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Why Lithuanian model of social welfare provision does not resemble the Nordic one?
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Models of the Welfare States
In Western political science discourse three basic models of the welfare state are identified: liberal, conservative and social democratic. The liberal model acknowledges the dominance of the market. Accordingly, the state, in the liberal model, has only a limited impact upon the distribution of welfare. It only guarantees minimal supports to citizens and it promotes self-reliance as the dominating ideology for citizenship. In the context of a liberal model, individuals are responsible for providing their own welfare and the state is a resource only when individuals fail to do so. The liberal welfare state system of provision addresses the individual who cannot provide for himself or solve his own problems. The various markets are expected to provide the basis for the general welfare of individuals in society. The state attempts to mitigate the problems of poverty, inequality and unemployment by providing a low-level of benefits. Keeping benefits low is a way of inducing people to participate in the labour market. The architects of liberal welfare state systems worry that high benefit levels erode the will to work for a living. Generally speaking, social programmes focus upon elderly people and individuals with physical and/or psychological problems, i.e. they benefit people who are already wholly or partially excluded from participation in the labour market. The criteria for entitlement to state supports are generally very strict ones. The features of the liberal welfare state model include limited and low-level state supports and emphasize market forces and a self-reliant citizenry. 

In the conservative welfare state model, the state is the main sponsor; however, the family assumes responsibility for the social situation of family members. Social services are provided only when the family is unable to cope with the responsibility of providing welfare to its members. The state preserves class differences, class subordination, and status differences through a variety of social insurance schemes, i.e. families from different classes with unequal status have a right to different social benefits and services, although the size of support depends upon contributions. The social insurance system is intended for working persons only; social benefits are calculated according to the size of income and work record; the unemployed are not insured. Allowances are distributed through various voluntary organizations and benefit funds. The main state concern is to guarantee that public expenses for welfare provision reflect the level of economic performance and growth. Social insurance schemes are financed from contributions by employees and their employers. There is a strong emphasis on the principle of subsidiarity. This principle is based upon family responsibility. If and when families fail to meet their obligations, the community, i.e. voluntary organisations that are often affiliated with the Church assume responsibility. The state will then provide supports to help to finance the efforts of these voluntary organisations. Only if and when the voluntary organisations fail to provide welfare in a satisfactory manner will the state directly engage itself in the provision of welfare. This strategy of subsidiarity emphasises decentralisation. The state is always the last option in a chain of responsibility that begins with membership in a family, and leads to membership in a community, which again is linked to membership in the general society. 
In the social democratic model, the state assumes the responsibility for the provision of welfare to every individual. The state pursues a full-employment policy and ensures that all individuals are provided with a dignified standard of living. All citizens enjoy an assortment of health and social rights. A social democratic welfare state pays decent social benefits and every individual has equal rights irrespective of gender, race and marital status. Poverty, inequality and unemployment are problems that are ameliorated by effective progressive taxation. Commitments to the individual, by society, are, in principle, unlimited. Social democratic welfare states doubt that the family or the market will be able to competently provide optimal welfare distribution
. The characteristics of the social democratic welfare model are as follows: social rights are generally based upon citizenship, i.e. welfare is treated as a civil right; the public sector provides the primary services that are available to all individuals and a comprehensive cradle to grave health and social policy is practiced. Solidarity is an ideology that is promoted by public institutions. Traditional welfare state limits are overstepped, i.e. new needs are uncovered and new programmes address those needs, there is a progressive development in the variety of services that are fostered by public institutions; the commitment to principles of universality and equality are maintained and a high degree of ‘de-commodification´ is preserved
. The social democratic model is characterised by high social expenditures, decent benefits, proper services, and a high degree of social inclusion.

Social Policy in Lithuania after World War II

Since Lithuania was a part of the Soviet state, the Soviet model needs to be summarised briefly in this paper. The Soviet model  was typified by centralized planning and it provided a basic level of welfare for its citizens by highly subsidizing the costs of basic material needs. Health care and education were essentially free, apart from the practice of “tipping” professionals to get access to special facilities or preferential treatment. Housing and housing costs were almost free, food and transport were very inexpensive. However, welfare provision was closely linked to the labour market in several respects. First and foremost, much of the welfare provision was provided by the employing enterprise rather than by an independent bureaucracy. In addition, there was considerable duplication between enterprise services and local government health, education, and housing services. The price of consumer goods was kept very low, and as a consequence, demand was effectively controlled through queuing. The provision of better services, or at least rapid access, was used to manipulate the supply of labour to strategic industries (such as the military) or geographically remote areas (such as the Far East). The social security system was explicitly linked to the length of one’s working life and to the level of one’s pay in its benefit eligibility formulae. The market was not allowed to dominate social life and the state guaranteed only minimal supports to the individual and did not encourage the individual to secure his or her own welfare. The family had only a limited impact upon the social situation of its members. This model was widespread throughout the Soviet republics constituting the USSR, including Lithuania. 

While Lithuania formed part of the Soviet Union, the dominating political and ideological statements and actions consistently denied the necessity of developing a welfare policy. Welfare problems were considered to be non-existent and it was claimed that the few social problems that did exist would disappear automatically because the state satisfied all of the needs of its working people. The characteristics of the Soviet social development model are as follows: centralized planning, the provision of a basic standard of living and a basic level of welfare solely from the workings of the state, free health care and education, the possibility of free housing and the availability of low-cost housing, inexpensive food and transport costs for the individual. In the former Soviet Union, there was no recognition of the need to have a social policy and what one might refer to as a labour market did not actually exist. 
The official ideological position stated that all people who were able to work would be employed and in this way they would earn a living. There was full employment and the social security system was organized for all people who were employed in the USSR. In the case of illness, everyone was provided with free medical treatment and sickness benefits were paid out that equalled the wages one received. The amount of a pension was, to some extent, dependent upon the income one had during the final working years. The social security system was linked to work experience and pay levels were used to calculate benefits. Social security was administered by trade unions, which were also responsible for administering kindergartens attached to industrial enterprises, employee housing, sanatoriums and holiday matters.  
The workplace mattered a great deal whenever benefits or other forms of participation in the social welfare system were at issue. From 1950, rapid economic growth did occur in the Soviet Union and particular enterprises were able to attract a workforce by offering their employees a professionally manned welfare system. Resources for social security were allocated from the state budget, with no contributions for social security paid by employees/citizens. Officially, there was no unemployment and, consequently, there were no social problems. Nevertheless, the Soviet model did provide comprehensive welfare services at a relatively low level
.

The Development of a Social Security System in Independent Lithuania (1990-2007) and Its Main Characteristics
At first glance, the Soviet Lithuanian social welfare system would seem to have more in common with the Norwegian or Swedish social welfare systems than the current Lithuanian model. As a consequence, it would seem logical to suppose that the transformation to the social democratic social welfare system would have been easier to accomplish during the early stages of the rebirth of Lithuanian independence in 1990-1991. However, the mood in Lithuania, at that time, and the coalescing political forces rejected any ideas that too closely resembled ideas from the recent Soviet past. Even suggestions that reminded one of any aspects of the Soviet past were denigrated. The voices demanding change spoke about building a free market economy and they were uninterested in hearing about alternatives to that plan. Gradually, a kind of market fundamentalism dominated Lithuanian political discourse. Representatives of differing political parties and the mass-media were active in this political process, but the agenda was set by the Lithuanian Free Market Institute, which provided the debate with its key concepts. An aura of urgency pervaded political discourse. The ideological undercurrent which provided the basis for discussion was the sometimes uttered understanding that this is a moment of fundamental importance. Our window of opportunity will not last very long and we have to get it right, here and now, or we will fall far behind all of the others. We need a scientific approach to be able to develop our economy.
 After the collapse of the Soviet Union and the restoration of Lithuanian independence, there have been some discussions about the choice of an appropriate welfare state model
. Representatives of the Ministry of Social Security and Labour and some advisers from the Social Policy Group decided upon support for a Bismarckian model. The Bismarckian model is based upon contributions made by employees who participate in the labour market and who pay state social insurance contributions to the State Social Insurance Fund. A corporative Bismarckian development in the Lithuanian social security system is confirmed by an analysis of the major social security laws that were passed in 1990-1991 and the reform of the state social insurance system in 1995. A new social security system was designed which was based upon the contributions of the employed. Its characteristics include: 
· The amount of a pension would depend upon previous pay and the employee’s work record.
· The amount paid for sickness benefits would be linked to pay.
· The calculation of social benefits would be based upon the idea of a negative income tax. (In practice, this meant that total personal income, including wages and social benefits, were always larger for those whose wages had been larger.)
· The State Social Insurance Fund was to be financed by contributions deducted from one’s wages.
· The amount paid for child care benefits was always larger for insured women than for non-insured women, for example, students
.
The establishment of the State Social Insurance Fund, which was completely separated from the state (national) budget, testifies to the fact that social security in Lithuania was based upon the labour market. It is particularly well illustrated by the fact that unemployed people, who were not registered at the Labour Exchange, had no access to health care apart from vital primary health care services.

A limited number of welfare state functions and services were created in Lithuania in 1990-1991. There were social security and health care systems, an education system, housing and transport compensations, and a few social benefits. The Lithuanian state social security system consisted of social insurance, social assistance and special additional state pensions. The state social security system was created to serve and was adjusted by the free market system. It was administered by centralized institutions and by local authorities. However, in Lithuania, most of the political voices, voices that were heard in the media and voices from the academic elite, all understood the proper role of the state as being a passive rule-keeper, i.e. an attitude which supports a weak state and provides considerable latitude for a free market economy. This attitude did not provide a favourable environment for the development of a social democratic welfare state, which would need to acknowledge a strong state role and a high degree of state intervention.

In the early days of the re-establishment of Lithuanian independence, and while the aforementioned reforms were being made, there was considerable external pressure from the IMF, the WB, the WTO and the OECD. These are all organizations that aim at building a liberal welfare state in which the market and non-profit organisations dominate in society. As time passed, the mood in the country began to change and internal political support for the development of a liberal welfare state diminished. Opposition against the idea of a liberal welfare state increased and became quite strong, as the election results in 2000 and 2002 verify. The ordinary people living in Lithuania wanted their state to assume responsibility for combating unemployment, inflation and poverty. Some wished to return to the safety provided by a truly socialist system and to a predictable daily life and future. Many people, especially elderly ones, believed that the state should provide people with care in all of the difficult stages of life. However, no fully progressive tax system was ever created in Lithuania. There has always been an exemption for a minimum income in the taxation levied upon an individual’s work income. It should be noted that a recent opinion poll estimated that 62.1% of the population responded negatively to the idea of paying higher taxes in order to secure better social benefits. Nevertheless, the results of a 1999 sociological survey indicate that most of the Lithuanian population consider social benefits to be a necessary component of their state. A primary complaint uttered by many respondents pointed to the low pensions in Lithuania and to the low amounts provided by unemployment benefits
. 

As a matter of fact, from 1990 to 2007, a Bismarkian social insurance system did exist in Lithuania. In theory, the scheme belongs to a category containing corporative welfare states, but in practice only very low benefits were paid to recipients because of the relatively low level of economic development achieved in Lithuania during that time frame. Only a very few of the social assistance programmes were aimed at fighting poverty, and programmes to fight poverty are also a characteristic of corporative welfare states. In the period 1997-2007, state social security allocations for social insurance accounted for about 85%, approximately 13% was allocated for social assistance and about 2% for special additional state pensions
. 
The corporative model was specifically selected in an attempt to increase incentives to participate in the labour market. Motives were very different from the imperial blood and iron policies that Bismarck supported when he created the model. No pressures were felt from labour movement leaders or from employers’ organisations and the political agenda in Lithuania was far removed from Bismark’s own political agenda
. It should be noted that the Lithuanian corporative model differed considerably from the model that Bismarck originally introduced in Germany, and that it differs from the Bismarkian systems created in Belgium and in Luxembourg. The differences refer to the special state benefits reserved for particular groups (privileged clients of the new state). The new state clients spring from the roots of former privileged groups within the Soviet nomenclature. Their privileges do not contribute to social justice in the country. On the contrary, social justice is the victim when special additional state pensions are awarded to particular groups of people, including former members of the armed services, scientists, judges, artists and the like. 
The introduction of voluntary private pension funds has further contributed to social inequality and differentiation. They are particularly popular among those young people who earn considerably more than most other workers do. Two years after the legislation permitting voluntary private pension funds, (2003-2006 private pension reforms were enacted) half of the labour force in Lithuania are already participants. From a critical analytic point of view, the introduction and the popularity of private pension funds mean that Lithuania will gradually abandon the corporative model. By introducing institutions which shore up the basic presuppositions of a residual or marginal model for social welfare provision, the liberal and free market fundamentalists are entrenching their position.
The intensification of the trend toward the residual or marginal model in Lithuania is testified to by the increased dependency upon the market. Quantitatively, it is expressed by calculating the degree of decommodification. The degree of decommodification in the Lithuanian social security system was never high, but the low scores have continued to decrease. In 1997, the degree of decommodification reached 23.8, while the indicator for 2000 only stood at 22.2
. The Conservative government’s withdrawal of many exemptions for welfare recipients, in the beginning of 2000, also testifies to the conclusion that Lithuania has been turning away from the provision of state supports. The intensification of liberal free market thinking and residual or marginal welfare system supports during the period of 2003-2004 was predicted by A.Guogis, D. Bernotas and D. Ūselis in their study “Lithuanian Political Parties’ Notion of Social Security”, which was completed in 2000. This report points out that only 3 marginal political parties came out in favour of the universal institutional model of social security, while the 17 other parties either did not have any prevailing opinion or supported the liberal residual or marginal model for social provision
.

The Nordic experience demonstrates how welfare state policy can depend upon the voice of the electorate and the relative strength of different political forces. Under the rule of a left of centre government the boundaries of the welfare state tend to expand, while under the rule of a right of centre government the boundaries of the welfare state tend to narrow. This responsiveness to the voice of the electorate is difficult to uncover in Lithuanian politics, thus far, in the short history of a re-emerged period of independence.  Most Lithuanian political parties have accepted the ideology of market fundamentalism and they have not dared to dismantle existing state economic and social structures, due to the fear of inadvertently catalysing a social cataclysm. According to the wide-spread understanding of social democratic welfare states, the representation of left of centre parties in government is seen as being an important guarantee for the maintenance of a strong welfare state policy, but in the Lithuanian case this understanding can only partially be confirmed. The provision of social supports is relatively low in Lithuania, and the rule of Lithuanian Social Democrats in coalition with Social Liberals, in the years 2001-2004, did not substantially change matters. Cash payments remain all too low. There is a great need to develop a common point of view, one that can unite the entire political spectrum, regarding family needs and the role of the state in support of families. Social services are developing, but much still needs to be done.

The rule of the coalition of Social Democratic and Social Liberal parties did contribute to some developments in regards to social welfare supports, but change has been very limited and mostly symbolic.  In 2001-2003, the increase of old-age pensions amounted to 26 Litas (€7.50) on the average.  Group I disability pensions rose by 32 Litas (€9.25) on the average. The automatic exemption allowed for work income increased by 40 Litas (€11.60. Minimal wages increased from 430 Litas to 450 Litas, i.e. from €125 to €130. Fees paid by full-time students decreased (€140 for 1 semester). During the rule of this coalition, unemployment decreased from 14% to 10% and, approximately 10,000 new workplaces were created in Lithuania. However, critics of the Social Democratic party did not acknowledge that these gains had anything at all to do with the policies of the governing coalition. The claim was made that all of the gains were due to the general economic recovery and to the accelerated growth of business. Some analysts made left-handed compliments by pointing out that they were willing to acknowledge that the Social Democrats, somehow, avoided doing things that might have prevented the economic recovery.
 Although Lithuania has achieved a relatively high rate of economic growth this past decade, social developments have not kept pace. In the period 2000-2007, the economy and labour productivity grew by more than 6%
, but in 2003, average wages only reached 1185 Litas (€343), which is less than 38% of the average wage in the European Union. In other words, only those who earned 3000 Litas or more per month (€869) in 2003, were on a par with the average standard of living in the EU, and only 3% of all Lithuanian employees actually earned that much. Many more Lithuanians, i.e. 17.3% earned minimal wages
. In 2003, the average old-age pension comprised only 38% of the average wage, amounting to 340 Litas (€98, 50). 
One must add that in 2004 many social indicators slightly improved (minimal wages increased to 500 Litas and the average old-age pensions to 400 Litas). The years 1998-1999 brought an economic crisis to Lithuania, but most social indicators have greatly improved in the period following. During 2000-2007, a slow, but gradual rise in the payments to old-age pensioners and to those with disability pensions has been registered. In addition, there have been improvements in the minimum wage and in average wages, a gradual lowering of the unemployment rate and, finally, a significant decline in the level of poverty in 2003. Many people do believe that continued good economic performances in Lithuania (annual GDP growth 7-9%) will, in itself, produce better social supports. Be that as it may, the year 2007 still finds Lithuania lagging far behind the other EU countries when the quantity and quality of social provision is scrutinised. Lithuania is performing better than the EU average when economic growth and the growth in labour productivity are measured.
One of the obstacles on the road to higher salaries and to better working conditions in the country has to do with the low rate of trade union membership and the insufficient performances and activities undertaken by trade unions in the work-world. This is true in spite of the fact that the Lithuanian Social Democratic Party has maintained closer relationships to trade unions than the other Lithuanian political parties have done. According to the experts of the Finnish Ministry of Labour and to researchers at the University of Helsinki, a survey entitled “Barometer of Labour Life in Baltic States” claims that membership in a trade union is less common in Lithuania than in it is in Latvia and in Estonia. Trade union membership decreased from 15% to 11% in a three year period
. The political weight of trade unions in the formation of social policy and in the decision-making processes determining social policy was, and remains, insignificant. An employer association (The Confederation of Business Employers) is far more influential.

At the turn of the present century, there were no organisations that exerted strong social powers in society. There were no social movements or institutions of civil society that were particularly interested in increasing state powers, or state responsibilities, in Lithuania. The role of the state continues to be a diminished one, when compared to neighbouring states, and institutions within civil society remain very weak. At present there seems to be no prospects for the notion that Lithuanian civil society can be aroused enough to take sufficient action to promote the development of social policy goals or to begin any movement in the direction of a social democratic welfare state. The low level of participation in organisations within civil society has precluded the possibility for any echoing reverberation, in the event that any one voice or group called out for the construction of a social democratic welfare state in Lithuania.
According to the usual theory regarding the development of a social democratic welfare state
, strong social movements, and particularly, the mobilization of working class wage-earners within the trade union movement are necessary. In addition, the development of other labour associations is recommended. This must then be combined with the power of left-wing and left of centre political parties. Together, these elements are seen as being the most important guarantors of a strong and social democratic welfare state. In Lithuania, the trade union movement and the actions of left-wing and left of centre political parties have had little influence in the struggle for greater social justice and income redistribution. This claim is confirmed by the share of state expenses in GDP, which in Lithuania varies between 20-30% at the beginning of the 21st century. In neighbouring countries, on the other hand, the share is much larger. In Estonia, Latvia and Poland this share accounted for 35%-40% in 2002
, although mass-media presentations of these three countries consistently portray them as being more liberal than Lithuania. The share of social security expenses made up only about 11% of the GDP in 1997-2005 in Lithuania; with health care expenses included - only 16% of the GDP
.

Potentially, an assortment of institutions within civil society can be used to develop and express social engagement and their activities could enhance and spread the social attitudes that might support the idea that society should take more responsibility for the care of its citizens. However, the development of civil society in Lithuania is still moving at a slow pace, but this is similar to the experiences of other countries in the region. The Baltic region is generally characterised by low participation in voluntary organisations within civil society. Communitarian sentiments are still too weak. The absence of stronger bonds allows individuals to forget about the problems that others face. Many groups are dependent upon the social policies and the level of social provision in society, including aged and disabled pensioners, the unemployed, etc. From a historical perspective, the expression of solidarity in Lithuania was a prevalent phenomenon at only a few crucial turning points in the past. These turning points include: the struggle for independence in 1918, the reconstruction period after World War II (1945-1949), and the re-emergence of Lithuanian independence from 1988-1991. Solidarity was not a prevalent sentiment in the Lithuanian population at the turn of the present century. 
We might expect that collectivist sentiments would have been strengthened during the Soviet period in Lithuania. However, historical accounts testify to the fact that the collectivist orientation during that period was rather artificial in Lithuania, as it was in the other Baltic States. The collectivist orientation was an imposed attitude. In fact, Lithuanians were keen to act individually rather than collectively, and this fact may help to explain why there have never been strong trade unions, or influential social democratic parties, or movements to protest globalization, or other well-known social movements in the history of Lithuania
.

Apart from the complicated economic situation (especially in the years 1990-1999) in the re-emerging independent Lithuanian state, the following reasons can be posited to account for the lack of activity or interest in the development of a Nordic style social democratic welfare state: 1. Left-wing and left of centre parties, and particularly, the Lithuanian Social Democratic Party, which was in power, did not aim to create a social democratic welfare state. This is probably due to the recent experiences and memories connected to the Soviet period in Lithuanian history. Anything seen as being too close to the rhetoric or ideology of the Soviet period was rejected. A desire for a completely different alternative reflected the general hopes for the future. 2. Lithuania lacked strong trade unions and there was insufficient experience in the ways in which corporative institutions work and no tradition of consensual decision-making between powerful societal organisations. 3. The general consensus to rely heavily upon market forces in order to promote economic growth led (almost by default) to the support for a residual or marginal model for welfare state provision. In tune with the thinking that grounds the residual model, the state allocations to pay for social programmes were kept at a low level. Relatively small expenditures for social programmes, which are only provided to people who are beyond the boundaries of the labour market, are seen as being necessary in order to motivate people to take the available jobs. The social rights that are guaranteed are insufficient to cover expenditures for those others who are not seen as being the worthy poor. 4. The consequences of the preceding three reasons shifted the burden of creating welfare to the family. When families are responsible for providing welfare to individuals needing care, the traditional role for women is strengthened. 5. Solidarity does not fully develop in the general society if it is firmly relegated to inner family relationships and, particularly, to the women in the family. 6. The role of corporative welfare institutions was de-emphasised after the pension reform of 2003-2004, when private pension funds were established. 

Conclusions

If compare the Nordic and Lithuanian welfare state models in the years 1990 -2007, the following civil, political, social and economic factors should be emphasised.

First, unlike Nordic countries, Lithuanian political parties, labour organizations and employer associations did not show substantial support for the development of a welfare state. There were no political movements in Lithuania which were interested in promoting extensive state regulation. On the contrary, there were extensive movements to limit the role of the state in Lithuanian society.
Second, the  experience of Nordic welfare states include a successful economy and a well-organized society. Lithuania’s economic and social development since 1990 has been marked by relatively high rates of economic growth. However, social conditions have not improved in tandem with improvements in the economy. Living standards are still relatively low. Trade unions, labour organizations and employer associations lacked political influence in society in this period. The institutions of civil society in Lithuania were weak and continue to be weak. 
Third, the Nordic welfare states experience shows that welfare state policy is determined by the electorate. Left-wing and left of centre parties generally expand the welfare state, while right of centre and right-wing parties generally reduce the welfare state. However, neither tendency was found in Lithuania, since the re-establishment of Lithuanian independence in 1990. 
The Nordic social democratic welfare states experience has not been seriously discussed in the Lithuanian media at any time since the re-establishment of Lithuania independence. This is due to the weak position of many central organisations within civil society, i.e. labour unions and to the external pressures that impinge upon the new Lithuanian state, i.e. the WB, the IMF, and other forces promoting globalization. Finally, public opinion is still reacting against the idea of a strong central state, due to the negative experiences connected to Soviet rule. 
The Positions Taken by Internal Forces within Lithuanian Society

Lithuanian political forces did not show any aspirations in the direction of building a welfare state based upon the Nordic model. In Lithuania, since 1990, most of the elite groups, including economic, political, academic, and media-based forces prefer the idea of the liberal state and the role this kind of state plays as a relatively passive enforcer of the rules of fair-play in the economic and political life of the nation. This attitude is, obviously, not a favourable environment for building a social democratic welfare state. On the contrary, the ideas and the practices of what the authors refer to as market fundamentalism has become the prevalent and dominating perspective in Lithuania.

External Pressures 
Since 1990, all reforms were undertaken under the influence of powerful international financial organisations that aimed at creating a society characterised by economic liberalism. Those kinds of societies generally have a residual or marginal welfare state and those individuals who can afford to do so voluntarily pay for private insurance policies to cover the economic costs associated with disability, poor health, old age, etc. The emphasis and reliance upon pro-market solutions to welfare problems is ordinarily associated with the idea that the state should play a lesser role in society and that private groups and organisations are better able to create programmes that are tailor-made for the individual. Given these conditions, the interest in following a Bismarkian corporative direction for welfare service development slowly declined and a liberal path became dominant and entrenched.
Public Opinion 
Internal political support for the building of a social democratic welfare state within the country was insufficient. The Lithuanian population demanded greater responsibility from the state for ways to combat unemployment, inflation and poverty. Some people wanted to return to the safety provided by a truly socialist society. Many people, particularly older people, believed that the state should take care of the needs of the elderly and of other people struggling with difficult life situations and trying stages of life. However, the majority of the population refused to pay higher taxes to have more social benefits. The Lithuanian electorate did not encourage the elite to formulate and implement a left-wing or left of centre social policy, although a major part of the electorate would have benefited from the services provided by a social democratic welfare state.
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