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CHAPTER 6

Encountering Benefits for Families: Layers 
of Lived Social Citizenship in Finland 

in the 1930s and 1940s

Minna Harjula

Introduction

Benefits for families with children were among the first reforms which 
broadened social legislation beyond the stigmatized poor relief in Finland 
in the late 1930s and 1940s.1 Concepts such as social security and the 
welfare state were not yet established,2 but these early benefits can be seen 
as a part of the institutionalization of the idea of social rights. The local 
practices and encounters between families and local authorities in applying 

1 Niemelä and Salminen, Social Security, 9–24.
2 Kettunen, Conceptual History of the Welfare State.
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for and receiving the benefits open a view to how the emerging institution 
of social benefits was lived.3

My focus in this chapter is on three early benefits: the maternity benefit 
for pregnant women (1938), the family benefit for large low-income fami-
lies (1943), and the child benefit for all children (1948). The maternity 
benefit and child benefit—both of which still exist—have been seen as 
symbols of the universalistic Finnish welfare state. The family benefit, 
which was abandoned in 1974, has been mostly ignored in both research 
and public discussion.4 Instead of looking at these benefits from the per-
spective of the established welfare state, my starting point is to analyze the 
everyday experience in the 1940s, when practical solutions were taking 
shape and the future development of social rights was unknown.5

The concept of lived social citizenship structures my approach. My basic 
assumption is that the societal framework for social security represents a 
particular individual-society relationship, which becomes concrete in daily 
life as lived social citizenship. Besides formal citizenship as a status that 
defines the legal rights and responsibilities of the citizen and the state, the 
lived social citizenship includes informal citizenship as belonging and par-
ticipation. Additionally, a focus not only on the substance of citizen rights 
but on the procedures, practices, and acts of citizenship as well brings 
everyday life into the analysis.6 Thus, lived social citizenship opens a per-
spective to analyze how the experiences of the individual-society 
relationship took shape as the institution of social benefits and how the 
emerging welfare state was shaped by these early experiences. The institu-
tion in focus is not only the concrete organization that implemented the 
benefits for families. More broadly, the focal point is how the idea of social 
rights was institutionalized via the new benefits.

3 Kumlin and Rothstein, Making and Breaking, 347. Satka, Making Social Citizenship. On 
local approach: Peterson, Maternity Policy, 10; Gunn et al., Cities, Infrastructure and the 
Making of Modern Citizenship.

4 How Social Security has Built Finland; Kangas, Politiikka ja sosiaaliturva Suomessa; 
Vahtikari, Finns Start Life Safe; Peräläinen, Yhteiskunnan tuki.

5 Kettunen, The Nordic Welfare State in Finland, 226–7.
6 Marshall, Citizenship and Social Class; Helén and Jauho, Terveyskansalaisuus; Ryymin, 

Health Citizenship; Kallio, Wood, and Häkli, Lived Citizenship; Isin and Nielsen, Acts of 
Citizenship; Lister et al., Gendering Citizenship; Harjula, Health Citizenship.
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I will combine the analysis of Finnish newspapers and journals7 with 
official material—legislation, statistics, and guidebooks—to give a struc-
tural framework for my analysis. Instead of focusing on individual 
experiences, I will approach the encounters between families and local 
authorities as scenes of experience that as situational frames set limits for the 
possible experience. As an analytic tool for the social history of experi-
ences, the scene of experience was introduced and elaborated on in my col-
laboration with Heikki Kokko. In the scene of experience, Reinhardt 
Koselleck’s temporal conceptualizations, space of experience and horizon of 
expectation, are developed further in the framework of Peter Berger’s and 
Thomas Luckmann’s social construction of reality. Analytically, the scene 
of experience is the interface that links the space of experience and the 
horizon of expectation. While the Koselleckian concepts refer to the vari-
ety of possible experiences and future horizons available in the present, the 
scene turns the focus to the concrete situational occasions where the active 
“framing” of social reality takes place as the tension between experiences 
and expectations.8

The thorough sociality of experiences is captured in the scene of experi-
ence as situational moments in which the socially shared experiences 
emerge in social interaction. The scene of experience is a combination of 
the socio-physical environment and the social preconditions—such as 
social class, education, and gender—that structure the social interaction 
and agency in these situations. In the scene, the societal layers of experience 
that the people and the socio-physical environment carry in the encounter 
are present in the framing of the individual-society relationship. This 
means that in the encounter between the families and the local authorities, 
the scene of experience brings forth the societal context and the social 
policy rationale of the early social benefits as a part of the analysis of lived 
social citizenship.9

By comparing the criteria of deservingness, organizational settings, and 
conceptual and procedural practices in the social interaction between the 
families and the authorities, as well as the temporalities carried by the 

7 The digitized collection is not exhaustive since 1940 but includes the main newspapers 
and journals of public welfare and administration, see Digital Collections. National Library 
of Finland. Besides, non-digitized volumes of Meidän Perhe (MP) and Sosiaalinen 
Aikakauskirja (SA) were accessed.

8 On the theoretical-methodological framework, see Kokko and Harjula, Social History of 
Experiences; Kokko and Harjula, The Scene of Experience.

9 Kokko and Harjula, Social History of Experiences.
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benefits as a part of the scene of experience, this chapter nuances the macro-
level interpretations of the welfare state and indicates the multi-layered 
historicity of the lived welfare state.10 Generally, social benefits have been 
interpreted as a breakaway from the earlier poor relief tradition toward the 
welfare state. I will argue that the early social benefits were characterized 
by many institutional and ideological continuities from poor relief. As a 
mixture of “old” and “new,” the early benefits carried and framed parallel 
and contradictory lived social citizenship. I will conclude by presenting 
how these competing citizenships as historical layers of experience had a 
presence in the later structures and practices of the Finnish welfare state.

Maternity Benefit for Low-Income Mothers: Early 
Post-Poor Relief Citizenship, 1938–1948

[F]or the first time, our legislation contains the idea that a woman becoming 
a mother is not just a matter of a private person but an issue for society 
as a whole.11

Rakel Jalas, a physician and psychiatrist, whose administrative tasks at 
the Ministry of Social Affairs broadened from poor relief to the new family 
benefits, saw the recently enacted Maternity Benefit Act as groundbreak-
ing in 1937. According to her, the new benefit for pregnant women who 
had limited means started to construct a new kind of individual-society 
relationship based on motherhood.

The receipt of maternity benefit became a common experience among 
the women with newborns. The percentage of newborns benefitting from 
the new allowance varied between 64 and 75 percent until 1945 and 
reached 85 percent by 1948.12 The maternity benefit introduced two 
groundbreaking features: the idea of mothers being entitled to the benefit 
and the fixed amount of the benefit. First, in contrast to the assessment of 
individual needs in poor relief or personally paid contributions in early 
social insurance, the eligibility for maternity benefit was basically built on 
clear criteria: Finnish citizenship and residence, pregnancy, and income 

10 Koselleck, Futures Past, 267–88; Koselleck, Sediments of Time; Kettunen and Petersen, 
Introduction.

11 Rakel Jalas, Äitiysavustuslaista ja sen huoltolautakunnille aiheuttamista toimenpiteistä. 
Suomen Kunnallislehti 9/1937, 145.

12 M. J-o, Äitiysavustukset v. 1950. Huoltaja 7/1952, 174.
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judged by taxation. Significantly, the legislation did not differentiate 
between married and unmarried women. Because of the decreasing birth 
rate, the population-political aim rose above any moral judgment of the 
marital status of the mother, especially during the war.13 Second, the 
amount of the benefit was similar for all and not based on case-by-case 
discretion, as was the case with the Finnish poor relief.14 Besides these 
features, which have been seen as characteristic of modern social allow-
ances, the maternity benefit contained contradictory elements that pro-
duced complex lived social citizenship.

The practical application of the eligibility criteria indicates just how 
ambiguous were the new ideas of the citizen’s entitlements. As the 
Maternity Benefit Act introduced the “woman of limited means” as a new 
target group, it expanded the supported groups beyond poor relief that 
was limited only to those without means. At the same time, the Act explic-
itly excluded from the benefit those women whose children were born 
during a period when they were placed under the “permanent, i.e. con-
tinuous full care of poor relief” or confined to a workhouse or prison. The 
main argument was that those women and their newborns were taken care 
of by the poor relief or prison.15 However, the exclusion indicates that 
criminals and permanent poor relief recipients were perceived as a special, 
bottommost category, and their motherhood did not warrant a special 
social benefit from the state.

The maternity benefit also excluded women of wealth. The criteria of 
taxes in defining the economy of the applicant meant that only one-third 
of urban mothers qualified, while among the rural population the average 
figure was over 70 percent in the late 1930s.16 After the taxation criteria 
were abandoned in 1945, women “who, considering [their] wealth and 
other possibilities for livelihood, [are] not considered to need the benefit” 
were excluded.17 In the judgment of individual cases, the Ministry of 
Social Affairs advised denying the benefit when “considering the economic 
status of the applicant, it would very likely give general offense among the 

13 AsK 322/1937; Äitiysavustuslaki nyt voimassa. Kansan Lehti, 4 January 1938 no 2, 3; 
Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 492–3. See also Peterson, Maternity Policy, 7–8.

14 Böök, Suomen huolto-oikeus, 289–90. Unlike in Sweden, for example, the Finnish poor 
relief did not have fixed norms for giving aid. Yrjö Harvia, Yleiset leski- ja orpoavustukset. 
Sosialinen Aikakauskirja (SA) 1/1931, 11.

15 AsK 322/1937 § 1, § 9: Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 481, 489.
16 Äitiysavustukset v. 1938. SA 10/1939, 551–2.
17 Böök, Suomen huolto-oikeus, 287–9.
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locals.”18 This indicates how strange and unacceptable the idea of a univer-
sal, non-income-related social right based on motherhood was in the 
mid-1940s Finland.

An internationally exceptional feature was that the delivery of Finnish 
maternity benefit was closely connected to poor relief. For example, the 
neighboring country of Sweden—generally seen as a model for the social 
development of Finland—had chosen a different policy by keeping the 
new benefits separate from the poor relief institution.19 As there was no 
national health insurance in Finland, and the coverage of factory worker’s 
relief funds was low in the still agrarian country, the Finnish maternity 
benefit was not related to social insurance.20 Instead, the implementation 
was connected to the concept of huolto (welfare), which had widened the 
sphere of poor relief to cover areas such as child protection and the control 
of alcoholics and vagrants since the 1930s. Huolto was literally attached to 
care, support, maintenance, and supply. The concept of huoltotyö (welfare 
work) was used to describe the practice of the institution that was called 
huoltotoimi (public welfare). The institution was locally led by the organ 
that was previously called the poor relief board but renamed as huoltolau-
takunta (public welfare board). In fewer than ten larger towns, a special 
child protection board had the responsibility for all welfare work that was 
connected to children.21

Despite the new vocabulary, the stigma of poor relief still dominated 
the field. For most people, poor relief was the only social security system 
available in the late 1930s. Compared to modern social benefits, poor 
relief that investigated the needs and the deservingness of every applicant 
case by case was not a social right enriching the status of the citizen. Long-
term receipt of poor relief was grounds for exclusion from universal suf-
frage in national and local elections. It even restricted civil rights, as all 
long-term poor relief recipients were under the guardianship of the local 
board of public welfare and the board got the ownership of their 

18 Aune Mäkinen-Ollinen, Varattomuus-, vähävaraisuus- ja verorajamääräyksistä huolto- ja 
avustuslainsäädännössä. Huoltaja 1–2/1947, 18–19.

19 Niilo A. Mannio, Äitiysavustus. SA 11/1937, 601.
20 Niilo A.  Mannio, Äitiysavustus. Huoltaja 5/1937, 113–14; Niilo A.  Mannio, 

Äitiysavustus. SA 11/1937, 592–4; Lehtimäki, Äitiysavustus; Lister et  al., Gendering 
Citizenship, 36–7.

21 Satka, Making Social Citizenship, 62–3, 89; P. Mla, Huomioita huoltolakien täytäntöön-
panosta. Huoltaja 21/1938, 399; Alpo Asteljoki, Sosiaalihuollon järjestelykysymyksiä. 
Huoltaja 21/1948, 332.
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belongings. Basically, poor relief was not a benefit but a loan that the 
recipients or their relatives were obliged to pay back. Similarly, the institu-
tion of child protection in towns carried negative connotations that were 
linked to coercive measures, such as children’s care orders and the control 
of delinquent children.22 Significantly, the negative legacy of these local 
institutions was present when they framed the lived social citizenship of 
maternity benefit recipients.

The priority of an in-kind maternity benefit was another Finnish spe-
cialty, as other European countries usually granted social support for fami-
lies in cash.23 In Finland, the non-cash aid closely resembled the poor relief 
that favored grain, flour, clothes, and medication instead of money.24 
Because of the poor living conditions, the maternity package containing 
baby clothes and products became the norm of the maternity benefit in 
Finland.25 Actually, the idea of a maternity package had a direct link to 
poor relief: the early local initiatives called “circulating baskets” that were 
given to families with a newborn as a form of poor relief were seen as an 
inspiration for the national maternity benefit.26

During the early years, the recommendation was that at most two-
thirds of the maternity benefit was given as products and one-third as cash 
to every mother. Individual and local exceptions were allowed especially 
because the war caused a shortage of textile goods. Three different in-kind 
packages were available in 1938: one included products for both the 
mother and the child, and two of them were targeted either at the baby or 
at the mother.27 Since 1941, the maternity package contained a cardboard 
box to be used as the newborn’s bed (Fig. 6.1). The educational aim was 
to indicate to the mother that the baby needed a place to sleep separated 
from others. Furthermore, a guidebook for the mother was included in 
the package.28

22 Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, XVIII–XXVII.
23 Böök, Suomen huolto-oikeus, 290; Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 480; R.J., 

Äitiysavustuslain sovelluttamisen antamat kokemukset. Huoltaja 3/1939, 69.
24 Jaakkola, Sosiaalisen kysymyksen yhteiskunta, 140.
25 R.J., Äitiysavustuslain sovelluttamisen antamat kokemukset. Huoltaja 3/1939, 69; 

Äitiysavustuslaki voimassa. Loviisan Sanomat, 5 January 1938 no 1, 1; Huoltolautakunnan 
lakikirja, 480.

26 Vahtikari, Finns Start Life Safe.
27 AsK 393/1937 and 425/1941 §1; Heikki Setkänen, Äitiysavustukseen oikeuttavasta 

vähävaraisuudesta. Maalaiskunta 3/1938, 55; Lehtimäki, Äitiysavustus, 150–1.
28 90.000 äitiyspakkauksen hankinnasta tehty sopimukset. Helsingin sanomat (HS), 11 

January 1943 no 9, 2; Jalas, Pikkukansalaisen tervetuliaiset. Kotiliesi 13/1941, 428–9; 
Rakel Jalas, Radiolähetys suoraan Amerikkaan. Huoltaja 9/1943, 240.
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Fig. 6.1  Maternity package from 1947, including a cardboard box to be used as 
the first bed for the newborn, sheets, napkins, clothes, and a guidebook for the 
mother. (Photo: Atte Hyvärinen. The Finnish Labour Museum Werstas)

The Ministry of Social Affairs emphasized the significance of the posi-
tive experience of receiving the benefit: “One important feature is […] 
how the benefit is delivered to the mother. Like any gift, even the gift from 
the state to the mother is more valuable if the mother herself receives it,” 
wrote Rakel Jalas in 1938.29 The allegory of the gift highlighted the grati-
tude and appreciation for mothers. Furthermore, the agency of the mother 
as the applicant and the receiver of the benefit emphasized the new societal 
significance of the mother-citizen.

As the maternity benefit was based on an application form that could be 
delivered personally or by a close relative or via mail, it differed from the 
tradition of having the individual seeking the aid be present at the meeting 
of the poor relief board.30 Still, a principle resembling the poor relief was 
that the public welfare board made the decision on the quality of the 

29 Rakel Jalas, Katsaus kuluneeseen “äitiysavustusvuoteen.” Huoltaja 2/1939, 34.
30 Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 483–6; AsK 322/1937 §5; Satka, Making Social 

Citizenship, 49; Jaakkola, Sosiaalisen kysymyksen yhteiskunta, 140.
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maternity benefit, because “mothers are not capable of judging what kind 
of clothing they need.”31

The alleged ignorance and immaturity of the lower classes and the need 
to elevate them to become responsible citizens and adopt healthy lifestyles 
had been the basis for middle-class-based health education since the late 
nineteenth century. Besides the educative contents of the maternity pack-
age, the application procedure that involved guidance clearly indicates that 
women were seen as incapable of decent motherhood without counseling 
and supervision. In order to shepherd the uneducated public, the growing 
profession of municipal midwives and the emerging institution of cost-free 
municipal maternity clinics were given a dominant role in suggesting the 
quality of the benefit for each mother.32

In practice, the use of health services became a precondition for the 
maternity benefit. The mother needed a statement of the duration of the 
pregnancy from a doctor, midwife, or maternity clinic—or from two reli-
able persons in cases of low access to medical professionals—to be eligible 
for the benefit. Thus, the maternity benefit was a tool for guiding the 
mothers to healthcare services.33

Consulting medical professionals during pregnancy or in childbirth was 
not a self-evident practice. Some 30 percent of women gave birth without 
any professional help in 1930. In 1938, the average figure was 17 percent, 
but it was significantly higher in rural areas.34 The social distance to the 
educated midwife, the fear of their remarks on inadequate hygiene, and 
the impossibility of meeting their demands for white sheets made poor 
women reluctant to consult them.35 Besides, the lack of decent underwear 
made women avoid the required medical checkup.36 Since the checkups 
made pregnant women leave home, it made pregnancy more public and 
changed the tradition of keeping it hidden in private.37

31 Äitysavustuslaki voimassa. Loviisan Sanomat, 5 January 1938 no 1, 1.
32 Harjula, Health Citizenship, 578–9, 581; Hallituksen esitys. Kätilölehti 3/1937, 59–60; 

Niilo Mannio, Äitiysavustus. Huoltaja 5/1937, 114–15. The accessibility of municipal mid-
wifes was increased by law (1937, 1944), and educative tasks in maternity care were included 
in their duties. Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 141–54, 193.

33 Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 471, 484; Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 193–6.
34 Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 83; SVT XI 551938, 57–9.
35 Helsti, Kotisynnytysten aikaan, 348–52; Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 84.
36 K.  L., Vieläkin äitiysavustuslain määräysten täyttämisestä. Työkansan Sanomat, 30 

December 1950 no 302.
37 Helsti, Kotisynnytysten aikaan, 254–95.
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A closer look at the local practices shows that the procedure of applying 
for and receiving the benefit was not uniform in 1938. For example, in the 
metropolitan Helsinki, the child protection board was the authority in 
charge, but both municipal and private maternity clinics delivered the 
application forms. These clinics even delivered the in-kind benefit, but for 
the in-cash share of the benefit, the mothers had to go to the former poor 
relief cashier office.38 In the small town of Heinola, the municipal midwife 
had a special office hour for the applications on the premises of the old 
poor relief office. In rural Loimaa, the general municipal office together 
with a municipal midwife and a layman elected to a position of trust as the 
supervisor of public welfare took care of the delivery of the benefit.39 The 
mixture of different authorities produced local variations in the lived social 
citizenship of the maternity benefit recipients. As a socio-physical scene of 
experience, the new maternity clinic with a special shelter for prams and 
functional consulting rooms was more acceptable for the families than the 
stigmatized poor relief and child protection premises.40

In general, the maternity package was not self-evidently accepted by 
mothers in the early 1940s. The quality of the products got worse during 
the war. The paper sheets and clothes only lasted for a short time, which 
made mothers reluctant to use them.41 Since the quality improved after 
the war—including flannel and even soap donated by the US Red Cross—
the maternity packages became more popular. Significantly, the benefit 
gave access to products that were not available in shops because of the 
shortage of goods.42 “During the war there was not much to boast about 
[…], now […] every mother receives the maternity package with plea-
sure,” wrote the newspaper Etelä-Suomen Sanomat in 1947.43

The information campaign for the new benefit emphasized the differ-
ence between poor relief and the maternity benefit and encouraged moth-
ers to use their right. The mothers were repeatedly informed that the 

38 Äitiysavustuksen järjestely Helsingissä. HS, 3 January 1938 no 2, 2; Tiedonanto. HS, 3 
January 1938 no 2, 10.

39 Tiedonanto. Heinolainen, 4 January 1938 no 1, 3; Kuulutus. Loimaan lehti, 5 January 
1938 no 1, 2.

40 Ahola, Terveystalot ja kunnanlääkärintalot, 27–8.
41 Paperiset kapalot. Eteenpäin, 31 January 1942 no 12, 6.
42 188 äitiysavustusta. Laatokka, 25 May 1946 no 119, 4; Äitiyspakkausten. Laatokka, 2 

September 1946 no 201, 3; Äitiysavustusten kysyntä. Laatokka, 10 October 1946 no 234, 
2; 5390 äitiyspakkausta. Itä-Häme, 12 April 1947 no 39, 2.

43 Äitiysavustusanomuksia. Etelä-Suomen Sanomat, 13 November 1947 no 261, 3.
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maternity benefit did not cause the same control that was targeted at poor 
relief recipients or an obligation to pay it back.44 As the main message was 
that the maternity benefit does not “lower the dignity of the applicant,”45 
this indicates the mixed fears and hopes that were connected to the lived 
practice of the new benefit. As a scene of experience, the early maternity 
benefit was often framed as a local extension of poor relief. This under-
mined the experience of the benefit as a new kind of national gift for the 
mother-citizen.

Family Benefit: A Moral Bond Between Society 
and the Decent Family

The first regularly paid mass-scale allowance, the family benefit (1943), 
was a step forward in the path opened by the maternity benefit. The new 
benefit shared many of the same features: it was conditional and selective, 
and the use of the benefit-in-kind was controlled by the public welfare 
board.46 While the maternity benefit was characterized as a one-time 
“societal first-aid,”47 the new family benefit created a long-term relation-
ship between the family and the local authorities.

Compared to the maternity benefit, the family benefit, which was 
decreed during the war, had an even stronger pronatalist aim.48 Only large 
low-income families with at least five children under 16 years of age were 
eligible in 1943. The minimum number of children was lowered to four in 
1946, and even widows with three (1945) or two (1946) children, as well 
as those providers of two children who were incapable of work (1946), 
became eligible for the benefit. The lowered qualification for widows did 
not apply to single mothers, who had to have four children to meet the 
requirements.49

Basically, the deservingness was based on the civic duty of reproduc-
tion, and the amount of the benefit was based on the number of 

44 Äitiysavustus ei tuo mukanaan korvausvelvollisuutta. Turun sanomat, 4 January 1938 no 
3, 4; F.  A.s, Äitiysavustusta ryhdytään antamaan. Uusi Aika, 4 January 1938, no 2, 3. 
Äitiysavustuslaki tullut voimaan. Sosialisti, 4 January 1938 no 2, 8.

45 K. S., Äitiysavustus. Savon Sanomat, 4 January 1938 no 2, 5.
46 AsK 375/1943.
47 Böök, Suomen huolto-oikeus, 285.
48 On pronatalism, Bergenheim, Yhteiskunnan, kansakunnan, 46–111.
49 Niilo Salomaa, Lapsiavustusjärjestelmämme kehitys. Huoltaja 6/1960, 159; Kysymyksiä 

ja vastauksia. Huoltaja 4/1948, 64.
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children.50 Because of the transnational eugenic fear of degeneration in 
Western countries in the early twentieth century, the quality of the new 
generation became a special focus. In Finland, the Marriage Act (1929) 
and Sterilization Act (1935) were used to prevent the reproduction of the 
“unsuitable” population.51 Similarly, the family benefit was granted only 
to families “which raise mentally and physically healthy members of soci-
ety.” For example, mental illness, epilepsy, and other diseases that were 
considered hereditary—as well as infectious diseases like tuberculosis or 
venereal diseases—made the family unsuitable for the benefit.52 According 
to the administrative instructions, such large families whose physical or 
mental health “did not meet the moderate demands” belonged in the 
sphere of poor relief.53 At the same time, it was hoped that the family ben-
efit would rescue “fit” families from ending up on poor relief.54 This clearly 
indicated the hierarchies of citizenship created by the new social benefits.

The model of maternity benefit was developed further, as the family 
benefit was delivered basically only as products.55 The variety of possible 
items ranged from pigs and vegetable seeds to beds, linen, clothes, and 
kitchenware (see Fig. 6.2).

Similarly to the maternity benefit, the starting point was that the fami-
lies themselves were not capable of judging their needs.56 Because of this, 
five different expert groups were involved in helping the local public wel-
fare board to make the decision. First, a doctor, midwife, or public health 
nurse gave a statement of the family members’ health. Second, a regular 
home visit by a hired social worker or a layman who was elected to a posi-
tion of trust in the public welfare board was the rule. Just like in poor 
relief, the applicants were expected to let their home be regularly evalu-
ated by the local officials. Third, the new profession of municipal home 
helper focused on supporting low-income families with children. Fourth, 
voluntary associations for agriculture and housekeeping organized 

50 Salomaa, Lapsiavustusjärjestelmämme kehitys. Huoltaja 6/1960, 162.
51 Bergenheim, Yhteiskunnan, kansakunnan, 1–111.
52 Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 508–9.
53 V.  J. Sukselainen, Kunnalliset elimet väestöpolitiikan hoitajina. Maalaiskunta 

8/1943, 114.
54 Perhelisäjärjestelmällä. Aamulehti, 10 January 1943 no 8, 5.
55 Niilo Salomaa, Luontoissuoritukset perhekustannusten tasauksessa. Huoltaja 

24/1962, 858–9.
56 Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 511.
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guidance for the benefit recipients.57 Fifth, in cooperation with the 
Ministry of Social Affairs, the national “semi-governmental” association 
Väestöliitto (the Finnish Population and Family Welfare League, hence-
forth abbreviated to the Population League) organized the production 
and logistics of the in-kind benefit and published a journal called Meidän 
perhe (Our family) that was delivered free to the recipients of the benefit.58

The families encountered a variety of different actors representing 
“society” in the application process. Compared to the maternity benefit, 
the scene of experience extended as a multi-locational setting in which the 
local and national associations were intermediary actors in the triangle of 
the home, municipality, and state.59 The special journal for the family 

57 AsK 375/1943 § 10; AsK 427/1943 § 3; AsK 272/1950; Huoltolautakunnan lakikirja, 
509, 512–4. Niilo Salomaa, Viljelys- ja kotitalousneuvonta. Huoltaja 8/1953, 215–6, 226; 
Veikko Ryyttäri, Kunnallinen kodinhoitaja sosiaalihuollon työntekijänä. Huoltaja 
15–16/1962, 492–4. On agriculture associations and peasantry as the ideal Finnishness, see 
Markkola and Östman, Guardians of the Land.

58 Peräläinen, Yhteiskunnan tuki lapsiperheille, 81–4.
59 Official English name: Family Federation of Finland. Nieminen, Viisi vuotta toimintaa, 

86–95; Bergenheim, Yhteiskunnan, kansakunnan, 25–8, 40–1, 72–3, 286.
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Fig. 6.3  The ideal experience of the bond between the family and society carried 
by the family benefit in the 1940s

benefit recipients was exceptional.60 It made a new nationwide societal 
sphere beyond the local present and concrete for those receiving the ben-
efit.61 The journal had a strong educational aim in indicating how the 
receipt of the family benefit should be experienced. Figure 6.3 summarizes 
the ideal experience of receiving the benefit that the practices of the ben-
efit and the expert-led discussion fostered.

Reciprocity was the main message carried by the family benefit. 
Although giving aid to people who were able to work was generally con-
sidered “objectionable” in Finland in the late 1930s and early 1940s, sup-
port to large families was seen as a recognition and reward for fulfilling the 
civic duty of raising the future generation.62 At the same time, the societal 
aid set new demands of agency and responsibility on the family: “Since the 
society is ready to act to support those who raise children, the families 

60 The journal Kansaneläke (National Pension) was targeted at the officials, not at the 
pensioners. Kansaneläke 1/1938.

61 See Kokko, Temporalization of Experiencing.
62 Erkki J.  Kinnunen, Huollon johtaminen nykyistä enemmän oma-apuisuuteen. 

Maalaiskunta 2/1941, 50; Väestöliitto r.y., Edelläolevan johdosta. Huoltaja 5/1943, 134; 
Bergenheim, Yhteiskunnan, kansakunnan, 56–68.
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themselves for their part are ready to do their best to improve their 
conditions.”63

The aim was to elevate the families as model homes and construct new 
norms for family life with the benefit. It was planned to integrate the 
whole family as the heralds of the population policy. Daughters were rec-
ommended to choose municipal home helper as their future profession.64 
As the children would grow up as hard-working citizens in the model 
homes, the family benefit was predicted to be a benefit for society:

Work for the family-benefit families is work for the future. These families’ 
own work and eagerness ensures that the money that have been given for 
their good will earn interest at such a rate that the society will someday be 
very grateful for it.65

The family benefit constructed a new temporal logic for societal aid, 
which combined the ideas of past and future reciprocity.66 The fulfilled 
responsibility of having a large and healthy family in the past produced the 
right to receive support from society. Similarly, being entitled to the ben-
efit gave the family the responsibility to become a model home and to 
work for the best of the society in the future. A specific two-way idea of 
trust was crucial in the family benefit. First, trust in society as the caretaker 
was expressed in the journal Meidän Perhe by citations from the benefit 
recipients, such as “It is a big thing that even we who have a large bunch 
of children are being taken care of. It feels like someone is holding your 
hand.”67 Furthermore, in a story of a small-farmer’s daughter and a wife-
to-be, she commented on the new legislation for the family founding loan 
(1944–1957) for decent young couples, emphasizing trust: “There is 
something […] quite beautiful in it. Don’t laugh! It is marvelous that 
society trusts us and our good intentions that way.”68

The trust in the recipients of the benefit was a central feature in the new 
moral bond between the family and society. The trust was especially mani-
fested on a rare occasion in 1943, when the leading figures of the 
Population League and National Board of Health met recipients in remote 

63 Meidän Perhe (MP) 1/1944, 3.
64 MP 4/1944, 13–15; MP 5/1945, 7–8; MP 4/1946, 18–19; MP 1/1947, 3–4.
65 MP 3/1944, 10.
66 Laenen, Rossetti, and van Oorschot, Why Deservingness Theory.
67 MP 3/1944, 9.
68 MP 2/1948, 13.
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areas for “shared talks.” The journal Meidän Perhe described the occasion 
as a lively discussion in which both the fathers and mothers eagerly partici-
pated: “Even the wife from the most remote village deep in the forest put 
her point clearly and with thought and brought up many noteworthy 
views.”69 This kind of trust in those parents who were usually seen as the 
most ignorant constructed new experiences of societal participation and 
belonging.

Furthermore, new models and terminology for approaching the 
authorities were presented in Meidän Perhe. This implied a more interac-
tive idea of the relationship between the family and the authorities. Instead 
of talking about an application, the journal published order forms in which 
the family could notify the public welfare board of whether they wanted to 
have “an overall or a change of underwear” as the family benefit.70

In general, the family benefit indicates that a societal relationship of 
recognition—as Anna Metteri has put it—was central in the promise of the 
emerging welfare state. This means that the social right was linked to the 
recognition of the experience and importance of the families.71 The two-
way idea of trust was crucial in creating expectations of a better future for 
society and for the family as a part of society.

For the ideal family, the family benefit was a scene of experience that 
both presumed and produced an active participatory role in society. It is 
noteworthy that the ideal experience of receiving the family benefit hid the 
flip side of the selective and conditional benefit. A crofter who refused the 
benefit because he saw it as a “scrap from poor relief” was deemed as igno-
rant and in need of education in the social workers’ journal.72 The con-
tinuous control from the representatives of the public welfare board may 
have produced experiences of being unsafe and not being heard. For the 
excluded families, the denial of the benefit implied they were worthless 
outsiders. As exclusion defined the family as a burden on society, it main-
tained the cycle of poverty and hopelessness for the future. In the local 
community, the benefit that categorized families into fit and unfit was not 
only a source of trust, pride, and safety, it also produced lived social citi-
zenship that was characterized by envy, shame, bitterness, and inequality.

69 MP 4/1945, 6–9.
70 MP 2/1944, 14; MP 5/1945, 11, 13; MP 2/1947, 9.
71 Metteri, Hyvinvointivaltion lupaukset, 192.
72 Eemil Tolonen, Havaintoja perhelisää koskevalta katsastusmatkalta. Huoltaja 

2/1944, 498–9.
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Hesitant Reception of the Universal Child Benefit

The child benefit was a radical reform, as it was granted to every child 
under 16 years of age in cash from 1948. It replaced the short-lived family 
wage (1947), which was considered unsuccessful as it excluded the small-
farmer majority of the population.73 What made the child benefit excep-
tional was its mass scale: in a country of 4 million people, the benefit 
became a shared experience of half a million families and a million children 
(see Fig. 6.4). The child benefit presented a new interpretation of the cri-
teria and practice of social support. As a scene of experience, it started to 
shape a new individual-society relationship.

Unlike the earlier benefits, the universalistic child benefit did not cate-
gorize children or families into the deserving and undeserving. The only 
limitation concerned children in institutions: the expenses of a child’s 
institutional care for the local government had to be covered from the 
benefit, but it was advised the residual amount be saved for the child. In 
rare cases when the care was provided by the state, for example based on 
the new Care of the Disabled Act (1946), the benefit was not paid. 
However, for example, if the child was in a tuberculosis sanatorium that 
had free beds or in a school for the deaf or the blind, the benefit was 
granted.74

Compared to the family benefit, the non-selective child benefit carried 
a significantly weaker linkage to past reciprocity between the family and 
society. Even future reciprocity as a moral bond was not the guiding prin-
ciple, because the child benefit did not require the recipient to show any 
special signs of decency in the future. Basically, the target of the child 
benefit was the child as an individual, and the main idea was that support-
ing any child will benefit the whole society in the future.

The Population League saw the new child benefit as a basic feature of a 
modern society, indicating a complete break away from the poor relief 
referred to as huolto:

In an industrialized and monetary society, the child benefit is a necessary 
arrangement to create a general economic basis for homes, families, and 

73 Bergholm, Työmarkkinajärjestöt; Peräläinen, Yhteiskunnan tuki, 89–91.
74 AsK 541/1948, § 5–6. J.P., Lapsilisän maksaminen eräissä tapauksissa. Huoltaja 

21/1948, 335–8; Usko Waismaa, Lapsilisämme pulmakysymyksiä. Huoltaja 20/1954, 522–3.
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vuonna 1950. Huoltaja 7/1952, 174; Perhelisät v. 1943. SA 3–4/1944, 88; Niilo 
Salomaa, Lapsiavustusjärjestelmämme kehitys. Huoltaja 6/1960, 159; Tilastollinen 
selvitys lastensuojelutoiminnan 1951, 68; M. J-o, Lastenvaatteet perhelisän ensisi-
jaisena käyttömuotona. Huoltaja 21/1952, 536; Kelan lapsiperhe-etuudet 
[Allowances for families from Kela, the Social Insurance Institution of Finland].)

child raising. It has nothing to do with the ordinary principle of huolto and 
the means-testing linked to it.75

The new procedure manifested the child benefit as a right. The mother 
filled out a child benefit notification (lapsilisäilmoitus) and the in-cash 
benefit was delivered four times a year by a postal transfer at a post office.76 
As opposed to application, the concept of notification—that was earlier 
introduced as a part of the production of active citizenship in the journal 
Meidän Perhe for family benefit recipients—was now adopted in 

75 Alennetaanko perheellisten palkkoja 25 miljardilla? Työkansan Sanomat, 1 May 1948 
no 98, 3.

76 AsK 541/1948. Lapsilisälaki § 2–10.
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legislation. The distribution of the notification forms took place not only 
in the public welfare offices but in maternity clinics and primary schools as 
well. Even non-municipal actors such as cooperative milk shops and post 
offices were involved. As the filled notification form could be either left 
with the public welfare board or sent via mail without any consultations, 
this was the first time the applicant did not necessarily encounter any rep-
resentatives of the municipal board in the process.77

Instead of coming from the municipal government, the benefit was 
viewed as a caring effort by the state. In a bank advertisement for a savings 
account to deposit the child benefit, the expression Ukko Kruunu (Old 
Man Crown)—earlier used ironically especially referring to the coercive 
power of the state in taxation and imprisonment78—was inverted to signify 
a positive donator: “Your child will receive 1800 marks from Old Man 
Crown.”79

A national benefit paid in cash was a new phenomenon. For the first 
time, it brought a regular cash income to many families in the agrarian 
country.80 As the annual amount per child was double compared to the 
family benefit,81 the experience of economic security made long-term 
planning possible: “many providers in the family can look at the future 
perhaps in more secure spirit than ever before,” summarized Meidän Perhe.82

While the earlier family wage emphasized men as the breadwinner, the 
child benefit highlighted the role of women. As Tapio Bergholm has put 
it, this meant that in the family dynamics, fathers were defined as the irre-
sponsible ones who would spend the benefit on drinking, while the moth-
ers were the responsible ones who were in charge of bringing up the 
children. As the benefit was paid to the mother even in a family of two 
parents, it raised her status and gave her individual societal agency outside 
the home.83 Compared to the earlier in-kind benefits, the trust in the 
mothers’ capability to use the new benefit was striking: “let the mother 
weigh it as best she can,” wrote Meidän Perhe.84

77 Lapsilisät Helsingissä. Suomen Sosiaalidemokraatti, 22 August 1948 no 225, 9; 
Kuulutuksia. Itä-Häme, 26 August 1948 no 94, 4.

78 MOT Kielitoimiston sanakirja, entries kruunu, ukko.
79 Lapsenne. Suomen Kuvalehti 38/1948, 24.
80 MP 4/1948, 3; Kuusi, 60-luvun sosiaalipolitiikka, 180.
81 Salomaa, Lapsiavustusjärjestelmämme kehitys. Huoltaja 6/1960, 162.
82 MP 1/1949, 3.
83 Bergholm, Työmarkkinajärjestöt, 69–71; Ask 541/1948 §3.
84 MP 4/1948, 5.
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Long queues in post offices became a part of the shared lived social citi-
zenship that united mothers of all social classes. The common status and 
shared experiences reduced social differentiation and built trust and con-
fidence.85 A photographic studio advised the mothers to obtain a photo 
for an identity card to draw the benefit, and banks advertised for authori-
zation to deposit the benefit in an account for the child to avoid queu-
ing.86 This made the mothers active consumer-clients with future 
expectations of increasing amounts of interest.87

Finnish welfare state research has characterized the child benefit as a 
breakthrough of modern social policy, but the tense and mixed reception 
indicates how the novel societal aid was contested.88 First of all, the uni-
versal benefit differed radically from all early social legislation. Giving aid 
to children even in wealthy families challenged earlier ideas of what is fair 
and just. The appropriate roles of the family and society in child raising 
were questioned. Strikingly, high-income families were suddenly in the 
same position as the poorest as recipients of the new benefit. A sketch 
writer in the popular magazine Suomen Kuvalehti summarized the suspi-
cions aroused by the benefit in 1948:

Mothers around Finland have wondered when scribbling down their heirs’ 
names in the child benefit forms in the last couple of weeks. I wonder if this 
is true, has one and the other thought, the fear of socialization of homes has 
flashed through the minds of some of them—and the opposing side has 
wondered out what even the well-to-do wives will do with it […]

And I will not fill in the form or take the money. Believe me, sure I will 
support my children by myself—as I have done up to the present! […] this 
seems to be quite a common thought among the people in Finland […] the 
idea, the stubborn urge to survive alone, it is plain Finnish […] No benefits, 
no worries—unless we really must. So, when the society offers us some-
thing, we are ready to suspect that here we are again dealing with something 
that stinks bad.89

85 Äideille. Paikallissanomat, 7 October 1948 no 40, 1.; See also Marshall, Citizenship and 
Social Class, 56.

86 Advertisements in Ylä-Satakunta, 5 November 1948 no 44, 1–3.
87 Sukselainen, Suomen lapsilisäjärjestelmä, 26–8.
88 Anttonen and Sipilä, Suomalaista sosiaalipolitiikkaa, 70–1; Waris, Suomalaisen yhteiskun-

nan, 210–11; Hellsten, Muuttuva yhteiskunta, 143–4.
89 Äidit, nostakaa palkkanne. Suomen Kuvalehti 37/1948, 22.

  M. HARJULA



149

The sketch writer anticipated that both the political fear of socialism 
and the criticism of helping the rich would ease off when the first amounts 
of money were delivered. Attempts to reform the benefit were, however, 
continuous in the Parliament in the 1950s. The bourgeois parties—espe-
cially the agrarian party—aimed to restrict the benefit only to families with 
at least two children, while especially the communists—but many others 
too—wanted to exclude the rich.90 The public welfare administration 
preferred an in-kind benefit and feared that the money would not be used 
for the good of the children.91 A social worker who had started her career 
in the 1940s and retired in 1980 described how the child benefit repre-
sented new expectations which the “old-time” social workers found diffi-
cult to adjust to:

I strongly felt a change in the clients […] as the child benefit was given to 
all children. […] It was much easier to visit the social office because it had 
no stigma of poor relief. […] We got new clients and younger clients. […] 
It liberated people […] in a way, it made our work more difficult, as we 
started to have cases which we old-time poor relief workers did not consider 
to be poor […] people are more strongly aware of their needs and their 
rights and hold on to them. 92

For the social worker, the child benefit challenged the individual-society 
relationship she had built her professional identity on. Furthermore, espe-
cially the elderly Finns expressed their irritation in readers’ letters to news-
papers: child benefit was considered unfair as old people still had to survive 
without a national pension.93 One mother wrote a response to describe 
how hurting it was to be the envy of others and “hear bitter words and 
sharp remarks on how easy it is for the mother to live on state aid.”94 
Despite the criticism, the benefit was praised as a source of security in 
everyday life. When frost damaged the crops in the late 1940s, “mothers 

90 Kolehmainen, Lapsilisälain muutosesitykset, 151–62; Bergholm, Työmarkkinajärjestöt, 
71–4; Peräläinen, Yhteiskunnan tuki, 91–3.

91 J.P., Lapsilisän maksaminen eräissä tapauksissa. Huoltaja 21/1948, 338; Talousarvion 
menolisäykset. Uusi Suomi (US), 18 December 1948 no 342, 6; V.J. Sukselainen, Suomen 
lapsilisäjärjestelmä, 31.

92 Citation from Harjula, Framing the client’s agency, 163.
93 Lapsilisät ja vanhukset. US, 2 January 1950 no 1, 11; Sipra, Kuulumisia. US, 3 January 

1950 no 2, 7; Lapsilisästä ja muustakin. US, 3 January 1950 no 2, 10; Loukkaus. US, 8 
January 1950 no 6, 14.

94 Äidit ja lapsilisät. Länsi-Savo, 9 February 1950 no 32, 6.
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talk about child benefit with gratitude. Without it, the winter would have 
been insurmountable,” reported Suomen Kuvalehti.95

Contradictory Social Citizenship and Layers 
of Individual-Society Relationship

In the analysis of the emerging institution of social benefits, I approached 
the encounters between families and local authorities as scenes of experi-
ence. A common feature for the three early benefits—maternity benefit, 
family benefit, and child benefit—was that family and motherhood became 
crucial in defining citizenship. Especially the practice of granting the 
maternity benefit and child benefit to the mother made her an active agent 
in society. The institutionalized new societal responsibility for mothers 
and families was especially targeted at the well-being of children as future 
citizens. Compared to poor relief, this new temporality in the individual-
society relationship with the focus on the future society characterized the 
new institution of social benefits.

Besides the similarities, as scenes of experience, the three early benefits 
structured divergent social interaction and agency. Thus, they started to 
construct an inconsistent individual-society relationship that resulted in 
contradictory lived social citizenship. The transition from poor relief to 
social benefits was not a sharp break, as the broadening poor relief organi-
zation became the venue for the old and new expectations of citizenship. 
Despite the new eligibility criteria, the early maternity and family benefits 
were characterized by many institutional and ideological continuities from 
poor relief. These benefits defined preconditions for decent citizenship, as 
they were granted only in exchange for fulfilled civic duties. The family 
benefit especially was aimed at constructing a moral bond between decent 
families and society, ranging from the past to the future, emphasizing reci-
procity in rights, responsibilities, and trust.

Unlike these early benefits that expected parents to be ignorant and in 
need of guidance and control by the officials, the child benefit was based 
on the idea that parents can make rational decisions on how to use the in-
cash benefit. Significantly, the unconditional child benefit carried the 
experience of an autonomous, ahistorical individual with social rights. 
Compared to the concrete reciprocity of the earlier benefits, the child 

95 Eila Jokela, Viime kesän katoalueen. Suomen Kuvalehti 8/1950, 14.
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benefit started to construct citizenship that was based on an abstract idea 
of social rights and responsibilities.

Furthermore, the child benefit meant a breakaway from the local, face-
to-face-based tradition of giving and receiving social aid. Within the earlier 
benefits, society manifested as a mixture of actors who guided, regulated, 
and controlled the receipt and usage of the benefit. Even though the 
agency of the Population League as the proponent of the state was a nov-
elty in the delivery of the family benefit, it was the municipal officials—
social workers, midwifes, municipal doctors—and the local laymen of 
municipal boards and local associations who personified the early benefits. 
In contrast, the child benefit created a direct relationship between the 
individual and the state, and it made society-as-the-nation-state a crucial 
feature of the lived social citizenship.

Approached as scenes of experience, the three benefits indicate how the 
historical social change occurs through experiential change, as temporal 
layers of experience. The local practices in delivering maternity and family 
benefits carried the layer of experience of poor relief that had been institu-
tionalized as a social structure since the late nineteenth century. A parallel 
institutionalization process of a new layer of experience, structuring a new 
individual-society relationship with new future horizons, was linked to the 
establishment of child benefit. Thus, as an analytic concept, the scene of 
experience can be seen both as a crystallization of the societal layers of 
experience and as the place where new societal layers of experience 
take shape.

The two temporal layers of experience were overlapping and parallel, 
which can be seen in the divergent development of the two earlier benefits 
after the introduction of the universal child benefit in 1948. From 1949, 
mothers regardless of their wealth were entitled to maternity benefit on 
condition that they visited a maternity clinic for a medical checkup—and a 
blood test for venereal diseases (1952)—during the four first months of 
pregnancy.96 According to the official discussion, the renewed maternity 
benefit was internationally unique as it dropped “all the restrictions” and 
was granted to all mothers. Strikingly, the emphasis on universality brushed 
aside the fact that prisoners and permanent poor relief recipients still did 
not qualify to receive the “gift from the state.”97 The restriction was not 

96 Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 193–4.
97 Uusi äitiysavustuslaki. US, 18 June 1949 no 144, 6.
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abandoned until 1976, when it was revoked as unfair and unjustified with-
out further discussion in the Parliament.98

The family benefit in turn remained basically unchanged, even though 
the removal of all economic criteria was suggested to make it administra-
tively simpler in 1948. The planned reform was not expected to add costs, 
as it was predicted that “most of the wealthy” would not apply for the 
in-kind benefit.99 By the 1960s, the professional debate deemed the family 
benefit an old-fashioned and patronizing relic that should not be a part of 
the welfare state. The features of discretion, conditionality, and the recipi-
ents’ control, and responsibilization were seen as contrary to the ideals of 
the welfare state. As a result, the family benefit was abandoned in 1974.100

Even though universalistic benefits for families gradually became the 
norm by the 1970s, the slow acceptance and the long-term parallel con-
tradictory practices indicate the layered individual-society relationship. 
Still in the early 1960s, over 60 percent of urban people preferred a child 
benefit for low-income families only, and less than a third agreed with the 
principle of universalism.101 Preconditions similar to the maternity bene-
fit—medical checkups at child welfare clinics or adherence to advice given 
in school health care—were recommended to be set for the child benefit 
in governmental proposals.102 However, the activism of mothers was seen 
as crucial in making the government give up the plans of cutting and 
restricting the child benefit in the late 1950s.103 According to Pekka 
Kuusi—the main figure who sketched a plan for the welfare state in the 
1960s—the survival of the child benefit revealed that the political democ-
racy had developed into a “democracy of the social.” As “the people were 
no longer ready to give up the system of social security they have built,”104 
the social citizenship based on universal social benefit gradually became an 
institutionalized part of daily life.

98 Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 192.
99 Sukselainen, Suomen lapsilisäjärjestelmä, 19.
100 Waris, Suomalaisen yhteiskunnan, 207–9; Heikki v. Hertzen, Hyvästijättö köyhän-

hoitoajattelulle. Huoltaja 5/1967, 152, 155; KM 1968: B 86. For responsibilization in the 
welfare state in the 2000s, see also Juhila, Raitakari and Hall, Responsibilisation at the 
Margins.

101 Helenius, Oma vastuu vai yhteisvastuu, 161–6.
102 Kuusi, 60-luvun sosiaalipolitiikka, 286; Perhepolitiikan kokonaisohjelma. Huoltaja 

18/1966, 546; Harjula, Hoitoonpääsyn hierarkiat, 240–3, 281–2.
103 Uljas, Taistelu sosiaaliturvasta, 29–37, 58–9.
104 Pekka Kuusi, Ennen h-hetkeä. Suomen Kuvalehti, 20 June 1957 no 29, 14.
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