empirically, or both—important variation in the types of policies adopted. In the following chapter, 

I look at the range of policy options available to countries on the basis of tangible and symbolic 

benefits to identify the determinants shaping states’ nuanced policy-making decisions.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Why Can’t We Be (More Than) Friends?: The Welfare State, Policy 
Reinvention, and Same-Sex Relationship Recognition  

In 1978, the Swedish Minister of Social Affairs commissioned an investigation on the 

“situation for homosexuals” in society to determine ways in which the Swedish government could 

reduce discrimination (SOU 1984:63, p. 3 Merin 2002; Nozari 1989). The 1984 commission report 

determined the lack of social and cultural institutions supporting homosexuality presented one 

roadblock to equality, and social norms rendering homosexuality taboo presented another (Nozari 

1989). Understanding that cultural change would require time, the commission proposed several 

legal and institutional changes to protect gays and lesbians as individuals and couples (Nozari 1989; 

SOU 1984:63, p. 239). The commission also identified social welfare authorities as necessary actors 

in the process (SOU 1984; 63, p. 239).27 Ultimately, in 1987, the government adopted a series of 

legislative proposals including the Homosexual Cohabitants Act, rejecting a proposal for same-sex 

marriage, and opting to treat same-sex couples in a manner similar opposite-sex, cohabiting couples 

(Lagutskottets Betänkande 1986-87: 28) to eliminate some economic disadvantages (Merin 2002).28  

Four years after adopting the Homosexual Cohabitants Act, the Swedish government 

established a “Partnership Commission” in response to Denmark’s 1989 adoption of registered 

partnerships (Merin 2002). In 1994, the parliament adopted the commission-recommended Swedish 

Registered Partnership Act, which provided same-sex couples most of the rights afforded 

heterosexual, save adoption, joint custody, artificial insemination, in vitro fertilization, and church 

weddings (Merin 2002). Updates to the law in 2002 and 2005 provided most of the parenting rights 

(BBC 2002; West 2009).  

                                                           

 

27 Original text translated by author: Den bästa lösningen av dessa samordningsproblem är, enligt vår uppfattning, att 
socialstyrelsen får ett särskilt ansvar för den verksamheten. 
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Finally, in 2009, Sweden neutralized its marriage laws (Jänterä-Jareborg, Brattström, and 

Eriksson 2015). This time, the government commission not only cited the need to abolish 

discrimination and keep pace with changing times, but also the “higher symbolic value” of marriage 

as compared to registered partnerships (Regeringens proposition 2008/09:80).29 The symbolic value 

of marriage, especially in countries with expansive registered partnership policies, is also noted by 

couples and activists. Markus Ulrich, spokesman for the Lesbian and Gay Federation in Germany 

told Vice News that the “‘most important impact’” of the 2017 parliamentary decision to legalize 

same-sex marriage in a country known for its LGBT-friendly culture “‘is on a symbolic level’” 

(Hume 2017). 

The narratives above suggest variation in SSRR policy matters for both governments and 

citizens. Policymakers leverage various SSRR policies to achieve distinct cultural and policy goals, 

such as reducing discrimination, ensuring equal economic security, and keeping pace with 

neighboring states. For same-sex couples, adoption of and changes in SSRR policies produce 

tangible and symbolic benefits. If policy variation matters for governments and gay and lesbian 

citizens, then policy variation matters for research—a claim I assert throughout this dissertation.  

In this chapter, I examine the variation in policy adoption, building on the argument and 

findings laid out in the preceding chapters, to illuminate the importance of considering variation in 

policy type, even amongst seemingly similar policies. To reiterate the central thesis of this work: I 

argue research on same-sex relationship recognition (SSRR) policies overlooks the scope of policy 

adoption—at least empirically, if not theoretically—and fails to consider the role of the welfare state. 

In delineating the role of the welfare state in SSRR policy adoption in Chapter Two, I assert the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

28 The Commission and its report made up part of a broader effort to reform Swedish family policy, which included a 
policy granting heterosexual, cohabiting couples some legal rights in 1984. 
29 Original text translated by author: Rättsverkningarna av ett registrerat partnerskap skiljer sig inte nämnvärt från ett 
äktenskap. Äktenskapet får dock enligt min mening anses ha ett högre symbolvärde. 
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economic equality found in comprehensive welfare policy regimes produces support for social 

equality. Economic equality creates an environment in which social inequalities are better identified 

and delegitimized. In less comprehensive regimes more tolerant of economic inequality, the 

delegitimization of inequalities takes longer.  

Two sub-processes underlie this development. First, self-reinforcing welfare regimes shape 

states’ policy solutions, both substantively and in terms of preferred policy tools—state-based versus 

market-based solutions (Polyani 1944). Specifically, comprehensive welfare states accustom to 

adopting elaborate state-centered benefit programs to address policy problems and mitigate market 

risks will look to their existing rosters of top-down solutions, while less comprehensive regimes rely 

on individuals and the market to address policy problems that arise (Bonoli 2007). Second, 

comprehensive regimes encourage tolerance and social cohesion. In promoting economic equality, 

generous welfare states bolster solidarity by reducing the need for social categorization that arises in 

less comprehensive regimes as citizens and policymakers negotiate the boundaries of need and 

deservingness in decisions around narrow, means-tested social programs (Crepaz & Damron 2009; 

Gelissen 2002; Kumlin and Rothstein 2005; Larsen 2007; Rothstein 2001; Rothstein and Stolle, 

2003; Titmuss 1968; Uslaner 2003).  

In the previous chapter, I establish the value of the welfare state in understanding patterns of 

SSRR policy adoption. I employ event history analyses to test the effects of three different welfare 

state dimensions on states’ adoptions of any SSRR policy. The quantitative analyses confirm more 

comprehensive welfare states do, in fact, adopt SSRR policies sooner than those states with less 

generous welfare policy schemes. An analysis of policy development in the early-adopting, 

comprehensive welfare state of the Netherlands and the late-adopting, less comprehensive United 

States reveals key differences in the policy-making processes of the two countries consistent with the 

welfare state dynamics I delineate in Chapter Two. Specifically, the Netherlands demonstrates a top-
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down policy adoption pattern—with the government acting as a (mostly) unified coalition across 

branches and parties—lower levels of income inequality and intolerance, and higher levels of social 

trust. In contrast, the US exhibits fractured policymaking with contention between branches of 

government, political parties, and sub-federal government jurisdictions. Furthermore, the United 

States also exhibits higher levels of inequality and intolerance, and lower levels of social trust.  

The processes I detail above and in Chapter Two have implications for the types of policies 

countries choose to adopt. Existing research on SSRR policy ignores the specifics of policies when 

considering the determinants of adoption—at least empirically. Other research on gay and lesbian 

issues establishes the importance of considering the content and complexity of policy (Taylor et al. 

2012). My argument about the role of the welfare state in policy adoption implies comprehensive 

welfare states should adopt expansive policies. If inequality narratives organize the relationship 

between minorities and society, then generous, comprehensive welfare policy regimes, with 

penchants for identifying and rectifying inequalities, should enact the broadest possible policy 

accommodations. Research on policy reinvention, however, suggests an alternative hypothesis. 

Specifically, the reinvention literature argues early adopting states draw policy solutions from 

analogous programs and must subsequently update policies to reach optimal policy solutions (Glick 

and Hays 1991; Hays 1996a). Furthermore, reinvention should result in more expansive policies over 

time, with later adopters building on policy as they borrow it (Hays 1996b). In contrast, early 

adopters acting on initial information may need to update their policies to rectify emerging 

illegitimacies and keep pace with late adopters who learn from their predecessors (Glick and Hays 

1991; Hays 1996a, 1996b; Makse & Volden 2011). This understanding of the welfare state and policy 

reinvention and their effects on scope result in the following, testable hypotheses.   

Hypothesis 30: The determinants of SSRR policy adoption are equivalent across policy types. 

Hypothesis 3: The determinants of SSRR policy adoption vary significantly across policy types. 
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Hypothesis 4: Conditional on policy adoption, less comprehensive welfare states adopt more 

expansive accommodations than their less comprehensive peers. 

Hypothesis 5: More comprehensive welfare states will update their policies more times  than 

will less comprehensive states. 

In this chapter, I test the above hypotheses. The rest of the chapter proceeds as follows. In 

the next section, I revisit the types of SSRR policies governments adopt. The subsequent section 

introduces the data and methods I use to test my hypotheses, including my case selection and my 

measures for the alternate explanations for SSRR policy adoption discussed in Chapter Two. I then 

turn to the quantitative analyses, beginning with the multiple component event history analyses to 

examine Hypotheses 30  and 3,before moving to logistic regression to evaluate Hypothesis 4, and 

concluding with an OLS regression to evaluate Hypothesis 5. The final section summarizes the 

chapter’s findings and discusses their significance. 

The Scope of Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Policies 

The Challenges of Classifying Same-Sex Relationship Recognition Policies 

Comparing SSRR policies presents two challenges. First, the benefits available to gay and 

lesbian couples change within states over time. For example, Denmark first offered same-sex 

couples a few basic benefits by adjusting the sex-specific provisions of certain laws in 1986 (Lund-

Andersen 2015). It then pioneered registered partnerships, providing same-sex couples with all the 

tangible benefits of marriage in 1989, before opening marriage to same-sex couples in 2012.30 The 

second challenge in comparing SSRR policies arises from complications of state sovereignty and 

policymaking autonomy. Put simply, Sweden offering more benefits to same-sex couples in its 

                                                           

 

30 Same-sex couples did not immediately have all the parentage rights typically associated with marriage until 2012, but 
the law was otherwise equal in its treatment of same-sex registered partners and opposite-sex married spouses. 
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cohabitation policy than France does in its registered partnership policy does not violate the laws of 

policymaking, but does provide a potential problem for cross-national analyses.31  

I circumvent the problems outlined in the previous section by classifying policies into the 

categories discussed earlier—cohabitation, registered partnerships, and civil marriage—based on the 

symbolic benefits they confer to same-sex couples relative to opposite-sex couples within each state. 

Theoretically, same-sex couples derive equality from two elements of relationship recognition. First, 

through tangible benefits—provisions of policy that afford couples rights such as tax incentives, 

privileged immigration statuses, and the right to a common surname--with benefits equal to those 

afforded heterosexual married couples being a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for equality.32 

States can further equalize or differentiate relationships through symbolic benefits conferred 

through the degree of acknowledgement and the terminology they afford same-sex relationships: 

identification, demarcation, or solemnization.33 Identification describes those situations when a state 

acknowledges the existence of a relationship in the absence of a formal decree. Demarcation, by 

contrast, involves a formal declaration of the relationship, but falls short of the solemnization 

conferred through the ceremony and terminology reserved for married spouses. In practice, the 

symbolic benefits conferred through the degree of acknowledgement of same-sex relationships 

                                                           

 

31 Within a nation, when multiple institutions exist for recognizing same-sex relationships, the following is always a rank 
order in which the first provides fewer benefits than the second, and so forth: cohabitation, registered partnerships, and 
marriage. This is often the case when comparing institutions cross-nationally, but not always. For instance, marriage in 
one nation may confer fewer benefits than registered partnerships in another nation. 
32 Theoretically, benefits equal to those afforded heterosexual couples by the most expansive policy available to them 
(heterosexuals) are a necessary condition for equality. In practice, “the most expansive policy” in each state I study is 
marriage. States can choose to provide couples none, some, or all of the benefits of heterosexual marriage. In practice, 
the first of these options is paired with either a ban on relationship recognition or the decision to ignore same-sex 
relationships. 
33 Theoretically speaking, states may also choose to ban same-sex relationships, though this scope specification falls 
outside the focus of this dissertation. Alternately, states may ignore relationships, which logically precludes the provision 
of tangible benefits. 
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approximate the tangible benefits of policy.34 For instance, within a single state, marriage offers 

more benefits than registered partnerships which offer more benefits than cohabitation.35 Thus, an 

adherence to the typology is both useful and reasonable, despite the within and across-state variation 

in benefits afforded same-sex couples.  

Types and Benefits of Relationship Recognition 

In the previous section I argue the symbolic benefits of identification, demarcation, and 

solemnization largely approximate the tangible benefits of policies. This section revisits the details of 

the policy types introduced in Chapter One and links them to the corresponding symbolic benefits. I 

also note one exception to my assertion about the relationship between symbolic and tangible 

benefits.  

Cohabitation policies govern informal relationships. Governments identify the existence of 

shared bonds, but neither demarcate, nor solemnize the relationship—a reality with strengths and 

weaknesses for achieving gay and lesbian equality.36  Through legislation, case law, or both, states 

regulate these non-marital relationships, providing unique sets of benefits and obligations—such as 

the right to remain in shared housing upon one partner’s death, or the obligation to split joint debts. 

                                                           

 

34 Future research should consider the proportion of benefits afforded same-sex couples relative to those afforded 
heterosexual married couples in each state. Unfortunately, collecting this sort of data across 20 countries and 37 years is 
beyond the budget of this project.  
35 Recently, some states (e.g. Denmark) have moved to equalize the treatment of married and unmarried persons by 
expanding the rights and responsibilities of cohabitation policies. Other states (for instance, Malta and France) have 
focused on preserving each unique institution to offer couples a wider range of choices in organizing their relationships. 
In each case, the divergence in policy goals took place after the legalization of same-sex marriage.  
36 Theoretically, expansive cohabitation legislation providing couples the benefits of marriage can improve the relative 
status of gays and lesbians without access to other forms of relationship recognition. In practice, these policies always 
follow the adoption of same-sex marriage. Thus, expansive cohabitation policies impose the obligations of marriage on 
couples who “just live together.” An additional disadvantage of cohabitation policies: the absence of a formal 
registration requirement subjects the standing of the relationship to legal disputes around benefits or obligations that 
must be handled on a case by case basis in most states.  
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States may include same-sex couples under the protection of cohabitation policies incrementally or 

through comprehensive legislation equalizing the treatment of same and opposite-sex couples.37  

For registered partnerships, states move beyond identification to demarcate relationships and 

ensure the provision of benefits. Exact benefits and obligations vary by country, and this category of 

recognition offers the one actual exception to my assessment that symbolic benefits approximate 

tangible benefits. Registered partnership policies fall into one of two sub-categories. The first group 

of policies offer some of the benefits and obligations afforded heterosexual married couples. The 

second group of policies—all but marriage policies—confer the tangible rights and responsibilities 

of marriage, but do not provide the symbolic benefit of solemnization.  

While most states designed cohabitation policies for heterosexual couples—and later 

included same-sex couples—registered partnership policies developed to serve a broader range of 

goals, including as an alternative to marriage for same-sex couples, to address declining marriage 

rates, or both.  

When states solemnize same-sex marriages, they confer tangible and symbolic benefits 

historically reserved for heterosexually married couples to same-sex couples. In most states, the 

extension of civil marriage did not immediately include parenting rights, though many states later 

extended them. Beyond this exception, civil marriage for same-sex couples includes all the benefits 

afforded opposite-sex couples.  

Data and Methods 

The four hypotheses under consideration in this chapter examine expectations about policy 

scope derived from my theory of rights recognition and research on policy reinvention. In this 

                                                           

 

37 Historically, states expanded existing cohabitation policies to include same-sex couples. Recently, Malta developed a 
cohabitation policy to protect both same and opposite-sex couples as an alternative to existing formal relationship 
options. 
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section, I describe the data—much of which I borrow from the previous chapter—and methods I 

use to test these hypotheses.  

Case Selection 

As discussed in Chapter Three, my case selection hinges on the availability of welfare state 

indicators and data on important covariates (identified in Chapter Two) between 1978 and 2015. 

Recent research on developing welfare states does not cover as much time nor as many social 

program dimensions as the classic research on the west.  Thus, my dataset includes 20 western 

countries (see Appendix A) commonly included in work on western welfare states (Castles & 

Mitchell 1993; Esping-Andersen 1990; Scruggs 2004). Though focusing on the west reduces the 

variation on some of the independent variables in my models, this relative similarity in institutional 

design makes variation in SSRR policy adoption even more interesting (Pettinicchio 2012).38    

Dependent Variables 

My dependent variable in Chapter Three indicates whether countries adopt any SSRR policy 

in a given country-year between 1978 and the year of first policy adoption. My first two hypotheses 

in this chapter (H30, H3, and H4) rely on a combination of three dependent variables—Cohabitation, 

Registered Partnership, and Civil Marriage—measuring the adoption (or non-adoption) of the specified 

policy in a given country-year from 1978 until the passage of the SSRR policy specified. These data 

come from an original data set on the year of policy adoption by policy type in 20 western countries. 

The data, which cover the years 1978 to 2015, are drawn from a combination of primary and 

secondary sources (Commission on European Family Law 2017; International Gay and Lesbian 

Association (ILGA) 2017; Kollman 2013; Osterbur 2012; Waaldijk 2005). Many scholars and 
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organizations document the date of policy implementation rather than policy adoption, so I check 

dates across multiple sources including news reports in The New York Times. My dependent variable 

for Hypothesis 5 counts the total number of policy adoptions, regardless of type, between 1978 and 

2015. 

Welfare State Comprehensiveness 

Having established welfare state comprehensiveness as a determinant of SSRR policy 

adoption in Chapter Three, I account for this factor by employing Scruggs, Jahn, and Kuitto’s (2014) 

measure of welfare state benefit generosity, as the variable Welfare State Comprehensiveness. The 

measure compares nations’ pension, unemployment, and sick leave compensation based on 

eligibility, duration, and the rate of wage replacement. The data are available annually for many 

countries, allowing me to account for temporal variation.39 Theoretically speaking, higher levels of 

Welfare State Comprehensiveness should increase the likelihood of policy adoption across types, in 

a consistent manner, but there is reason to believe that these early adopting states do not adopt the 

highest-level policies when we condition models on elements of policy adoption. Further, more 

comprehensive welfare states likely update their policies more than their less comprehensive peers.  

 

Control Variables 

Chapter Two details several alternate explanations for SSRR policy adoption. Testing my 

first two hypotheses requires a specification of my full model, including these variables. I briefly 

describe them below (see Chapter Three for more details).  

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

38 I exclude some smaller western European countries due to a lack of welfare state data. Alternate specifications of the 
Esping-Andersen Typology Model that include Luxembourg and Iceland indicate that their inclusion conforms to the 
results presented herein. 
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Electoral System  

PR systems foster deliberative democracy, increasing minority representation (Lijphart, 1999; 

McGann, 2006; McGann & Sandholtz, 2012; Nino, 1996). As such, they should encourage the 

adoption of SSRR policies. My variable Degree of Proportional Representation is coded 0 for majoritarian 

systems, 1 for mixed systems, and 2 for PR systems. These data come from Bormann and Golder 

(2013). 

Division of Powers  

Previous research on gay and lesbian issues identifies federalism as a roadblock to national 

policy adoption (Osterbur 2012; Rayside 2007,2010). Strength of Federalism, which is coded 0 for 

unitary states, 1 for weak federal states, and 2 for states with strong federal systems captures this 

effect (Brady, Huber & Stephens 2014). 

Religion 

I operationalize religion as the percentage of Catholic or Orthodox (% Catholic or Orthodox) 

adherents within a state, following Gerhard’s (2010) finding that these conservative traditions 

eschew homosexuality more so than Protestant-Lutheran faiths .40 The data come from the World 

Religion Dataset (Maoz and Henderson 2013) reported as five-year estimates. I obtain country-year 

estimates, by averaging by-year change across each five-year estimate.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

39 The Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset (CWED) currently records benefit generosity through 2010. I held the 
2010 values constant for all countries that remained in the dataset thereafter. Missing values for Greece, Portugal, Spain, 
and Switzerland at the start of the observation were assigned the same value as that of the first year of available data for 
each country. 
40 The Greek Orthodox Church and the Catholic Church share many major religious tenets and a strong tradition of 
socially conservative views. 
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Partisan Influences 

Left parties increasingly champion social justice issues, such as LGBT rights (Stewart 2010). 

This evidence, coupled with historical trends, suggests left parties will increase the likelihood of 

policy adoption, while religious parties will deter adoption. The variable, % Left Party Seats, measures 

the percentage of seats held by left parties in the (lower) legislative chamber. For 1978 to 2011 these 

data come from Brady, Huber and Stephens’s (2014) Comparative Welfare States Dataset. I hand code 

the data for the remaining years using the same coding scheme and information from national 

election websites.  I also calculate the, % Religious Party Seats (right Christian and Catholic parties) 

using this data.  

Previous Policy 

Incremental normalization of homosexuality (through the adoption of anti-discrimination 

and relationship recognition policies) impacts public and elite attitudes  and can provide 

foundational support for future LGBT-friendly policies (Glass, Kubasek, & Kiester 2011; Pacheco 

2013). Previous LGB-Friendly Policies sums dichotomous indicators for a country’s anti-discrimination 

legislation specific to or inclusive of gays and lesbians, cohabitation policy, registered partnership 

policy, and civil marriage policy for each observation year. Anti-discrimination data come from 

Osterbur (2010) and the relationship recognition data come from my original data collection as 

described earlier in this chapter and in Chapter Three. I lag this variable by one year to account only 

for previous policy adoption. 

Spatial Diffusion Mechanisms 

Pressure from neighboring states may encourage policy adoption because of social pressure, 

social learning, competition, or some combination of the three (Collier & Messick, 1975; Schmitt & 
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Obinger, 2013; and, Walker, 1969). My measure for spatial diffusion, Neighbors with Recognition, looks 

at the proportion of other states on a country’s continent with any SSRR policy.41  

Economic Development 

Inglehart (1971; Inglehart & Welzel 2005) suggests citizens in more developed nations better 

tolerate diversity. I control for this assertion using the variable Economic Development—the natural log 

of per capita gross domestic product (data come from the World Bank).42  

Methods of Analysis 

 
To examine the determinants of policy adoption across policy types, I employ multiple 

component event history analysis, treating each policy type as a component and allowing coefficients 

to vary by the level of benefits afforded same-sex couples (for another application of this method, 

see Taylor et al. 2012). This data structure allows me to run three separate models, one for each 

policy type. Separate models, however, pose a challenge to testing Hypothesis 30 and Hypothesis 3, as I 

must perform significance tests on the differences across coefficients. Furthermore, estimating three 

separate models assumes independence of the error terms in each model—an unlikely assumption, 

at best.  To overcome these issues, I estimate seemingly unrelated regressions as follows. First, I 

estimate separate event history models using logistic regression (see, Beck, Katz & Tucker 1998 for 

an explanation on the relationship between binary time-series cross-sectional data and discrete time 

duration data) with a cubic polynomial approximation (following the recommendation of Carter & 

Signorino 2010) to account for duration dependence. Subsequently, I produce jointly-estimated 

robust/sandwich standard errors clustered by country. To do this, I combine the model estimates 

                                                           

 

41 An alternate diffusion model further separating Europe into regions did not change the results of the model. 
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and variance-covariance estimates into a single vector and simultaneous covariance matrix (Weesie 

1999). This allows me to test the variation in policy determinants across policy types using a Wald 

chi-squared test. For example, I can evaluate whether Welfare State Comprehensiveness has the same 

effect on the adoption of cohabitation and registered partnership policies. 

To test whether less comprehensive welfare states are more likely to adopt higher-level 

policies (Hypothesis 4),  I construct two logistic regression models.43 In these models, I purposefully 

restricted my analyses to the 19 countries that have adopted some form of recognition (Logit Model 

1) and the 18 countries that have adopted registered partnership and/or same-sex marriage (Logit 

Model 2) between 1978 and 2015.44 In the first model, I test the effect of welfare state 

comprehensiveness on countries’ decisions to adopt formal recognition (registered partnerships or 

same-sex marriage) as compared to cohabitation, conditional on some type of policy adoption. In 

the second model, I look at the effect of the welfare state on countries’ decisions to adopt same-sex 

marriage as compared to registered partnerships, conditional on the adoption of at least one formal 

recognition policy. In these models, I consider countries in the year of policy adoption, exclusively. I 

count countries adopting less expansive policies before adopting broader accommodations twice to 

account for the variation in welfare state comprehensiveness at each point in time when a state 

adopts policy. As such, the first model contains 29 cases and the second contains 26. Once again, I 

used country clusters and robust standard errors to account for the errors produced by the lack of 

independence in the data. I also included a variable for the year of policy adoption to partially deal 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

42 The World Bank reported the GDP per capita for countries through 2014. I held the 2014 values constant for all 
countries that remained in the dataset thereafter. Missing values for Switzerland at the start of the observation (1978-
1979) were assigned the same value as that of the first year of available data (1980). 
43 See True, J. and Mintrom, M. (2001). “Transnational networks and policy diffusion: The case of gender 
mainstreaming.” International Studies Quarterly 45(1), 22-57, 
for another example of this. 
44 In the model that evaluates the effect of welfare state comprehensiveness on adopting a formal recognition policy as 
compared to an informal policy (Logit Model 1), I use only the first instance in which a country adopts formal recognition 
(either registered partnerships or marriage). 
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with the time-dependence of policy adoption. Due to the limited case size, I was unable to add 

additional variables to theses analyses.  

  Finally, Hypothesis 5 examines the relationship between Welfare State Comprehensiveness and 

policy innovation and reinvention. To determine this relationship, I regress a count of the number 

of major policy innovations and reinventions countries undertake (e.g. moves from no policy, to one 

policy category, to the next) on average Welfare State Comprehensiveness. I expect the number of 

policies adopted to correlate positively with Welfare State Comprehensiveness.  

Analyses 

In Chapter Three, I established the western convergence around relationship recognition 

policies. Indeed, 19 of the 20 countries in my analyses adopted relationship recognition policies 

between 1978 and 2015. Yet, governments can and do choose amongst several policy solutions to 

resolve the problems posed by the absence of same-sex relationship recognition.  
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Figure 4.1 Relationship Recognition Patterns in the West by Policy Type, 1978-2015

 
 

Figure 4.1 tracks the number of countries adopting each of the three policy types, discussed 

at the outset of this chapter, over time.45 A few features stand out. First, as detailed in the narratives 

of this dissertation, cohabitation policies emerge first, then registered partnerships, and finally civil 

marriage. Second, about ten years elapse between each of the two major policy renovations. Third, 

cohabitation policies do not fall out of favor until around 2003—26 years after the Netherlands 

pioneered cohabitation policy—and, even then, Australia adopts a cohabitation policy in 2008. 

Fourth, registered partnership adoptions do not outnumber cohabitation adoptions until 2005, and 

civil marriage adoptions continue to lag registered partnership adoptions for the duration of the 

study. Finally, several countries adopt more than one policy, as indicated by the fact that the sum of 

policies adopted in 2015 (40) exceeds the number of countries in the sample. Table 4.1 offers details 

on the policies adopted by each country. 
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Turning to the event history analyses, Table 4.2 reports the logistic regression coefficients 

for each of the independent variables by type of policy adoption.46 A brief glances at the significant 

determinants of policy adoption across models indicates variation in the policy determinants.  

Welfare state comprehensiveness is a statistically significant determinant of both registered 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

45 Because many countries update their policies, countries may be represented up to three times on this chart (one time 
for each policy category). See Table 4.2 for more information on policy adoption by country. 
46 The reader can interpret the coefficients by exponentiating them to retrieve odds ratios. For instance, the coefficient 
on % Left Party Seats (0.067) in the Cohabitation model (1) can be exponentiated to retrieve the odds ratio 1.069. This 
indicates that a 1% increase in the left party seats increases the likelihood of cohabitation policy adoption by about 7%. 
Odds ratios less than 1.000 indicates a decrease in the likelihood of policy adoption equivalent to 1.000-odds ratio. For 
instance, an odds ratio of 0.75 represents a 25% decrease in the likelihood of policy adoption. 

Table 4.1 Relationship Recognition Policies in Western Advanced Industrialized Nations by Policy Type, 
1979-20151 
Cohabitation Registered Partnership Civil Marriage 

Netherlands (1979) 
Denmark (1986) 
Sweden (1987) 
Norway (1989)2 
Germany (1997) 
Belgium (1998) 
Canada (2000) 
New Zealand (2000) 
Portugal (2001) 
Austria (2003) 
Australia (2008) 
 

Denmark (1989-2012)3 
Norway (1993-2009)3 
Sweden (1994-2009)3 
Netherlands (1997) 
Belgium (1999) 
France (1999) 
Germany (2000) 
Finland (2001) 
New Zealand (2001) 
United Kingdom (2004) 
Switzerland (2007) 
Austria (2009) 
Ireland (2010) 
Greece (2015)  
 

Netherlands (2000) 
Belgium (2003) 
Canada (2005) 
Spain (2005) 
Norway (2008) 
Sweden (2009) 
Portugal (2010)  
Denmark (2012) 
France (2013) 
New Zealand (2013)  
Finland (2015)  
Ireland (2015) 
United States (2015)  

1. Several countries—France (1999), United Kingdom (2004), Ireland (2010), Greece (2015), Italy (2016)—recognized 
same-sex cohabitation at the same time they legalized registered partnerships. Finland (2017), which does not have a 
wholesale cohabitation policy for same or opposite-sex couples, but does make some legal references to “marriage-like” 
relationships, began recognizing same-sex couples under these provisions when its same-sex marriage policy took effect. 
I exclude these instances of policy adoption from my observations in this dissertation because the human rights 
perspective taken here warrants a focus on the broadest policy accommodations available in a country. 
2. Norway began piecemeal inclusion of gays and lesbians into cohabitation laws in 1989, but adopted a more 
expansive policy in 1991. 
3. Denmark, Norway, and Sweden all terminated their registered partnership policies when marriage became available 
to gays and lesbians. 
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partnership and civil marriage, but not of cohabitation policy adoption. Only % of Left Party Seats 

significantly predicts the adoption of cohabitation policies. A 1% increase in the number of seats 

held by left leaning parties in a country’s legislature increases the likelihood of cohabitation policy 

adoption by about 7%. This supports previous findings indicating left parties lend themselves to 

social justice issues, such as gay and lesbian relationship recognition (Fernandez and Lutter 2013). 

However, this variable does not determine the adoption of any other kind of relationship 

recognition, suggesting the importance of considering the type of policies governments adopt when 

identifying policy determinants.  

Moving to the second model (Table 4.2), welfare state comprehensiveness, religion, spatial 

diffusion, and economic development are all statistically significant determinants of registered 

partnership adoption. A 1% increase in welfare state comprehensiveness results in a 61% increase in 

the likelihood of policy adoption. A 1% increase in the percentage of Catholic and Orthodox 

adherents, by contrast, results in a 99% decrease in the odds of registered partnership adoption, 

supporting previous research on the role of religiosity in the adoption of gay and lesbian legislation 

(Ayoub 2014). Both Neighbors with Recognition and Economic Development also decrease the likelihood of 

policy adoption. Each additional neighbor with a comparable recognition policy (e.g. cohabitation in 

the cohabitation model) decreases the policy adoption by 99%, while an increase in economic 

development yields an 87% reduction in the likelihood of registered partnership policy adoption. In 

Chapter Three, I discussed the possibility that spatial diffusion fails to explain policy once we 

account for additional explanations of adoption. This may also be the case with economic 

development. Economic development may either matter less in the sample of relatively rich 

countries studied here either because development has a diminishing return after reaching a high 

threshold, or it may be that developed nations face less external pressure to adopt policy.  
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 Determinants of civil marriage (Table 4.2, Model 3) include welfare state comprehensiveness, 

religious party power, previous LGB-friendly policy adoption, and economic development. Again, 

welfare state comprehensiveness increases policy adoption; this time, a 1% increase in the 

independent variable results in a 39% increase in the likelihood of policy adoption. Meanwhile, each 

additional LGB-friendly policy makes a country 12 times as likely to adopt same-sex marriage. This 

lends strong support to research indicating the benefits of incremental policy change (Eskridge 2002; 

Glass, Kubasek, & Kiester 2011; Waaldijk 2001), though as Aloni (2010) points out, this theory 

largely reflects patterns within Europe (which comprises 80% of my sample). Religious party power, 

on the other hand, decreases the rate of marriage policy adoption by 17% for each 1% increase in 

the number of legislative seats held by religious parties. Finally, economic development appears to 

have comparable effects on the adoption of civil marriage as on registered partnership. 

 Though the significant coefficients vary across models, we must mathematically evaluate the 

differences. To that end, I preform pairwise chi-square tests to determine whether the variation in 

the coefficients is significant across models and test the following rival hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 30: The determinants of SSRR policy adoption are equivalent across policy types. 

Hypothesis 3: The determinants of SSRR policy adoption vary significantly across policy types.  

Table 4.3 lists the p-values of the pairwise chi-square tests comparing variables across the 

indicated models. Of the 33 tests presented, 10 (31%) produce statistically significant (p<.10) 

differences. This suggests a high level of variation across policy types, and allows us to reject 

Hypothesis 30 in favor of Hypothesis 3. Furthermore, the analyses indicate the magnitude of the effects 

on Degree of Proportional Representation, LGB-Friendly Policies and % Religious Seats vary across models. 

Overall, the results support my argument for considering the types of policies adopted, as 

determinants for one policy do not necessarily determine the adoption of the other policies.
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One noteworthy observation from the preceding analysis: welfare state comprehensiveness 

increases the likelihood of policy adoption equally across policy models. Does this mean 

comprehensive welfare states adopt more expansive policies? While, the equalizing nature of the 

welfare state should encourage the adoption of expansive policies, the policy reinvention literature 

suggests early-adopting, comprehensive welfare states may adopt inferior policies—at least 

initially—while slow-moving, less comprehensive states adopt more expansive policies.  My fourth 

hypothesis begins to disentangle whether this is the case.  

Hypothesis 4: Conditional on policy adoption, less comprehensive welfare states adopt more 

expansive accommodations than their more comprehensive peers. 

To confirm this hypothesis, the welfare state coefficient in the conditional logistic 

regressions would need to be negative and statistically significant. Table 4.4 reports the result of 

these models. Model 1 considers whether, conditional on states’ adoption of any SSRR policy, less 

comprehensive states encourage the adoption of formal recognition (registered partnership or civil 

marriage) as compared to cohabitation.47 The results reveal a 1% increase in welfare state 

comprehensive increases (rather than decreases) the likelihood of adopting a formal recognition 

policy by almost 16%.   

                                                           

 

47 The table displays logistic regression coefficients, which can be interpreted in the same manner as the coefficients in 
Table 4.3. 
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Model 2 considers whether, conditional on states’ adoption of at least one formal recognition 

policy, less comprehensive welfare states adopt civil marriage over registered partnerships. This time, 

welfare state comprehensiveness does not significantly impact the likelihood of policy adoption, 

though, again, the coefficient lies in the opposite direction of my hypothesis. It appears, welfare state 

comprehensiveness encourages the adoption of formal recognition over cohabitation, but does not 

increase the likelihood of adopting a same-sex marriage policy over registered partnership. It is 

possible comprehensive welfare states view the move to registered relationships as a primary barrier 

to LGB equality.  

Alternately, early-adopting comprehensive welfare states may adopt inferior policies, but 

update their policies to keep pace with late adopters. My final hypothesis considers this possibility. 

Hypothesis 5: More comprehensive welfare states will update their policies more times  than 

will less comprehensive states.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.2 Policy Expansiveness by Date of Adoption, 1978-20151 

Table 4.4 Effects of Welfare State Comprehensiveness on the Adoption of Higher-Level Policy, 1978-
20151 

Variable Logit Model 1 
Formal Recognition 

Logit Model 2 
Marriage 

 Coefficient (s.e.) Coefficient (s.e.) 
Welfare State Comprehensiveness 0.145* (0.058) 0.057 (0.063) 

 
Time 0.225*** (0.065) 0.231** (0.078) 
Constant -9.207** (3.118) -8.401* (3.513) 
   
N observations 29 27 
Log likelihood -14.608 -13.495 
McFadden’s R2 0.241 0.278 

*p ≤ .05, **p≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001   
1. Tables report logistic regression coefficients and simultaneously estimated robust standard errors, clustered by 
country 
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1. slope = 0.045 (standard error = 0.014); r = 0.378 (p = 0.006) 
 

 

Figure 4.2 shows the relationship between policy expansiveness and the year of policy 

adoption. The linear regression results suggest policy gets more expansive over time. We can also see 

the early-adopting, Social Democratic states generally adopt low-level cohabitation policies first.  

If welfare state comprehensiveness does not lead to the adoption of high-level policies at the 

outset, then do comprehensive welfare states update their policies to catch up to their late-adopting 

peers? My final hypothesis predicts that they do.  

Hypothesis 5: More comprehensive welfare states will update their policies more times  than 

will their less comprehensive states. 
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Figure 4.3 Policy Innovation and Reinventions by Average Welfare State 
Comprehensiveness1 

 
1. Poisson coefficient = 0.042 (robust standard error = 0.017); (p = 0.016) 
 
 

Figure 4.3 shows the relationship between average welfare state comprehensiveness and the 

number of policy innovations and reinventions countries undertook between 1978 and 2015. 

Exponentiating the results of the Poisson regression model gives us an incidence rate ratio of 1.042. 

In other words, a 1% increase in welfare state comprehensiveness yields a 4% increase in the 

expected number of policies (moving the expected policy count from, say, 1 to 1.043). To put this 

into perspective, a 16.5% increase in average welfare state comprehensiveness (the difference 

between, say, the United States and France, or Canada and Sweden) results in a doubling of the 

expected number of policies (e.g. moving the count from 1 to 2 policies).48  This result supports 

                                                           

 

48 Poisson regression coefficients represent the natural log of expected counts; formally,  
β = ln(µx+1) – ln(µx), where β is the regression coefficient and µ is the expected count at a value (x, or x+1) of the 
predictor variable (the subscripts in this case indicate a one-unit change in x, from x to x+1). Because the difference in 
two logs equals their quotient [ln(µx+1) – ln(µx) = ln(µx+1/ µx)], the formal equation can be simplified as  
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Hypothesis 5: more comprehensive welfare states do, in fact, adopt more policies than their less 

comprehensive peers.  

Figure 4.4 Policy Expansiveness by Year of Last Amendment, 20151 

 
1. slope = 0.027 (standard error = 0.028); r = 0.052 (p = 0.348) 

 

Figure 4.4 offers a picture of the results of the iterative policymaking process 

comprehensive welfare states undertake. Specifically, it shows the level of policy expansiveness as of 

2015 and the year of the most recent policy adoption. Where the positive and statistically significant 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 

β = ln(µx+1/ µx). Thus, the coefficient (β) is the log of the ratio of change (µx+1/ µx) in counts. This yields the equation 
0.042 = ln(µx+1/ µx), which solves by exponentiating β as follows: e0.042 = µx+1/ µx  =1.043. Determining the necessary 
change in welfare state comprehensiveness to achieve a ratio of change equal to 2 (µx+1/ µx  = 2)—representing a 
doubling in the number of policies adopted—requires determining the value by which to multiply the coefficient (β). 
Thus, the equation β = ln(µx+1) – ln(µx), which can also be written β*1 = ln(µx+1) – ln(µx), becomes  
β*w = ln(µx+1) – ln(µx), where w is an unknown multiplier by which to multiply the coefficient (β = 0.042) to determine 
the change in x (in this case, average welfare state comprehensiveness) that produces a ratio of change equal to 2. 
Simplifying β*w = ln(µx+1) – ln(µx) gives us β*w = ln(µx+1/ µx). Plugging in the known values    
 (β = 0.042 and µx+1/ µx = 2) produces the following: 0.042*w = ln(2). The equation 0.042*w = ln(2) = 0.693 simplifies 
to 0.042*w = 0.693. Dividing both sides of the equation by 0.042 simplifies to w=0.693/0.042=16.5. Thus, a 16.5% 
increase in welfare state comprehensiveness, doubles the number of policies adopted. 
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slope of the regression line in Figure 4.2 indicates an increase in policy comprehensiveness over 

time, the insignificant slope and congregation of states near the upper right corner in Figure 4.4 

suggests comprehensive welfare states ultimately end up among the pack.  

 The results of my analyses generally confirm my hypotheses and support my theory. Welfare 

state comprehensiveness increase the likelihood of registered partnership and civil marriage, but not 

cohabitation, policy adoption in any given year—indicating variation in the determinants of policy 

adoption. This fact is further supported by the pairwise chi-square tests of the seemingly unrelated 

regression coefficients which indicate statistically significant variability in the policy determinants. All 

of this bolsters my argument about the importance of studying the types of SSRR policies countries 

adopt.    

 While the relationship between welfare state comprehensiveness and policy timing is 

straightforward, the effects of welfare state comprehensiveness on policy scope are more 

complicated. For one, while early-adopting, comprehensive welfare states tend to adopt less 

expansive, cohabitation policies, the results do not indicate less comprehensive welfare states adopt 

more expansive policies. Instead, it appears comprehensive states update their policies more than 

their peers, but ultimately end up with policies similar to their later adopting peers.  

Conclusion 

This chapter serves three purposes in the broader context of the dissertation. First, it 

bolsters the findings in Chapter Three about the importance of considering welfare state 

comprehensiveness when discussing SSRR policy determinants. Second, it illuminates the need to 

consider not just whether states adopt policies, but the types of policies adopted. Finally, it identifies a 

nuanced relationship between welfare state comprehensiveness, the timing of policy adoption, and 

policy scope.  
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The argument I advance in Chapters Two and Three asserts the way comprehensive welfare 

states address economic inequalities leads them to better resolve social inequalities, such as those 

between same and opposite-sex couples in the absence of SSRR policies. This theory implies 

comprehensive welfare states should adopt SSRR policies sooner than their less comprehensive 

peers—one of the hypotheses I evaluate and confirm in Chapter Three. It also raises questions 

about whether comprehensive states adopt more expansive policies, or whether, as the policy 

reinvention literature suggests, these states adopt less expansive policies and make changes in 

response to emerging inequalities.  

I leverage several types of quantitative analyses to test my theory and corresponding 

hypotheses, including event history analyses, pairwise chi-square tests, and Poisson regression. The 

results lend credence to my comparative political theory of rights recognition, and support previous 

research on policy reinvention in several key ways. First, welfare state comprehensiveness speeds up 

the policy adoption process for both registered partnership and same-sex marriage policy adoption. 

This reinforces findings from Chapter Three on the effects of the welfare state on timing to policy 

adoption. That said, the variability in the significance and magnitude of the coefficients in the event 

history models not only suggests SSRR policies are not created equally, but also calls into question 

the validity of research making that erroneous assumption. Finally, while welfare state 

comprehensiveness is a determinant of adoption for some policy types, comprehensive welfare 

states do not necessarily adopt the most expansive policy accommodations. Instead, they update 

their policies over time to keep pace with late-adopting, less comprehensive states.  

Overall, this chapter advances understandings of identity politics, including but not limited 

to SSRR policy adoption, policy innovation and reinvention, and comparative welfare states. First, it 

illuminates the need to examine seemingly related civil rights policies individually, to better 

understand the processes impacting their adoption. Second, it supports research on policy 
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reinvention suggesting innovation is about more than early policy adoption and detailing the iterative 

policy processes early-adopting states undertake to keep up with later-adopting peers. Lastly, it 

identifies the welfare state as an important moderator of social equality. These findings should serve 

as a reminder that for members of disadvantaged groups, threats of welfare state retrenchment pose 

risks beyond the reduction of financial resources and may well lead to a contestation over social 

citizenship rights.
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Concluding Remarks  

What explains same-sex relationship recognition (SSRR) policy adoption? This dissertation 

offered a theory of rights recognition and reinvention grounded in comparative political economy to 

explain the timing and scope of SSRR policies, and tested it on 20 western nations. This concluding 

chapter proceeds as follows. In the first section, I summarize my theory and recount the empirical 

findings generated from my tests thereof. In the second section, I discuss the contributions of my 

findings to the literatures on identity politics, comparative political economy, and public policy. The 

final section considers the bounds of my theory and delineates directions for future research. 

Summary of the Dissertation 

In Chapter One, I cast doubt on a commonly invoked narrative: countries are converging 

around same-sex relationship recognition. I traced patterns of policy adoption to show this dialogue 

masks important variation in the timing of policy adoption and the types of policies adopted. In 

invoking assumptions of convergence, discourse around and research on SSRR policy adoption 

disregards meaningful differences in the experiences of same-sex couples—particularly those living 

in countries with less expansive (or no) recognition policies—and the goals of governments. 

Ultimately, this shortcoming renders research on SSRR policy adoption inexact, at best. I argued an 

additional limitation of existing research is its neglect in evaluating the role of the welfare state in 

shaping both the timing and scope of policy adoption.  

In Chapter Two, I presented a theory of rights recognition to explain SSRR policy adoption. 

Drawing on the comparative welfare states and policy reinvention literatures, I argued 

comprehensive welfare states better respond to social inequalities because more comprehensive 

welfare states produce greater economic equality that creates an intolerance for social inequalities. 

Such an intolerance is absent, however, in less comprehensive welfare states comfortable with 
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economic inequalities. I detailed two sub-processes underlying my argument. First, I argued 

comprehensive welfare states are better primed for action on rights recognition. States’ social 

policies structure the relationship between citizens and government and generate expectations about 

the role of government in society—including the types of policy problems government should solve 

and the types of policy solutions they should seek. I argued these welfare policy regimes produce 

feedback cycles where expansive, state-centered policy solutions beget more of the same. Second, I 

asserted the economic equality in comprehensive welfare policy regimes leads to social solidarity. 

These features lead more comprehensive welfare regimes to adopt SSRR policies sooner than their 

counterparts.  

My theory of rights recognition implied consequences for the scope of SSRR policies states 

choose to adopt. Specifically, if comprehensive welfare states look to resolve inequalities, we should 

not only expect them to adopt policy sooner, but we should also expect them to adopt more 

expansive policy accommodations. Yet, this theoretical implication partially conflicted with research 

on policy reinvention indicating policy innovators (early adopters) adopt sub-optimal policy 

solutions and update policy to keep pace with late adopters who update borrowed policy before 

adopting it.  

In Chapter Three, I used an original dataset on the adoption of same-sex relationship 

recognition policies between 1978 and 2015 to test the hypothesis that more comprehensive welfare 

states adopt policies sooner than their less comprehensive peers. Furthermore, I studied policy 

adoption in the Netherlands and the United States to identify evidence of micro-foundational 

mechanisms and evaluate my hypothesis that less comprehensive welfare states turn to individual, 

market-based, and sub-federal policy solutions to deal with a lack of relationship recognition. Event 

history analyses provided strong support for my theory, even while controlling for several alternate 

explanations of policy adoption, each of my three welfare state variables was a statistically significant 
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determinant of SSRR policy adoption; model selection tests confirmed the benefit of including 

welfare state comprehensiveness. Interestingly, none of the control variables consistently determined 

policy adoption. Moreover, when significant, many of the coefficients for the alternate explanations 

of policy adoption were opposite the expected direction. For instance, economic development, 

proportional representation, and the proportion of neighbors with a relationship recognition policy 

all decreased the likelihood of policy adoption, while federalism and an increase in the percentage of 

legislative seats held by religious parties unexpectedly increased the likelihood of adoption. This may 

be because my theory (and, the welfare state variables) subsumes many of the existing explanations 

of SSRR policy adoption. It may also be because existing research does not always limit itself to the 

study of SSRR policies, instead considering LGBT-friendly policies (e.g. Ayoub 2014; Wilson 2013). 

The results did lend some support to the argument that increased national religiosity decreases 

support for relationship recognition. Specifically, as an increase in the percentage of Catholic or 

Orthodox adherents decreased the likelihood of policy adoption.  

The case study provided additional support for my theory, revealing several key differences 

in the policymaking processes and features of the early-adopting, comprehensive welfare state of the 

Netherlands as compared to the late-adopting, less comprehensive United States. First, in tracing the 

policy histories of the countries, I identified a top-down policy adoption pattern resulting from 

internal government pressures in the Netherlands. This pattern resulted in near-uniform government 

action and bureaucratic agreement on SSRR policies. In contrast, the United States exhibited 

bottom-up policymaking, as, sub-federal governments and market actors introduced their own 

solutions to policy problems policy presented by the absence of national action on SSRR rights. 

Further research indicated the Netherlands was not only a more welfare state comprehensiveness 

than the United States, but it also had lower levels of income inequality and intolerance toward 

homosexuals.  
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Finally, having established the role of the welfare state in SSRR policy adoption more 

generally, in Chapter Four I turned to a discussion of the tangible and symbolic provisions of 

policies to determine the variability of policy determinants across policy type and evaluate the role of 

the welfare state on policy scope. To that end, I conducted a discrete time, multiple component 

event history analysis and a pairwise chi-square test of the coefficients on the policy determinants. 

The results of these analyses unveiled two important findings. First, welfare state comprehensiveness 

was a significant predictor of registered partnership and civil marriage, but not cohabitation policies. 

Second, significance tests revealed sizeable variation in both the determinants of policy across policy 

types. These findings bolstered my argument that it is imperative to consider policy scope in 

considerations of rights recognition.  

Additional tests illuminated a nuanced relationship between welfare state 

comprehensiveness, the timing of policy adoption, and the scope of policies adopted. As the event 

history analyses indicated, welfare state comprehensiveness speeds up the adoption of some policy 

types. That said, the variability in the significance and magnitude of the coefficients in the event 

history models calls into question research assuming uniformity in the determinants of distinct 

policies. Finally, follow up analyses revealed comprehensive welfare states do not necessarily adopt 

the most expansive policy accommodations. Instead, they update their policies over time to keep 

pace with late-adopting, less comprehensive states.  

Contributions of the Study 

This dissertation bridges three literatures—identity politics, comparative welfare states, and 

public policy—to develop a comparative political economy theory of rights recognition. My theory 

subsumes and simplifies many existing explanations for SSRR policy adoption, offering parsimony 

to a cluttered debate. It provides theoretical justification for some observed relationships, such as 

those between social spending and income inequality. Other relationships, like those between 
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religion and policy adoption, likely occur through the pathway I specify. Thus, my research connects 

previous results through a better specified and more manageable framework. Furthermore, the 

theory should generalize both in terms of geography and policy substance, offering insight into a 

possible determinant of policies and protections for other identity groups. The remainder of this 

section discusses the contributions of this work to the literatures discussed at the outset. 

Identity Politics 

This dissertation contributes to our understanding of identity politics. First, by examining 

the way the welfare state and public policy processes can progress or impede minority rights policy, 

it contributes to an understanding of identity and social citizenship. “New social movements” 

seeking to garner recognition and rights through empowered differences (Moosa-Mitha 2005) have 

upended research on citizenship and identity politics.  Much of this work explores the well-being 

and rights of legal citizens—children, persons with disabilities, LGBTs—whose characteristics 

render them on the margins of the population and often excluded from full social (and sometimes 

even, legal) participation (Phelan 2001). My work contributes to this field of study by injecting 

nuance into existing understandings of the determinants of SSRR policy.  

Comparative Political Economy 

This dissertation also makes three theoretical contributions to research on comparative 

political economy. First, while literature on comparative welfare states has arguably developed in 

parallel to other political science research, I synthesize this body of research with work on public 

policy and identity politics. In so doing, I diverge from prevailing accounts of the welfare state 

(Castles & Mitchell 1993; Esping-Andersen 1990; Obinger & Wagschal 2001; Sruggs 2006) that 

invoke welfare regimes as a dependent variable, to consider welfare state regimes and 

comprehensiveness as independent variables and key determinants of policy adoption. Second, I 
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expand research implicating the welfare state as a mechanism for easing social tensions and 

providing for citizen well-being. Previous work in this area focused on the role of the welfare state 

in mitigating ethnic and racial tensions (Crepaz & Damron 2009) I expand this work, asking how 

welfare states designed to care for typical (heterosexual) citizens fare at providing for atypical (gay 

and lesbian) citizens and combating sexual orientation discrimination to equalize treatment of gays 

and lesbians in society. Lastly, I invert conventional evaluations of social rights as derivatives of 

political and civil rights (e.g. Marshall 1950), showing social rights drive political and civil rights for 

some groups. 

Public Policy Processes 

The final theoretical contributions of this dissertation enhance our understanding of public 

policy processes. First, I illuminate the need to examine seemingly related (civil rights) policies 

individually to better understand the processes impacting their adoption. This finding echoes calls by 

scholars of policy diffusion (e.g. Makse and Volden 2011; Karch 2007; Taylor et al. 2012) to examine 

policy content, not just policy adoption. Second, this dissertation supports research on policy 

reinvention suggesting innovation is about more than early policy adoption and detailing the iterative 

policy processes early-adopting states undertake to keep up with later-adopting peers.  

Practical Implications 

This study also reveals two practical implications of this research.  First, my research 

underscores the importance in policy variation for policy targets. Governments wield policy tools 

and craft solutions with specific outcomes in mind, but sometimes fail to identify the importance of 

nuanced policy differences for the people directly impacted by policies. For SSRR policies, increases 

in tangible and symbolic benefits translate into better, fuller, more secure lives for the couples in 

want of such recognition. The second practical implication of this research regards an important 
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argument missing amidst the cries and concerns over welfare state retrenchment in the west. If, as I 

posit, welfare state generosity spurs social equality, then the risks of retrenchment extend beyond the 

reduction of financial resources and may well lead to a contestation over social citizenship rights. 

While the deterioration of existing rights is unlikely, the power of the welfare state to shape social 

relations and rectify future inequalities is threatened by retrenchment. 

Boundaries of the Study and Considerations for Future Research 

What does this study tell us about tangible benefits and the corresponding policy reinventions?  

In this dissertation, I rely on symbolic benefits and changes therein to approximate the 

corresponding tangible benefits. This was primarily a practical, rather than a theoretical decision. 

Grappling with the magnitude of change in tangible benefits presents a difficult task because it 

requires a nuanced understanding of legal codes and the relationship between same and opposite-sex 

couples both within and across countries. Yet, the tangible benefits of SSRR policies undoubtedly 

impact the lives of same-sex couples, and more thoroughly studying them offers at least two useful 

avenues for future research. First, this area of research is ripe for data collection. There exists no 

comprehensive, cross-national dataset on the specifics of policies impacting gays and lesbians. Such 

a dataset would most certainly yield fruitful questions and answers for the study of gay and lesbian 

identity politics. Second, investigating tangible benefits would allow for a more nuanced version of 

the theory put forth in this dissertation. For instance, welfare state comprehensiveness may impact 

tangible and symbolic benefits in distinct ways. Alternately, comprehensiveness may moderate the 

incorporation of tangible and symbolic benefits.  

Does the theory only work in the west? 

I limited my sample to western nations for practical, rather than theoretical reasons. That 

said, there is to believe the theory is geographically portable. Emerging research on developing 
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welfare states—particularly those in Latin America and Southeast Asia—provides an opportunity to 

examine the effects of welfare state comprehensiveness in other areas. South America, for instance, 

has seen a surge in SSRR policy adoptions and represents another area for theory testing. Table 5.1 

offers a glimpse at the relationship between welfare state structures and SSRR policies in the region. 

This connection undoubtedly warrants additional research. An equally interesting and related 

question: what role, if any, do welfare state structures (or lack thereof) play in the adoption of anti-

LGBT policies? Expanding the geography of this analysis will more fully inform the theory 

presented here. 

 

 Is the theory limited to improving understanding of gay and lesbian policy adoption? 

My findings indicate the welfare state can support gay and lesbian citizens by increasing the 

likelihood that states will adopt policies to protect them and their families. The underlying 

theoretical processes—for instance, discomfort with economic inequality leading to discomfort with 

social inequalities—by no means preclude the extension of the theory. On the one hand, studying 

gay and lesbian incorporation represents a conservative test of the theory because welfare states 

were designed to mitigate ethnic differences. On the other hand, gay and lesbian inclusion 

represented both a strategic and a moral decision for many comprehensive welfare states. Thus, it 

Table 5.1 Welfare State Development and Same-Sex Relationship Recognition in South America, 20161 
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may take longer for other inequalities to unsettle the policymaking bureaucracy if such inequalities 

are justified by differing values and threats to the welfare state itself. Future inquiry should 

adjudicate between the competing possibilities that this theory offers a far-reaching explanation for 

variations in social inequalities or that it is limited to a narrower range of inequities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

107

 

REFERENCES 

Aloni, E. 2010. Incrementalism, civil unions, and the possibility of predicting legal recognition of 

same-sex marriage. Duke Journal of Gender Law and Policy, 18, pp. 105- 161.  

Amato, P.R., 2007. Alone together: How marriage in America is changing. Harvard University Press. 

Andersen, R. and Fetner, T. 2008. Cohort differences in tolerance of homosexuality: Attitudinal 

change in Canada and the United States, 1981–2000. Public Opinion Quarterly, 72(2), pp. 311-

330. 

Arts, W. and Gelissen, J. 2002. Three worlds of welfare capitalism or more? A state-of-the-art 

report. Journal of European Social Policy. 12(2), pp. 137-158.  

Ayoub, P.M. 2014. With arms wide shut: Threat perception, norm reception, and mobilized 

resistance to LGBT rights. Journal of Human Rights, 13(3), pp.337-362. 

Ayoub, P.M., 2015. Contested norms in new-adopter states: International determinants of LGBT 

rights legislation. European Journal of International Relations, 21(2), pp.293-322. 

Badgett, M.V.L. 2004. Variations on an equitable theme: Explaining international same-sex partner 

recognition laws. in Same-sex couples, same-sex partnerships, and homosexual marriages: A focus on 

cross-national differentials, eds Digoix, M and Festy, P. Documents de travail n 124, Ined, 2004, 

pp. 95-114. 

Bambra, C., 2004. The worlds of welfare: illusory and gender blind?. Social Policy and Society, 3(3), pp. 

201-211. 

BBC. 2002. “Sweden legalizes gay adoption.” BBC. Accessed on 17 Jul 2017 at 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/2028938.stm 

Beck, N., Katz, J.N. and Tucker, R., 1998. Taking time seriously: Time-series-cross-section analysis 

with a binary dependent variable. American Journal of Political Science, pp.1260-1288. 



 

 

 

108

Boli, J. and Thomas, G.M., 1997. World culture in the world polity: A century of international non-

governmental organization. American sociological review, pp. 171-190. 

Bonoli, G. 1997 “Classifying Welfare States: A Two-Dimension Approach.” Journal of Social Policy. 26 

(3), pp. 351–372.  

Bonoli, G., 2007. Time matters: Postindustrialization, new social risks, and welfare state adaptation 

in advanced industrial democracies. Comparative political studies, 40(5), pp. 495-520. 

Bormann, N.C. and Golder, M., 2013. Democratic electoral systems around the world, 1946–

2011. Electoral Studies, 32(2), pp. 360-369. 

Boushey, G. 2010. Policy Diffusion Dynamics in America. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Boushey, G., 2016. Targeted for Diffusion? How the Use and Acceptance of Stereotypes Shape the 

Diffusion of Criminal Justice Policy Innovations in the American States. American Political 

Science Review, 110(1), pp. 198-214. 

Box-Steffensmeier, J. and Jones, B. 2004. Event History Modeling: a Guide for Social Scientists. New York: 

Cambridge University Press 

Brady, D., Huber, E., & Stephens, J.D. 2014. Comparative Welfare States Data Set, University of 

North Carolina and WZB Berlin Social Science Center 

Brewer, P.R., 2014. Public opinion about gay rights and gay marriage. 

Canetti-Nisim, D., 2004. The effect of religiosity on endorsement of democratic values: The 

mediating influence of authoritarianism. Political Behavior, 26(4), pp.377-398. 

Carter, D.B. and Signorino, C.S., 2010. Back to the future: Modeling time dependence in binary 

data. Political Analysis, 18(3), pp. 271-292. 

Castles, F. 1998. Comparative public policy: Patterns of post-war transformation. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Castles, F.G., 2004. The future of the welfare state: Crisis myths and crisis realities. Oxford University Press 

on Demand. 



 

 

 

109

Castles, F. and Mitchell, D. 1993. Worlds of welfare and families of nations, in F. G. Castles (ed.) 

Families of Nations: Patterns of Public Policy in Western Democracies. Aldershot: 

 Dartmouth Publishing Company. 

Castles, F.G. and Obinger, H., 2008. Worlds, families, regimes: Country clusters in European and 

OECD area public policy. West European Politics, 31(1-2), pp.321-344. 

Chappell, L. 2001. Federalism and social policy: The case of domestic violence. Australian Journal of 

Public Administration, 60(1), pp. 36-46. 

Chappell, B. 2017. “Taiwan’s high-court rules same-sex marriage is legal, In a first for Asia.” NPR. 

Accessed on 17 Jul 2017 at http://www.npr.org/sections/thetwo-

way/2017/05/24/529841027/taiwans-high-court-rules-same-sex-marriage-is-legal-in-a-first-

for-asia 

Christian Democratic Party. 2014. “A Christian Worldview vs a Green Party Worldview.” Accessed 

on 20 May 2014 at http://www.cdp.org.au/component/jnews/mailing/view/listid-

3/mailingid-1355/listype-1.html 

City of Berkeley. N.d. “Domestic Partnership Information.” Accessed on 17 Jul 2017 at 

http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/Home/Domestic_Partnership.aspx#Policy_Informatio

n 

Cleves, M. Gould, W., Gutierrez, R. and Marchenko, Y. 2008. An Introduction to Survival Analysis Using 

Stata 2nd edition. College Station, TX: Stata 

Collier, D., and Messick, R.E. 1975. “Prerequisites versus diffusion: Testing alternative explanations 

of social security adoption.” The American Political Science Review, 69(4), pp. 1200-1315. 

Commission on European Family Law. 2017. Accessed 17 Jul 2017 at http://ceflonline.net/ 

Crepaz, M.M. and Damron, R., 2009. Constructing tolerance: How the welfare state shapes attitudes 

about immigrants. Comparative Political Studies, 42(3), pp.437-463. 



 

 

 

110

Cress, D.M. and Snow, D.A., 2000. The outcomes of homeless mobilization: The influence of 

organization, disruption, political mediation, and framing. American Journal of Sociology, 105(4), 

pp.1063-1104. 

Dasgupta, N. and Rivera, L.M. 2008. When social context matters: The influence of long-term 

contact and short-term exposure to admired outgroup members on implicit attitudes and 

behavioral intentions. Social Cognition, 26(1), 112-123. 

De Visser. 2012. “Dutch advice to Obama on same-sex marriage.” Daily Beast. Accessed on 8 May 

2017 at http://www.thedailybeast.com/dutch-advice-to-obama-on-same-sex-marriage 

Earles, K., 2011. Swedish family policy–continuity and change in the Nordic welfare state 

model. Social Policy & Administration, 45(2), pp.180-193. 

 

Ebiling, Ashlea. 2004. “Married or not, gays gain partner coverage.” Forbes. Accessed on 12 Jul 2017 

at https://www.forbes.com/2004/04/07/cz_ae_0407beltway.html 

Employee Benefit Research Institute. 2009. “Domestic Partner Benefits: Facts and Background.” 

Accessed on 10 Jul 2017 at https://www.ebri.org/pdf/publications/facts/0209fact.pdf 

Eskridge, W.N., 2002. Some effects of identity-based social movements on constitutional law in the 

twentieth century. Michigan Law Review, 100(8), pp.2062-2407. 

Esping-Andersen, G. 1990. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Oxford: Polity Press. 

Fernandez, J. and Lutter, M. 2013. Supranational cultural norms, domestic value orientations and the 

diffusion of same-sex union rights in Europe, 1988-2009. International Sociology, 28(1), 102-

120. 

Ferrera, M. 1996. “The ‘southern’ model of welfare in social Europe.” Journal of European Social Policy, 

6(1), 17–37.  



 

 

 

111

Finnemore, M., & Sikkink, K. 1998. International norm dynamics and political change. International 

organization, 52(04), 887-917. 

Flora, P. and Heidenheimer, A.J. eds., 1981. The development of welfare states in Europe and America. 

Transaction Publishers. 

Fox, J. 2002. “Cox proportional-hazards regression for survival data.” Accessed 25 May 2014 at 

http://cran.r-project.org/doc/contrib/Fox-Companion/appendix-cox-regression.pdf 

Frank, D.J., Camp, B.J. and Boutcher, S.A., 2010. Worldwide trends in the criminal regulation of sex, 

1945 to 2005. American Sociological Review, 75(6), pp.867-893. 

Gelissen, J. 2002. Worlds of welfare, worlds of consent?. International Comparative Social Studies, (4). 

Gerhards, J. 2010. Non-discrimination towards homosexuality the European Union’s policy and 

citizens’ attitudes towards homosexuality in 27 European countries. International 

Sociology, 25(1), 5-28. 

Gessa, D. (2013). “Italian party leader says gay marriage is like pedophila.” GayStarNews Accessed 

20 May 2014 at http://www.gaystarnews.com/article/italian-party-leader-says-gay-marriage-

pedophilia070213 

Glass, C., Kubasek, N., and Kiester, E. 2011. “Toward a ‘European Model’ of same-sex marriage 

rights: A viable pathway for the U.S.?” Berkeley Journal of International Law. 29(1), 132-174. 

Glick, H.R. and Hays, S.P., 1991. Innovation and reinvention in state policymaking: Theory and the 

evolution of living will laws. The Journal of Politics, 53(3), pp.835-850. 

Goodman, R. and Peng, I., 1996. The East Asian welfare states: Peripatetic learning, adaptive 

change, and nation-building. Welfare states in transition: National adaptations in global economies, 

pp.192-224. 

Goodridge v. Department of Health (Mass. 2003). 



 

 

 

112

Green-Pedersen, C. and Haverland, M., 2002. Review Essay: The new politics and scholarship of the 

welfare state. Journal of European Social Policy, 12(1), pp.43-51. 

Haider-Markel, D. P. 2001. Policy diffusion as a geographical expansion of the scope of political 

conflict: Same-sex marriage bans in the 1990s. State Politics & Policy Quarterly, 1(1), 5-26. 

Hays, S.P., 1996a. Influences on reinvention during the diffusion of innovations. Political research 

quarterly, 49(3), pp.631-650. 

Hays, S.P., 1996b. Patterns of reinvention. Policy Studies Journal, 24(4), pp.551-566. 

Heichel, S., 2015. Homosexuality: patterns of hidden compensation on the road towards sexual 

liberty. On the Road to Permissiveness?: Change and Convergence of Moral Regulation in Europe, p.157. 

Herek, G.M., 1984. Beyond" homophobia": A social psychological perspective on attitudes toward 

lesbians and gay men. Journal of homosexuality, 10(1-2), pp.1-21. 

Herek, G. 1997. “Heterosexuals’ attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: Does coming out make a 

difference?” in Duberman, M. (ed.) A queer world: The Center for Lesbian and Gay Studies reader. 

New York: New York University Press. 

Herskovitz, J. 2017. “Top Texas court sides against same-sex couple marriage benefits.” Reuters. 

Accessed on 3 Jul 2017 at https://www.reuters.com/article/us-texas-gaymarriage-

idUSKBN19L2HP 

Hicks, A.M., 1999. Social democracy & welfare capitalism: a century of income security politics. Cornell 

University Press. 

Hooghe, M. and Meeusen, C., 2013. Is same-sex marriage legislation related to attitudes toward 

homosexuality?. Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 10(4), pp.258-268. 

Horvath, M. and Ryan, A.M., 2003. Antecedents and potential moderators of the relationship 

between attitudes and hiring discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. Sex 

Roles, 48(3-4), pp.115-130. 



 

 

 

113

Huber, E. and Niedzwiecki, S., 2015. Emerging welfare states in Latin America and East Asia. 

Human Rights Campaign. 2016. Corporate Equality Index 2017. Accessed on 9 Jul 17 at 

http://assets.hrc.org//files/assets/resources/CEI-2017-

Final.pdf?_ga=2.50181926.1236387381.1499194837-233731667.1499106975 

Hume, T. 2017. “Germany approves same-sex marriage—but Merkel votes no.” Vice News. 

Accessed on 17 Jul 2017 at https://news.vice.com/story/germany-finally-approves-same-

sex-marriage-but-merkel-votes-no 

Inglehart, R. 1971. The silent revolution in Europe: Intergenerational change in post-industrial 

societies. American political science review, 65(04), 991-1017. 

Inglehart, R., & Welzel, C., 2005. Modernization, cultural change, and democracy: The human development 

sequence. Cambridge University Press. 

International Lesbian, Gay Bisexual, Trans and Intersex Association (ILGA)., 2017. Accessed on 12 

Mar 2017 at  http://ilga.org/ 

Jänterä-Jareborg, M., Brattström, M., and Eriksson, L., 2015. Commission on European Family Law. 

2017. Accessed 17 Jul 2017 at http://ceflonline.net/wp-content/uploads/Sweden-IR.pdf 

Jones, C., 1993. The pacific challenge. New perspectives on the welfare state in Europe, pp.198-217. 

Joyce, A. 2006. “Majority of large firms offer employee domestic partner benefits.” Washington Post. 

Accessed on 6 Jul 2017 at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-

dyn/content/article/2006/06/29/AR2006062902049.html 

Kamerstukken [Parliamentary Papers]. 1991/1992.  22300-VI, nr. 36. 

Karch, A., 2007. Emerging issues and future directions in state policy diffusion research. State Politics 

& Policy Quarterly, 7(1), pp.54-80. 

Kasza, G.J., 2002. The illusion of welfare ‘regimes’. Journal of social policy, 31(2), pp.271-287. 



 

 

 

114

Keck, M.E. and Sikkink, K., 1998. Transnational advocacy networks in the movement society. The 

social movement society: Contentious politics for a new century, pp.217-38. 

Khanani, A. and Robinson, J. 2010., Democracy, discursive frames, and same-sex unions: A cross-

national analysis. in Pierceson, J., Piatti-Crocker, A., and Schulenberg, S. (eds.) Same-Sex 

Marriage in the Americas: Policy Innovation for Same-Sex Relationships, 15-36. Plymouth, UK: 

Lexington Books. 

Kitschelt, H., 2001. Partisan competition and welfare state retrenchment. The new politics of the welfare 

state, pp.265-302. 

Knill, C., Adam, C. and Hurka, S. eds., 2015. On the Road to Permissiveness?: Change and Covergence of 

Moral Regulation in Europe. Oxford University Press, USA. 

Kollman, K., 2007. Same‐Sex Unions: The Globalization of an Idea. International Studies 

Quarterly, 51(2), pp.329-357. 

Kollman, K., 2013. The same-sex unions revolution in western democracies: International norms and domestic 

policy change. Oxford University Press. 

Korpi, W. and Palme, J. 1998. The paradox of redistribution and strategies of equality: Welfare State 

institutions, inequality and poverty in the Western countries. American Sociological Review. 

63(5), 661–687. 

Kumlin, S. and Rothstein, B., 2005. Making and breaking social capital: The impact of welfare-state 

institutions. Comparative political studies, 38(4), pp.339-365. 

Larsen, C. A. 2007. The institutional logic of welfare attitudes: How welfare regimes influence public 

support. Comparative Political Studies. 

Laughlin, L., 2013. Who's Minding the Kids?: Child Care Arrangements, Spring 2011. US Department of 

Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 

Lawrence v. Texas (U.S. 2003). 



 

 

 

115

Lax, J.R. and Phillips, J.H., 2009. Gay rights in the states: Public opinion and policy 

responsiveness. American Political Science Review, 103(3), pp.367-386. 

Lagutskottets Betänkande [Legislative Report]. 1986-87: 28. om ny konkurslag m.m. (prop. 1986/87:90 

delvis, prop. 1986/87: 86 delvis och prop. 1986/87: 89 delvis) [About new bankruptcy etc. (Prop 

1986/87: 90 Partial, Prop. 1986/87: 86 Partial and Prop. 1986/87: 89 Partial)].  

Leibfried, S. (1992) ‘Towards a European welfare state? On Integrating Poverty Regimes into the 

European Community’, in Z. Ferge and J. E. Kolberg (eds) Social Policy in a Changing Europe. 

Frankfurt am Main: Campus Verlag  

Leibfried, S., & Pierson, P. 2000. Social policy: Left to courts or markets. In H. Wallace &  

 W. Wallace (Eds.), Policy-making in the European Union (pp. 267-289). Oxford, UK:  

 Oxford University Press.  

Lewis, G. B. 2011. The friends and family plan: Contact with gays and support for gay rights. Policy 

Studies Journal, 39(2), 217-238. 

Lijphart, A. 1999. Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries. New 

Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Lin, D. Y., & Wei, L. J. 1989. The robust inference for the Cox proportional hazards model. Journal 

of the American Statistical Association, 84(408), 1074-1078. 

Lund-Andersen, I. 2015. National Report: Denmark. Commission on European Family Law. 2017. 

Accessed 17 Jul 2017 at http://ceflonline.net/wp-content/uploads/Denmark-IR.pdf 

Makse, T. and Volden, C., 2011. The role of policy attributes in the diffusion of innovations. The 

Journal of Politics, 73(1), pp.108-124. 

Marriage Equality. N.d. About Marriage. Marriage Equality. Accessed on 9 Jun 2017 at 

http://www.marriagequality.ie/getinformed/ 

Marshall, T.H., 1950. Citizenship and social class (Vol. 11, pp. 28-29). Cambridge. 



 

 

 

116

Maoz, Z. and Henderson, E.A., 2013. The world religion dataset, 1945–2010: Logic, estimates, and 

trends. International Interactions, 39(3), pp.265-291. 

McGann, A. 2006. The Logic of Democracy: Reconciling Equality, Deliberation and Minority Protection. Ann 

Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

McGann, A. and Sandholtz, W. 2012. Patterns of death penalty abolition, 1960-2005: Domestic and 

international factors. International Studies Quarterly, 56, pp. 275-289. 

Merin, Y., 2002. Equality for same-sex couples. The Legal Recognition of Same-Sex Partnerships in Europe 

and the United States. Chicago. 

Meyer, J.W., Boli, J., Thomas, G.M. and Ramirez, F.O., 1997. World society and the nation-

state. American Journal of sociology, 103(1), pp.144-181. 

Mooney, C.Z. and Lee, M.H., 1995. Legislative morality in the American states: The case of pre-Roe 

abortion regulation reform. American Journal of Political Science, pp.599-627. 

Mooney, C.Z. and Lee, M.H., 1999. The temporal diffusion of morality policy: The case of death 

penalty legislation in the American states. Policy Studies Journal, 27(4), pp.766-780. 

Moosa-Mitha, M., 2005. A difference-centred alternative to theorization of children's citizenship 

rights. Citizenship studies, 9(4), pp.369-388. 

National Gay and Lesbian Taskforce., N.d. Nondiscrimination Legislation Historical Narrative. Accessed 

on 1 Jul 2017 at 

https://web.archive.org/web/20141001151212/http://www.thetaskforce.org/issues/nondi

scrimination/narrative 

New York Times. 1995. “Disney Co. will offer benefits to gay partners.” The New York Times. 

Accessed on 13 Jul 2017 at http://www.nytimes.com/1995/10/08/us/disney-co-will-offer-

benefits-to-gay-partners.html 

Nino, C.S., 1996. The constitution of deliberative democracy. Yale University Press. 



 

 

 

117

Nozari, F., 1989. 1987 Swedish Family Law Reform. Int'l. J. Legal Info., 17, p.219. 

Obergefell v. Hodges (U.S. 2015) 

Obinger, H., & Wagschal, U. 2001. Families of nations and public policy. West European Politics, 

24(1), 99-114. 

Olson, L.R., Cadge, W. and Harrison, J.T., 2006. Religion and public opinion about same‐sex 

marriage. Social Science Quarterly, 87(2), pp.340-360. 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Social Expenditures Database. OECD. 

Accessed on 7 Mar 2016 at http://www.oecd.org/social/expenditure.htm 

Orloff, A. 1993. Gender and the Social Rights of Citizenship: a Comparative Analysis of  

 Gender Relations and Welfare States. American Sociological Review 58 (3), pp. 303–328.  

Osterbur, Megan E. 2012. When is it Our Time?: An Event History Model of Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual 

Rights Policy Adoption.  University of New Orleans Theses and Dissertations. Paper 1471. 

Pacheco, J. 2013. Attitudinal Policy Feedback and Public Opinion: The Impact of Smoking Bans on 

Attitudes Towards Smokers, Secondhand Smoke, and Antismoking Policies. Public Opinion 

Quarterly. 

Pateman, Carole. 2000. "The Patriarchal Welfare State," in The Welfare State Reader, edited by  

 Christopher Pierson and Francis G. Castles. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.  

Peres, Y., 1995. Religious adherence and political attitudes. Israeli Judaism, pp.87-106. 

 

Pettinicchio, D., 2012. Current explanations for the variation in same-sex marriage policies in 

western countries. Comparative Sociology, 11(4), pp.526-557. 

Phelan, S., 2001. Sexual Strangers: Gays. Lesbians, and Dilemmas of Citizenship, 66. 

Polanyi, K., 1944. The great transformation: Economic and political origins of our time. Rinehart, 

New York. 



 

 

 

118

Powell, B., Quadlin, N.Y. and Pizmony-Levy, O., 2015. Public opinion, the courts, and same-sex 

marriage: Four lessons learned. Social Currents, 2(1), pp.3-12. 

Powell, B., Bolzendahl, C., Geist, C. and Steelman, L.C., 2010. Counted out. Same sex relations and 

Americans’ defi finitions of family. New York. 

Powell, M. and Barrientos, A., 2004. Welfare regimes and the welfare mix. European journal of political 

research, 43(1), pp.83-105. 

Rayside, D. 2007. The United States in comparative context.  in Rimmerman, C. and Wilcox, C. 

(eds) The Politics of Same-Sex Marriage, 341-364. Chicago: Chicago University Press  

Rayside, D. 2010. The distinctive centrality of marriage in the United States. in Pierceson, J., Piatti-

Crocker, A, and Schulenberg, S. (eds) Same-Sex Marriage in the Americas: Policy Innovation for 

Same-Sex Relationships, pp. 203-226. Plymouth, UK: Lexington Books. 

Rice, R.E. and Rogers, E.M., 1980. Reinvention in the innovation process. Knowledge, 1(4), pp.499-

514. 

Rogers, E., 1978. Re-invention during the innovation process. The diffusion of innovations: An assessment, 

pp.343-361. 

Rogers, E.M., 2010. Diffusion of innovations. Simon and Schuster. 

Rothstein, B., 2001. The universal welfare state as a social dilemma. Rationality and society, 13(2), 

pp.213-233. 

Rothstein, B., & Stolle, D. 2003. Social capital, impartiality and the welfare state: An institutional 

approach. In M. Hooghe & D. Stolle (Eds.), Generating social capital, pp. 191-210. New York: 

Palgrave MacMillan.  

Sainsbury, D., 1996. Gender, equality and welfare states. Cambridge University Press. 

Saint-Arnaud, S. and Bernard, P., 2003. Convergence or resilience? A hierarchical cluster analysis of 

the welfare regimes in advanced countries. Current sociology, 51(5), pp.499-527. 



 

 

 

119

Schaefer, J. 2009. Domestic partner benefits in the United States: A discussion of issues related to 

cost, plan design, and administration. Graziadio Business Review, 12(3) 

Schmitt, C., and Obinger, H. 2013. Spatial interdependencies and welfare state generosity in Western 

democracies, 1960-2000. Journal of European Social Policy, 23(2), pp. 119-133. 

Schneider, A. and Ingram, H., 1993. Social construction of target populations: Implications for 

politics and policy. American political science review, 87(2), pp.334-347. 

Schrama, W. 2015. National Report: The Netherlands. Commission on European Family Law. 2017. 

Accessed 17 Jul 2017 at http://ceflonline.net/wp-content/uploads/The-Netherlands-IR.pdf 

Scruggs, L., 2004. Welfare state entitlements data set: A comparative institutional analysis of eighteen 

welfare states. 

Scruggs, L. and Allan, J., 2006. Welfare-state decommodification in 18 OECD countries: a 

replication and revision. Journal of European Social Policy, 16(1), pp.55-72. 

Scruggs, L., Detlef Jahn and Kati Kuitto. 2014. "Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset 2. 

Version 2014-03." University of Connecticut & University of Greifswald. 

Sheets, C. 2016. “Eight Alabama counties still refust to issue marriage licesnese despite gay marriage 

ruling.” AL.com. Accessed on 5 Jul 2017 at 

http://www.al.com/news/birmingham/index.ssf/2016/10/at_least_8_alabama_counties_st

.html 

Simmons, B. A., & Elkins, Z. 2004. The globalization of liberalization: Policy diffusion in the 

international political economy. American political science review, 98(1), pp. 171-189. 

Skocpol, T., Abend-Wein, M., Howard, C. and Lehmann, S.G., 1993. Women's associations and the 

enactment of mothers' pensions in the United States. American Political Science Review, 87(3), 

pp.686-701. 



 

 

 

120

Solt, F., 2016. The standardized world income inequality database. Social science quarterly, 97(5), 

pp.1267-1281. 

SOU 1984:63. Homosexuella och samhället. Betänkande av utredningen om homosexuellas situation 

i samhället. Statens offentliga utredningar [Committee report on the situation of homosexuals in 

society], Stockholm: Liber/Allmänna förl. Accessed on 7 Jun 2017 at 

http://weburn.kb.se/metadata/928/SOU_7261928.htm 

SOU 2007:17. Sammanfattning av betänkandet Äktenskap för par med samma kön Vigselfrågor 

[Summary of the report Marriage for couples with the same sex Marriage issues]. In 

Regeringens proposition 2008/09:80. Äktenskapsfrågor [Marriage Issues],  Bibla 1. Accessed on 

8 Jun 2017  at https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-

lagar/dokument/proposition/aktenskapsfragor_GW0380 

Soule, S., 2004. Going to the chapel? Same-sex marriage bans in the United States, 1973–2000. Social 

problems, 51(4), pp.453-477. 

Soule, S., McAdam, D., McCarthy, J. and Su, Y., 1999. Protest events: cause or consequence of state 

action? The US women's movement and federal Congressional activities, 1956-

1979. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 4(2), pp.239-256. 

Stewart, C., (Ed). 2010. The Greenwood encyclopedia of LGBT Issues Worldwide. Santa Barbara, CA: 

Greenwood Press 

Sverdrup, T. 2015. National Report: Norway. Commission on European Family Law. 2017. Accessed 

17 Jul 2017 at http://ceflonline.net/wp-content/uploads/Norway-IR.pdf 

Taylor, J.K., Lewis, D.C., Jacobsmeier, M.L. and DiSarro, B., 2012. Content and complexity in policy 

reinvention and diffusion: Gay and transgender-inclusive laws against discrimination. State 

Politics & Policy Quarterly, 12(1), pp.75-98. 

Titmuss, R. 1968. Commitment to welfare. London: Allen and Unwin.  



 

 

 

121

True, J. and Mintrom, M. 2001. Transnational networks and policy diffusion: The case of gender 

mainstreaming. International Studies Quarterly 45(1), pp. 22-57. 

United States General Accounting Office. 2004. Defense of Marriage Act: Update to Prior Report. 

Accessed on 30 Jun 2017 at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04353r.pdf 

United States v. Windsor (U.S. 2013). 

Uslaner, E. M. 2003. Trust, democracy, and governance: Can government policies influence  

 generalized trust? In M. Hooghe & D. Stolle (Eds.), Generating social capital, pp. 171- 190. New 

York: Palgrave MacMillan.  

Waaldijk, K. 2001. Small change: How the road to same-sex marriage got paved in the Netherlands’, 

in Wintemute, R. and Andenaes, M. (eds), Legal Recognition of Same-Sex Partnerships, pp. 437-

464. Oxford: Hart Publishing. 

Waaldijk, K., 2004. Others may follow: The introduction of marriage, quasi-marriage, and semi-

marriage for same-sex couples in European countries. 

Waaldijk, K. 2005. More or less together: Levels of legal consequences of marriage, cohabitation and 

registered partnership for different-sex and same-sex Partners. Paris: Institut National 

d’Études Démographiques 

Walker, J.L. 1969. The diffusion of innovations among the American states.  American Political Science 

Review, 63(3), pp. 880-899. 

Weesie, J., 1999. Seemingly Unrelated Estimation and the Cluster-adjusted Sandwich Estimator. 

Stata Technical Bulletin 52, pp. 34–47. 

West, C. 2009. “Lesbian couples cause run on Swedish sperm banks.” The Local. Accessed on 3 Jul 

2017 at https://www.thelocal.se/20090723/20872 

Wilson, A.R., 2013. Why Europe is lesbian and gay friendly (and why America never will be). SUNY Press.



 

 

 

122

APPENDIX A 

Summary Statistics and Values for Model Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A1. Policy Adoption Dates by Country, 1978 to 2015 

Country Anti-Discrimination Cohabitation 
Registered 

Partnerships 
Marriage 

Australia 1996 2008 - - 
Austria 2004 2003 2009 - 
Belgium 2003 1998 1999 2003 
Canada 1996 2000 - 2005 
Denmark 2004 1986 1989 2012 
Finland1 1995 - 2001 2015 
France 1992 - 1999 2013 
Germany2 2001 1997 2000 - 
Greece 2005 2015 2015 - 
Ireland 1993 - 2010 2015 
Italy 2003 - - - 
Netherlands 1971 1979 1997 2000 
New Zealand 1993 2000 2001 2013 
Norway 1998 1989 1993 2008 
Portugal 2003 2001 - 2010 
Spain 1978 - - 2005 
Sweden 1987 1987 1994 2009 
Switzerland 1971 - 2007 - 
United 
Kingdom3 

2003 - 2004 - 

United States - - - 2015 
1. Finland adopted same-sex marriage in February 2015, though the policy does not take effect until March 1, 
2017.  
2. All data for Germany uses West Germany data until 1990.  
3. England and Wales adopted civil marriage in 2013 and Scotland followed in 2014, however a marriage policy 
cover all of the United Kingdom does not exist, and Northern Ireland still lacks civil marriage. As such, I rely 
on the 2004 policy that covered the U.K. in its entirety.  
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Table A2. Time Invariant Variable Values 

Country Regime Type2 Degree of PR3 
Strength of 
Federalism4 

Australia Liberal Majoritarian Weak 
Austria Social Democratic Proportional Weak 
Belgium Social Democratic Proportional Strong 
Canada Liberal Majoritarian Strong 
Denmark Social Democratic Proportional - 
Finland 

Conservative Proportional - 
France Conservative Majoritarian - 
Germany1 Conservative Mixed Strong 
Greece - Mixed - 
Ireland Liberal Proportional - 
Italy Conservative Proportional - 
Netherlands Social Democratic Proportional - 
New 
Zealand 

Liberal Mixed - 

Norway Social Democratic Proportional - 
Portugal - Proportional - 
Spain - Proportional - 
Sweden Social Democratic Proportional - 
Switzerland Conservative Proportional Strong 
United 
Kingdom 

Liberal Majoritarian - 

United 
States 

Liberal Majoritarian Strong 

1. All data for Germany uses West Germany data until 1990.  
2. Greece, Portugal, and Spain were not included in Esping-Andersen’s (1990) analysis. 
Subsequent welfare state research typically categorizes them in a fourth group of states along 
with Italy (Arts & Gelisson, 2002). The fact that they are not social democratic states, however, 
is an uncontested point. 
3. In most cases, the degree of proportional representation was time invariant. The exceptions 
are as follows: Greece traded its proportional system for a mixed electoral system in 2006; Italy 
switched from a proportional to a mixed system in 1993, and then back again in 2006; New 
Zealand moved from a majoritarian to a mixed electoral system in 1993.  
4. In most cases, federalism was time invariant. However, Belgium switched to a strong federal 
system from a unitary system in 1993.  
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Table A3. Average Values of Continuous Variables 

Country 
Welf. State 

Comp. 
Family 
Welf. 

Spending 

% Catholic 
or 

Orthodox 

% Left 
Party 

% 
Religious 

Party 

GDP  
per capita 

Australia 21 2.2 28 47 0 26,259 
Austria 33 2.8 75 47 36 27,439 
Belgium 39 2.6 82 33 29 18,787 
Canada 6 0.9 48 15 0 19,395 
Denmark 37 3.4 1 45 2 32,354 
Finland 34 3.0 1 41 4 27,690 
France 38 2.8 71 44 0 24,780 
Germany1 35 1.9 28 48 44 26,417 
Greece 27 1.0 95 53 1 14,177 
Ireland 30 2.4 90 18 0 26,615 
Italy 28 1.1 84 40 22 21,955 
Netherlands 37 1.9 36 35 30 18,835 
New 
Zealand 

22 2.5 15 47 0 17,967 

Norway 42 2.7 1 47 11 34,888 
Portugal 30 1.0 86 50 9 10,677 
Spain 31 0.8 93 49 0 12,328 
Sweden 43 3.6 3 52 5 28,346 
Switzerland 36 1.1 47 26 22 45,262 
United 
Kingdom 

28 2.8 9 46 0 24,792 

United 
States 

21 0.7 30 0 0 31,592 

1. All data for Germany uses West Germany data until 1990.  

 

 

 




