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Non-technical summary

Alleviating poverty is one of the key concerns dif vaelfare states. Almost all European
countries have some sort of a minimum income schemeotect their citizens from poverty.
The aim of this paper is to explore the effectissn®f Minimum Income schemes in
protecting working age people from poverty acro8sEU countries. In particular, the two
key issues of adequacy and coverage are examinddtai. Most studies in this field are
based on “model” families, i.e. using a number tflised households to illustrate the
differences in the effects of policies between d¢oas. In contrast, the analysis in this paper
is based on nationally representative survey datd #he microsimulation model
EUROMOD, which allows us to capture the effectsrelevant differences in household
circumstances, as well as policies, between casmtEUROMOD simulates the direct tax
liabilities, social insurance contributions andtcagnefit entittements for the households and

their members on the basis of the tax-benefit rugdace in each country.

The study focuses on people of working age and eoaspthe household income of those in
assessment units entitled to Minimum Income wittome at the poverty line. Minimum
Income is not always adequate to lift those emtitat of poverty. On average, the household
income of those entitled to Minimum Income bendfitts well below the respective poverty
lines in a number of countries such as Austriagiiat Portugal and Slovenia. In contrast, the
average household income of those entitled to Mimimnincome is above the relative poverty
line in the Scandinavian countries and France.heamore, there are substantial gaps in the
coverage of Minimum Income schemes in some cowmnther example, looking at whether
those in poverty are receiving Minimum Income bésgfsuggests that there are gaps in
some countries with relatively high adequacy onragye (Denmark and France) as well as

coverage problems in Austria, the Netherlands agcn@ny.
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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to explore and comffaeeffectiveness of Minimum Income

(MI) schemes in protecting people of working agenirpoverty in the European Union.

Using the EU-wide microsimulation model EUROMOD, imgestigate (a) coverage and (b)
adequacy of Ml schemes in 18 countries. In conti@gtrevious comparative studies of Ml

benefits, relying on comparisons of the effectstyfised families, we are able to capture the
full range of individual and household circumstaead to quantify the effects on people
entitled to MI schemes using a comparable appraaobss countries.
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1. Introduction

The alleviation of poverty (at least, in the forinextremepoverty) is a common objective of

all welfare states. The corrosive implications of/grty (be it to “the fabric of society” or,
more prosaically, political stability) may be oretloe few concerns that are common across
political philosophies. As a result, difficult thgli it may be to define the “European social
model”, there can be little doubt that it encompadgke need to guarantee a decent standard
of living for all. This idea is reflected in workd scholarship. For instance, Baldwin (1990)
defined Marschall’'s concept of social citizenship ‘&ull membership of community’,
premised on a ‘kind of basic human equality’ tiveltjle tolerating differences of class and
wealth, guaranteed each a minimum standard, regsardif the hand dealt by fate, biology
and society” (Baldwin, 1990, p.4; Marschall, 1956¢ also Ringen, 1987).

Naturally, just how different welfare states atteéntp alleviate poverty differs greatly.
Esping-Andersen (1990) famously distinguished betwthree “welfare regimes”. Anglo-
Saxon liberal, Continental corporatist and Scandarasocial-democratic. Relevant to the
guestion of minimum income protection, Korpi andnika (1998) identified five different
“ideal types of institutional structures”, in ordef historical appearance. These are the
targeted, voluntary-subsidized, corporatist, bascurity, and encompassing models. The
targeted model relies heavily on means testingpafjh that can be used to exclude the rich
(as in Australia) rather than strictly to includee tpoor. The voluntary-subsidized model was
in many European countries the precursor to thparatist model, where social insurance is
compulsory, even though still organised along oatiopal lines. The basic security model
resembles the original Beveridge design, with nooraprehensive flat-rate benefits, and low
ceilings on earning-related ones, on the assumgh@nhigher-income groups will turn to the
market and private insurance. Finally, the encosipgs model combines generous
citizenship-based universal programmes with eammetated benefits for the economically
active population. In principle, the alleviation pdverty can be achieved at different levels.
An encompassing labour market, with high employnram¢s, low unemployment, limited
earnings dispersion and relatively high minimum esgwill produce a low level of
“primary” (i.e. pre-tax pre-transfer) poverty, magiit easy for social security to take care of
residual poverty. A comprehensive range of genenmanisersal or contributory benefits
covering the entire population will provide higlcame security, relegating social assistance
to the marginal role of catching those few caséséathrough the cracks. When the above

conditions are met, the social safety net will offieeans-tested assistance of last resort. In



contrast, an under-performing labour market praagdiigh levels of unemployment or in-
work poverty, combined with low flat-rate or eargsarelated benefits offering weaker
protection to a smaller share of the population] put the safety net under stress and,
inevitably, render it more vulnerable (Barr, 2004 view of this, disentangling the effect of

different policy instruments on the reduction of/pdy is no easy task (Nelson, 2004).

The purpose of this paper is to explore and comgyaeeffectiveness of minimum income
(MI) schemes in the European Union in protectingpte of working age from poverty.
These are the cash benefits that are intendedotadgr a minimum level of support when
income from the market, from other contributorycontingency cash benefits or from other
family members, is non-existent or insufficient.uBhthe level of income of a person in
receipt of Ml is, in effect, the minimum level aidome that is deemed acceptable for that
type of person by the social protection systemhat tountry. The first question is whether
that level of income is in fact guaranteed, or Wwikethere are groups of working age people
who do not qualify and fall below the threshold fmme reason or another. The second

guestion is about the adequacy of that level adnme. We explore both issues.

Minimum income protection in Europe has a long gezk, going back to the British Poor
Law (1601), amended in 1834, and finally aboliskéth the introduction of the National
Assistance Act in 1948. Similar legislation was qmak in other European countries after
World War Il, introducingSocial Bistandn Denmark (1961)Sozialhilfein Germany (1962),
Algemene Bijstanth the Netherlands (1963%ocialbidragin Sweden and so on. In French-
speaking countries progress was slower, witimimex introduced in Belgium in 1974.
However, the successful launchRévenue Minimum d’InsertigiRMI) in France in 1988 set
in motion developments that led to the adoptiorsinfilar schemes throughout southern
Europe. Variations oRMI were adopted in Basque Country in 1988, in Catalam 1990
and in other Spanish regions later, while a natipilat scheme was introduced in Portugal
in 1996 and became fully operational in 1997. hlylta formal experiment was started in
1998 and extended further in 2000, before it wasahtinued in 2003 (Matsaganis et al.,
2003). On the other hand, Central and Eastern Earogountries moved swiftly since the
early 1990s to creating social safety nets, evegh in some cases minimum income

protection is only provided at very low levels (R2009).

The empirical evidence presented in this paperigesva number of insights related to a
specific methodology for such investigations, namak-benefit microsimulation modelling.

First of all, section 2 discusses the scope of whabnsider as a Ml scheme, and the issues



raised for cross-country comparability of any sdeffinition. Section 3 explains the methods
used, including a description of the EUROMOD modetl a discussion of its advantages
relative to other approaches, as well as an introolu to the countries, policy years, data
samples and categorical definitions that are usedur empirical analysis. One issue in
particular deserves attention: our interest isnohividuals of working age and the extent to
which MI schemes protect them from poverty. Butgrby is conventionally measured using
householdincome; and MI benefits, while sometimes asse$sedvhole households, are
typically based on the material circumstances simallerinner-family unit. Taking account
of these multiple levels of income assessment aatlysis is important in the context of the
guestions addressed here, and the approach takerpiained in section 3. Section 4
examines the prevalence of MI entitlement across dbuntries considered. One of the
primary aims of MI schemes is to help protect aglapoverty. Section 5 describes how two
groups — those who are poor and those entitled ltbevefits — overlap, and considers the
first of the two key aspects of Ml schemes: cover&gction 6 considers adequacy in terms
of how well incomes are protected in relation togrty thresholds. The analysis of adequacy
and coverage raises methodological issues andelegance of these, together with the

implications of this analysis for current policg,discussed in section 7.

2. Minimum I ncome schemesin the EU

The scope of the term “MI schemes” is not easydfing in a way that is both meaningful
and consistent across countries (Eardley et aB6Y19As pointed out by Adema (2006)
comparing spending on social assistance acrosstreims fraught with difficulties. The
same applies to the cash component, or “Minimurorm’? In some countries (e.g. France,
Germany and Spain), the assistance component ohplagment protection operates as an
intermediate stage between receipt of unemployrmenurance benefits and general social
assistance. This contrasts with most of countriesresthe MI operates as an unemployment
assistance benefit. Ml benefits are often compleéeteiby separate means-tested housing
benefits, which make up an important componenthefihcome package. Elsewhere, (e.g.
Germany, Estonia, the Netherlands and Poland)Mhecheme itself is intended to cover
housing assistance. In most countries the MI paynsentended to cover the basic needs of

all family/household members. But in some cases. (8. the UK) the MI scheme is only

2 Social Assistance may also include, for example;aifi grants for the purchase of necessary durabtesal
care and so-called “social reintegration” servicetuding employment support.

4



intended to cover the needs of some family mem{aaslts), whereas the needs of other
members (children) are addressed by other bendfitally, there are instances where
additional cash benefits are “passported”: eligyils automatic when in receipt of Ml. In
other countries the equivalent additions are aggnat part of M.

In this paper, we overcome the difficulty, presenimany cross-country studies, of defining
the scope of Ml schemes in a comparable way. Quitirsg point is the set of benefits listed
as “Minimum resources: general non-contributory imum” in the Mutual Information
System on Social Protection (MISSOC) database, delwiused source of comparison of
social protection schemé@sThe specific schemes for the countries we consideM!| are
listed in table Al in the appendix together witls@mmary of their main characteristics.
Starting from this narrow definition of MI our measg stick is the total disposable income
of those people entitled to MI defined this way.adered income therefore includes all the
components listed above and in addition any soumfesncome disregarded by MI

assessments (such as small amounts of earnings).

Ml schemes as defined in our analysis involve &lle¥ income that varies by personal and
assessment unit characteristics in a way thatsiecested with assessed need. They tend to be
benefits of last resort where entitlement is caggimt on the exhaustion of all other benefits
although they may “top up” other incomes to theursgfl level. Generally, MI schemes
require able-bodied recipients to participate inrkveearch, training or social integration
programmes. However, the schemes vary consideraldyms of the eligibility requirements
related to age and residence and the existencsizmadf income disregards, e.g. for earnings
from employment, capital or maintenance paymenssdidcussed above they also differ in
their treatment of family and housing needs andheir tax treatment, as well as the
definition of the unit of assessment (i.e. whethdrentitlement is assessed on the needs,

income and work capability of the individual, thenkefit unit or the household).

MI schemes exist in all European countries conemldrere except Hungary and Greece.
Aside from existing at all, the most fundamentdfedlence between MI schemes across EU
countries is the determination of the level of B#n&Vhile some countries have set their
levels of Ml in relative terms, e.g. in relationttee minimum wage or other benefits such as
social pensions, others have set benefit levetdbsolute terms, i.e. based on an assessment,
at some point in time, of the cost of a range @&dsesuch as food, clothing and participation
in social life. As shown below, these different aggcrhes, as well as varying political

? http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/missoditm
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priorities, have resulted in income levels of sbgmotection programmes that vary

considerably.

3. Data and methods

EUROMOD is a unique tax-benefit microsimulation rabatovering countries of the EU in a
comparable manner (Sutherland, 2007; Lietz and Memi, 2007} It uses micro-data
derived from representative national income surv@ysadministrative registers in a few
cases), as shown in table A2 in the appendix fer dbuntries covered in this paper. It
simulates direct tax liabilities, social insuramoatributions and cash benefit entitlements for
the households and their members on the basiseotakbenefit rules in place in each
country. Policy instruments that are not simulased taken directly from the data, as are
original incomes (i.e. earnings, income from cdpttansfers from other households).

Our analysis covers 18 countries: Belgium, Denm&kyrmany, Estonia, Greece, Spain,
France, Italy, Luxembourg, Hungary, the Netherlamlsstria, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia,
Finland, Sweden and the UK. The tax-benefit systeimmilated refer to different years in
different countries, ranging from 2001 to 2005 (¢akle A2). In most cases, the input
datasets of household circumstances refer to agarfew years prior to the policy year, and
the original incomes derived from them are updatedhis date. This process relies on
indexing each income component (which is not sitedlpby appropriate growth factors,
based on actual changes over the relevant p2rdal.adjustment is made for changes in

population composition.

Table A2 shows the sample size in each input datdd$es varies from around 3,000
households for the smaller countries to well ov&020 in Poland and the UK. It should be
noted that once the analysis focuses on workingpsgple in extreme poverty and those
entitled to MI, the sample size in terms of numbgindividuals can become quite small.

Thus the differences between countries that werfiagl not be statistically significant.
Simulating Minimum I ncome scheme entitlements

Making use of all available information in the ungimmg micro data, we simulate entitlement
to MI schemes in place in each country. Althougl albthe conditions of entitlement are

included in the data (e.g. information on citizapshvailability for work and asset tests) it is

* The version of EUROMOD used in this paper is F2.
® This process is documented in EUROMOD Country Rispeee:
http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/research/euromod/ressdfor-euromod-users/country-reports
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likely that in most cases this does not make muitarednce to the groups we consider in this
study. As they stand our entitlement calculatioesidnstrate the intended effects of benefits
and can generally be considered as providing aruppund on the effectiveness of such
benefits in protecting working age people from poxeFurthermore, the discretion that

operates at the local level in some systems ipossible to represent in our calculations. The
MI schemes of Spain and Italy are not straightfedita simulate as they are administered at
a regional rather than national level. There ar@ymariations between the regions and no
single system can be considered as representdtisiead, when those two countries are

included in the analysis, the Ml receipt informatizollected in the national surveys is used.

For the remaining countries, our estimates asswihdake-up of benefit entitlements, i.e.
that the legal rules are universally respected, @karyone is aware of their entittlements and
that the costs of compliance are z&rBhis can result in the overestimation of benefits
actually received and is likely to apply particlyaio MI benefits. Usually such benefits have
to be applied for and the costs of claiming maycbesiderable; not all those who would be
entitled may be aware of the benefit or their gassentitlement; and receipt of Ml benefits
may be considered by potential claimants to bersttgsing (Matsaganis et al., 2008).

By using a microsimulation approach it is, in pipte, possible to model the non take-up
behaviour of the individuals and this would allow to capture a potentially important
component of lack of coverage by MI benefits. Hoarewhere we adopt the assumption of
full take-up because too little is known about takeof benefits in many of the countries
considered (Frazer and Marlier, 2009). To accoontitfin some countries, where more is
known such as the UK (DWP, 2007) and Germany (Fain#k Groh-Samberg, 2007), but not
others, would reduce cross-country comparabilityatddganis et al., 2009). To assume
similar patterns of non take-up in the latter grafigcountries as in the former group would
risk biasing the results as such patterns tendetsgecific to the benefit and institutional
arrangements in the country in question. Factatadle likely to have an impact on take-up
rates are the level of stigma involved in claimMg(and, linked to that, the stringency and
nature of the means test), the complexity of tlagtd process, the size of the Ml entitlement
relative to the potential claimant’s other inconred aneeds, and whether MI receipt gives

access to other passported benefits. Assumingakel-up allows us to identify the extent of

® The estimates may be affected by survey undernasdreporting but will capture non take-up.
" poland is an exception. Account is taken of they Vew take-up of the portion of the MI payment mdue
local authorities. This affects the average paymather than the number of recipients.
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non-entitlement to MI schemes among poor and veoy pouseholds which is an important

issue for policy to address.

EUROMOD estimates of entitlement to MI may diffeorh those shown for receipt of Ml
payments by national administrative daféhe differences are due to various factors. The
national statistics may relate to a broader conogpl than the one used in this analysis.
Moreover, as discussed above EUROMOD assumesdkdl-up of Ml benefits which is
likely to cause an overestimation of Ml receiptEROMOD. On the other hand, under-
estimation can also be expected in part by thetfeattpeople in low income households tend
to be under-represented in the surveys used ag inpjun EUROMOD (Mantovani and
Sutherland, 2003). Finally, our simulation of Mitidement is based on incomes received in
the previous year (except in the UK); while in pgiee entittiement may be based on incomes
received in a much shorter period such as a mdithihe extent that incomes vary over the
year, this will lead EUROMOD to miss some entitlertserelated to individuals on MI for
short period of the year. Generally we expect nodghese factors to be at work in most
countries, with the net effect depending on thengjth of each factor but not distorting the

overall results in a significant way.
EUROMOD versus other methods

Most of the large-scale comparative studies of avellsystems have been based on analysis
of aggregate public expenditure data (for a revisge Nelson (2010). Micro-level
comparisons of the effect of Ml benefits have tehtterely on calculations of the effects on
stylised households making use of the OECD modilyecalculations (Eardley et al., 1996;
Gough et al., 1997; Cantillion et al., 2004; Ader2@06; Nelson, 2010; Frazer and Marlier,
2009; Immervoll, 2010). Such approaches have mdugrdgages, including transparency and
no need to rely on the availability of specificanhation in micro-data. However, they also
have limitations. In particular, the focus on pautar family types disregards other types that
may be equally important; in particular, it usuaéntirely neglects complex households
including more than one narrow family. Furthermdreannot directly account for the fact
that some types are more common in some countraes dthers: for example 3-generation
households are more common in Southern and EaBtewpe; lone parent households are

much more prevalent in the Scandinavian countrieb the UK than in Southern Europe.

8 For detailed national assessments see the EUROMI@Dtry Reports which are available from
http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/research/euromod/ressdfor-euromod-users/country-reports
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Using micro-data allows the full range of relevarttividual and household circumstances to

be reflected in the analysis (Marlier et al., 2007)

Survey micro-data can be analysed directly, butaiSeUROMOD has further advantages.
First, Ml schemes are not always identified induatly within cross-national datasets. For
example, the European Union Statistics on Incontelaving Conditions (EU-SILC) User
Database (UDB) contains a variable (HY060 Sociatleston benefits, not otherwise
classified) which in principle contains the MI béteaddressed in this paper. However, in
some countries this variable also includes otheebis (for example, the UK Working Tax
Credit). EUROMOD simulates each policy instrumend indeed, each component of each

instrument) separately and so variables can bewistd for a particular analysis.

Furthermore, in EU-SILC the variable is definedha household level. This is a potentially
serious limitation in the countries where the assent unit for Ml is narrower: a household
may receive more than one MI entittement whereethemore than one assessment unit. In
understanding why a particular individual is eetitito MI or not, it is important to establish
the characteristics of their Ml assessment unis #lso of interest to establish to what extent
MI income from outside the assessment unit butiwithe household is, under a household
income sharing assumption, supporting the persaquastion. Since EUROMOD simulates
MI entitlements in a manner consistent with progrerules in each country, our analysis

makes use of the correct assessment unit.

Finally, while the direct analysis of survey dates lthe apparent advantage of taking account
of non take-up, implicit in reported receipt, thiges not fully resolve the issue. First of all,
measurement error in the surveys can lead to ustil@agion of the extent of receipt (Figari
et al., 2010b). Secondly, in attempting to estabtise extent of gaps in coverage of Ml
schemes such analysis cannot distinguish betweentak®-up on the one hand and non-
entitlement for benefit on the other. Assuming fake-up allows us to identify the extent of
non-entitlement among poor and very poor househ®dth types of “gaps” in safety nets
are important for policy to address, but the sohsiare different and the two problems need
to be distinguished. This analysis focuses on fene and incidence of non-entitlement.

In addition, the capacity of EUROMOD to simulateanges in policy rules allows us to
explore what might happen in the absence of thesdhleme, capturing interactions with

other parts of the tax-benefit system, and alsaexperiment with reforms to existing



schemes. Both types of exercise are beyond theeswiohis paper. For examples see Figari
et al. (2010a).

Sample of interest

We focus on working age individuals and the houkishm which they live. “Working age”
is defined as being aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), wkalg those in full-time education. Table 1
shows what proportion of the whole national popafe is made up of people in this age
group. In fact, this is quite similar in most coues, ranging from 55 per cent in Belgium to
62 per cent in Spain.

Table 1. Samples of working ageindividuals: characteristics
Per centage of working age individuals:

Per centage of
population in complex with household income  with household income
households below 60% median below 40% median
Belgium 55 12 9.0 3.9
Denmark 58 9 5.7 2.0
Germany 61 15 10.9 2.4
Estonia 58 32 16.7 6.5
Greece 56 37 15.5 6.6
Spain 62 35 15.1 6.1
France 56 15 9.1 1.3
Italy 61 35 15.6 7.2
Luxembourg 60 22 8.5 0.3
Hungary 61 35 15.0 4.6
Netherlands 61 10 10.0 1.7
Austria 60 24 7.5 1.7
Poland 59 33 16.4 4.5
Portugal 60 35 15.6 4.1
Slovenia 61 46 14.1 3.6
Finland 58 10 9.1 11
Sweden 57 7 6.8 1.4
UK 61 21 135 3.3

Notes: Figures refer to various years 2001-05 {@ele A2 in the appendix). “Working age” is definasl
being aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excluding peoplecurrent full-time education. “Complex” househol®
those containing adults who are not the partnethefworking age person. If adult children are pnesbe
household is defined as “complex” only if childraged under 16 or in full time education are notseng.
Incomes are equivalised using the modified OECDes&ource: EUROMOD.

The income of other household members may or mawffiect the Ml entitlement, but will
affect the overall level of household income amstt of poverty. This distinction is important

when the assessment unit for Ml is not the houskhnit. Table 1 shows the proportion of
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individuals living in “complex” households: thosentaining other adults in addition to any
partner, such as parents or adult siblihgfe motivation for this particular categorisatien

to identify a group for whom Ml receipt and poverigk might not be expected to be directly
related, since such households are likely to cantare than one MI assessment unit. The
information in Table 1 shows that in Scandinaviaurdries as well as Germany, the
Netherlands and the UK, the proportion of workimg @eople in households containing just
working age adults and their children is much hrghan in Southern and Eastern European
countries, where “complex” households make up atsubial proportion of the total. In other
words, the extent of sharing within households withers who might be independently

assessed for MI benefits differs considerably anmmtries.

Table 1 also presents poverty rates for working peeple, as estimated by EUROMOD,
using two thresholds: 60 per cent and 40 per cEmeglian household disposable income,
equivalised using the modified OECD equivalencédesdith respect to a poverty threshold
at 60 per cent of median income, poverty ratessabstantially lower in Scandinavian and
Continental countries (usually between 7 and 9ceat) compared to Southern and Eastern
European countries where it frequently exceedsetent. Poverty rates are naturally much
lower using a threshold of 40 per cent of the medianging from 1 or 2 per cent in most
Scandinavian and Continental countries except Beigito 5 to 7 per cent in Southern and

Eastern Europe.

4. Theroleof M| schemesin household income

The importance of MI schemes to the household ircaihworking age people on low
incomes varies considerably across the 18 countoesidered here. A breakdown of the
income composition of households with at leastwoeking age individual, in the poorest 10
per cent of households in each country, is showkigare 1. The dark part of the top sections
of the bars refers to the MI schemes; it is cldat tthese on average provide a small
proportion of overall household income in most daes. The proportion is largest in
Belgium, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and themd&re MI schemes make up at least
20 per cent of disposable income in the lowestldagioup. The largest income component
on average besides market income is “other behe#tsbreakdown of those benefits,

included in the appendix (table A3), suggestsithabtany countries old age benefits make up

% If adult children are present the household is thefimed as “complex” only if other children agetter 16 or
in full time education are not present.
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a substantial part of the benefit packages receethe poorest households (by definition
not received by working age people themselves) nyeyment and family benefits are also

important, though this varies among countries.

Figure 1. Components of disposable income of households with working age individuals
in the poorest 10 per cent of the population
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05. “Vifaykage” is defined as being aged 16 to 64 (inek)si
excluding people in current full-time education.dide groups are based on equivalised householdstdpe
income including the whole population. Source: EWROD.

Minimum income may provide a large share of houkklmrome, or merely a top up to other
incomes. This is one factor that is not usuallyyfalptured in analyses of model families,
even though it differs across countries and weltrgems. Typically family benefits and
housing benefits (included in “other” in table A& factored into such calculations, along
with income taxes and social contributions. Butithie of pensions, disability, sickness and
unemployment benefits (sometimes due to househ@ohlvers outside the Ml assessment

unit), is generally neglected.

Figure 2 shows the prevalence of MI entitlementarms of the share of individuals of
working age living in households entitled to MI. deneral, the countries where Ml plays a
relatively large role in the household disposahl®mes of people of working age are also
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those where larger proportions are in householtls sgme M entitlemeni Overall, across
the countries considered here, 5 per cent of peapheorking age are in households entitled
to some MI payment. The proportion is much largethe UK and Poland (17 per cent),
Finland (14 per cent) and Belgium (12 per cent) isridrger than average in Sweden, France
and Slovenia (shown by the pale bars). As explaaiExVe it is zero in two countries with no
generalised M|l scheme (Hungary and Greece) andvasolow (less than 2 per cent) in

Austria, Italy and Spain.

Figure 2 Per centage of working age individualsin households/assessment units entitled
to Minimum Income
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Notes: “Working age” is defined as age 16 to 64l(isive), excluding people in full-time educatidfigures
refer to various years 2001-05 (see table A2 indhpendix). For Spain and ltaly estimates are liosé
recorded as receiving Ml in the data. Countriesran&ed by the prevalence of Ml entitlement atabhsessment
unit level. Source: EUROMOD.

Figure 2 ranks countries by the proportion of imdiinals of working age in an assessment
unit which is entitled to MI (darker bars). Thiportion is always smaller when considering
the narrower unit because in some cases indivisiial®rking age live in an assessment unit
not entitled to MI, sharing the same household \ailother assessment unit entitled to the
MI. This applies to a sizeable proportion of workiage people in some countries,
particularly Finland, Denmark, France, the Netheits Sweden and the Ukaterestingly,

these countries are not among those with high ptiope of multi-unit households as shown

19 Exceptions are the Netherlands with relativelyhrigerage payments and low numbers entitled, stigges
that Ml is an important source of income in a feages. The opposite is the case for France, suggektt the
MI acts as a top up to other incomes in a relatilaige proportion of lower income households.
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in figure 1 (Southern and Eastern EU countries)h&a this reflects the design of MI

schemes in the countries where multi-unit househatd les$ikely to be the norm.
5. Coverage of M| schemes

One measure of MI coverage is the extent to whiolking age people living in poverty are
in assessment units entitled to MI benefits. Thishown in Figure 3. Coverage can be
expressed as the ratio between the light-colougetian of the bar (poor and on MI) and the
bar as a whole (all poor). It ranges from 3 pertéerDenmark to around 70 per cent in
Belgium and Poland. Measured in this way coveragelatively low also in France, Austria,
the Netherlands and Germany. In contrast, relatisehe proportions of those in poverty are
entitled to MI benefits in Slovenia, Estonia, Pgdl) the UK, Finland and Luxembourg.
Lack of entitlement can either be due to gaps endbverage of MI schemes, or due to the
fact that the threshold for entitlement is set ethe poverty line of 60 per cent of median

income.

Figure 3: Working age individuals below the poverty line (at 60 per cent of median) by
Minimum Income entitlement status
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Figures refer to various years 2001-05 (see taldeimAthe appendix). Working age individuals on Mea
individuals (aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excludingpple in current full-time education), living in assessment
unit (see table Al in the appendix) entitled to e sample size of working age individuals belbw poverty
line entitled to MI is small in DK, ES and AT. Thesults should be treated with caution. Countriesranked
by the prevalence of MI entitlement at the asseasumgt level. See figure 2. Source: EUROMOD.
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In contrast, we would expect to see a higher ptogoiof the “extremely poor” entitled to
MI. Figure 4 shows that this is indeed the casexifeme poverty is defined by reference to a
poverty threshold at 40 per cent of the medfaBxcept where MI schemes are non-existent
(Greece, Hungary) or regional (Italy and Spain)stremuntries have schemes that appear to
be successful at covering a significant proportibthe “extremely poor”. The target group is
small, with low poverty rates (under 2 per centFinland, France, Denmark, Luxembourg
and Sweden. Sizeable proportions of the “extrenpelgr” are entitled to MI in Slovenia,
Belgium, Poland, Portugal and Estonia. But sizegbtgortions of the “extremely poor” in
Germany, the UK, Estonia, Poland, Denmark and tbthétlands appear not entitled to MI.
This may suggest either gaps in coverage, or bigetlie income level for entitlement to M
is very low.

Figure 4: Working age individuals below the poverty line (at 40 per cent of median) by
Minimum Income entitlement status
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05 (abketA2 in the appendix). Working age individuatsMl are
individuals (aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excludirepple in current full-time education), living ins&ssment unit
(see table Al in the appendix) entitled to MI. Baenple size of working age individuals below thegty line
entitled to Ml is small in DK, DE, ES, FR, IT, LWL, AT and SE. The results should be treated wéthtion.
Countries are ranked by the prevalence of Ml amtignt at the assessment unit level. See figureo@cg:
EUROMOD

" The results using the 40% threshold should beeeaith caution. Not only are sample sizes smalitbere
are also concerns about the quality of survey respowhich give rise to such low incomes, at leasbme
countries.
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The next section considers adequacy. Here we piwsiner the task of identifying possible
gaps in coverage by examining the extent to whiohnkimg age people are entitled to M,
according to their household income level meastetdive to the median. We would expect
rates of entittement to be higher, the lower theelleof household income. If the rate of

entitlement is relatively low at low incomes, tBisggests that there may be gaps in coverage.

Figures 5a and 5b show the proportion of workingdageople below successive proportions
of the median who are in assessment units entidedl!. (Points based on fewer than 50
people are not plotted.) For example, in SlovemdAjle 80% of those with household
incomes below 40% of the median are entitled, #regntage falls to 29% for those below
70% of the median and to 13% of all those with lebiadd incomes below the median. This
compares with 6% in the working age population awrmle (Figure 2). In the seven
countries shown in Figure 5a (Belgium, Estonia,nEea Austria, Poland, Portugal and
Slovenia) entitlement rates decrease as incomeadses. In contrast, in the six countries
shown in Figure 5b (Germany, Luxembourg the Ne#met$, Finland, Sweden and the UK)
the entitlement rate does not rise so clearly esnre falls. This suggests that there may be
particular gaps in coverage in these countriesjinganon-negligible numbers of working

aged people on very low incomes unprotected.

Figure 5: Prevalence of M| entitlement (assessment unit basis) among working aged
individuals by level of household income as a proportion of the median
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05 (abketA2 in the appendix). Working age individuatsM| are
individuals (aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excludirgpple in current full-time education), living insessment unit
(see table Al in the appendix) entitled to MI. Hehusld income is disposable income equivalised utieg
modified OECD scale. As well as Hungary, Greecaisand Italy Denmark is excluded because of small
sample size. Points corresponding to fewer thasaebiple observations are not plotted. Source: EUROMO

Another aspect of coverage is whether MI recipiembsild be poor if they did not receive
MI. Using 60 per cent of median disposable incoméha poverty line, Figure 6 shows that
this only applies in a small number of countriegimty Belgium, France and the UK. The
dark section of the bars identifies those entite®1l schemes who would not fall below the
60 per cent poverty line even if they did not regedVll benefit. In contrast, the light-coloured
sections identify recipients of Ml schemes who wvdolog in poverty without those benefits.

Finding recipients of Ml schemes who would not bgoverty even without those benefits
could be due to a range of factors. These inclutferences between the OECD modified
equivalence scale (used to derive the equivalednie on which the poverty line is based)
and the implicit “equivalence scale” of MI schem#s particular, additional needs (due to
e.g. disability) may be taken into account in asisgseligibility for, and level of, Ml benefit,
while they are ignored in the equivalence scalspoAas discussed above, the assessment unit
of MI schemes may be narrower than the househattihance MI recipients may be sharing
households with people in other higher-income &ssest units.
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Figure 6: Working age people entitled to Minimum Income above the poverty line (at 60
per cent of median) by whether poor in absence of Minimum Income
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05 (abketA2 in the appendix). Working age individuatsMI are
individuals (aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excludingople in current full-time education), living ins&ssment
units (see Figure 2) entitled to MI. The sample iz working age individuals above the poverty lamgitled to

Ml is small in AT, DK, DE, EE, EL, ES, HU, LU, NIRT and SI. DK, EE, EL, HU, AT, PT and Sl have been
dropped while the results should be treated witltioa for the remaining countries. Source: EUROMOD.

6. Adequacy of M| schemes

There is no consensus about what level of inconoeildhbe deemed adequate (Frazer and
Marlier, 2009). International comparisons of Ml enfes tend to compare the incomes
offered by such schemes to typical households oodel families”) with national
empirically-determined benchmarks such as mediarséiwld income or average earnings
(Immervoll, 2010). Figure 7 provides some similardence, which needs to be interpreted
somewhat differently. It shows the mean of theorafi equivalised household income to the
poverty threshold, at 60% of the median, acrossvalking aged people entitled to MI. It
indicates how the household incomes of those edtiib Ml compare with poverty levels,
given all the income sources of those entitledlutiog those received by other household
members. As expected, due to the use of a more reby@psive income measure, this ratio
shows a higher level of income relative to the oral benchmarks than those typically

indicated by model family analysis. Even on thisibaaverage incomes of those on Mi fall
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far short of the poverty threshold in Estonia, AiastPortugal and Slovenia. On the other

hand, in the Nordic countries, France and the WK, mean is well above the poverty line.

Figure 7: Working age people entitled to Minimum Income: equivalised disposable
household income as a proportion of the poverty line (at 60 per cent of median)
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05 (abketA2 in the appendix). Working age individuatsMI are
individuals (aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excludirgpple in current full-time education), living ins&ssment unit
(see table Al in the appendix) entitled to MI. GeseHungary, Italy and Spain are omitted. Counties

ranked by the prevalence of Ml entitlement at theeasment unit level. See figure 2. Source: EUROMOD
Since the means may be driven by vary high valaessbme people (e.g. if household
members outside the MI assessment unit have higbmas), we also consider the
proportions of those entitled to MI by range of selnold income relative to median income.
This is shown in Figure 8. Again, Estonia, AustRayrtugal stand out with high proportions
(60% or more) of those entitled failing to reacleev0% of median income (darkest sections
of the bars) and the corresponding percentageadyn®0% in Slovenia. In some countries
relatively high proportions have household incomesl clear of the poverty line (above
80%, of the median shown by the white sectionshef bbars). This applies especially in
Denmark, Finland and France and the UK. Theselhoaantries with assessment units that
are narrower than the household, making it morgylikhat people entitled to MI might be in
high income households. In most countries incomede entitled to MI, can correspond to a
wide range of levels, relative to the median. Foangple in the four countries with the
highest rates or entitlement (UK, Poland, Belgiund &inland) and also France, there are
substantial proportions in many of the six rangesative income shown (under 40%, 40-
50%, 50-60%, 60-70% 70-80% and more than 80%).@nother hand, in other countries

the MI system seems relatively closely targetedih@t 40-60% median income range
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(Germany, the Netherlands and Luxembourg). In sooumtries, however, the adequacy of

Ml is generally low (Estonia, Austria, Portugal aBldvenia).

Figure 8: Percentages of working age people entitled to Minimum Income by range of
household income as a proportion of the median
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05 (abketA2 in the appendix). Working age individuatsMI are
individuals (aged 16 to 64 (inclusive), excludirepple in current full-time education), living insessment unit
(see table Al in the appendix) entitled to MI. GeseHungary, Italy and Spain are omitted. Countaies
ranked by the prevalence of Ml entitlement at theeasment unit level. See figure 2. Source: EUROMOD

Finally, we explore theontribution of MI to reducing poverty. Specifically, we asséss
adequacy of Ml schemes in terms of how far shorthef poverty threshold is the average
income of working age people entitled to MI, congghto those who are not. The appropriate
indicator is the poverty gap, measuring the “incod#dicit” of the poor expressed as a
proportion of the poverty line.

Figure 9 compares the median poverty gap for wgrkige individuals below the 60 per cent
poverty threshold by entitlement to MI, showing gwrerty gap for those entitled before and
after receiving MI. By comparing the poverty gaplodse entitled but before receiving Ml to
the poverty gap of those not entitled at all (tbeosid and first bars respectively), we can
establish the extent to which Ml is targeted onpberest households. In every country the
poverty gap is larger among those entitled to Mifdbe receipt of MlI), suggesting that Ml

schemes do, on average at least, target the p@nestg working age people.
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Figure 9: Median poverty gap of working age individuals below the poverty line (at 60
per cent of median) by MI entitlement status
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Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05. Waglige individuals on Ml are individuals (aged 4®&4
(inclusive), excluding people in current full-tireeucation), living in assessment unit (see Figirenitied to
MI. The sample size of working age individuals lvelihe poverty line entitled to Ml is small in DKSEand
AT. DK has been dropped while the results shoulttdeted with caution for the remaining countrigsurce:
EUROMOD

Furthermore, by comparing the second and third fersach country we can see that receipt
of MI for those entitled makes a substantial ddfese to the poverty gap and income
adequacy. The effect is particularly strong in Balg the Netherlands and Sweden, although

it is smaller in Spain, Estonia, Austria, Poland &mland.

Comparing the poverty gap for those not entitledMowith that for those entitled when in
receipt of Ml (the first and third bars for eachuntry) shows that in three countries, the
Netherlands, the UK and especially Sweden, theiggamaller for those on MI than those not
entitled, implying that MI leaves recipients on eage better off than non-recipients. In the
remaining countries the opposite is the case: wgrkige people on Ml have lower average
incomes than those not entitled to MI. This couwldgest that in the former countries a key
issue may be coverage, while in the latter coumtiiiee key issue may be adequacy rather

than coverage.
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7. Conclusions

The preceding analysis is an attempt to compareftkeetiveness of European MI schemes in
protecting working age people from poverty usingnmsimulation. We have identified a
number of issues that render any comparison ottsffacross countries rather challenging,

and outline ways in which the analysis might bénexf and improved in the future.

First of all, we use a narrow definition of M| atften consider the incomes of those entitled
on this basis. This permits our analysis to cap#lir¢he elements of cash income that may
complement MI (e.g. housing benefits), without extieg the focus beyond the narrow group
of interest (e.g. those who may be higher up tleerme distribution, not entitled to Ml but
still entitled to housing benefits). An alternatispproach would be to try to capture the
monetary value of the whole MI “package”. This wulot be without its conceptual and
measurement challenges: for example, whether noansaested payments and tax
reductions should be included would need to beidensd. In addition, this would also
require a measuring stick for adequacy that caonuwatcfor cross-country differences in Ml

assessment units.

The second key issue is the treatment of non tpakéAle have argued that our analysis
generally provides an upper bound on the effectdiagchemes, and allows us to distinguish
non-entitlement from non take-up. However, ideatiye would want to capture the effect of
both. In principle, the microsimulation approaclowak us to do that. Nevertheless, the
necessary information (required to simulate theebenlaiming process in detail, as well as

to measure Ml recipients on a consistent basigklsng in most countries.

Thirdly, while in many countries entittlement for NB actually assessed on the basis of
incomes received over a short period such as amoninost countries our simulation of Ml
entitlement is based on incomes received in theiqus year. To the extent that incomes
vary over the year, this will lead to estimatiomoes. This is a limitation imposed by the
survey data on which EUROMOD relies.

While these issues might limit the accuracy of estimates, they also affect alternative
approaches to comparing the effects of Ml schenoessa countries. On the one hand,
focusing on benefit levels for representative recifs (e.g. Nelson 2010; Frazer and Marlier,

2009; Immervoll, 2010) inevitably relies on equaflyoblematic assumptions about what
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exactly constitutes minimum income suppdrtyhile failing to address at all the issues of
non take-up and non-entittement. On the other hdivdct analyses of survey data are as
affected by lack of synchronisation between incaaeing and the assessment of benefit
entittement as microsimulation using these sameesudata, in addition to often being

unable precisely to identify MI benefits, the redav assessment unit or distinguish between

reasons for non-receipt.

In contrast, our microsimulation approach offerameoadvantages over alternatives.
Specifically, by assessing eligibility under prograe rules, for instance with respect to the
assessment unit, we have shown the extent to whage entitled to Ml live in households

with income above the poverty line and vice versa.

Moreover, by simulating M| benefit entittement undbe assumption of full take-up, we
have highlighted theesidual coverage gap, due to non-entitlement. We have dstraded
that a significant proportion of low-income peopme working age are ineligible for M,
although they fall below the poverty line (even wtibe poverty line is set at 40 per cent of
median). Often, this is due to eligibility requirents of a categorical nature, e.g. citizenship,
age or residence, or (less often) work availabitipnditions. Our finding, subject to the
caveats discussed above, suggests that sociay sefet may in fact be less tight than is
commonly assumed — and not only because of norujpkbut also because programme rules

limit coverage by design.

Furthermore, with respect to adequacy, rather thamsing on guaranteed income levels, we
have estimated the contribution of Ml schemes duceng poverty, by comparing the median
poverty gaps of those not entitled to Ml to thosétked, before and after receipt of MI. Our
results bear out that the insight of Frazer andligta¢2009) that “although MI schemes are
insufficient to lift people out of poverty, they giday a very important role in reducing the
intensity of poverty”. Indeed, we have found tHaide entitled to MI are significantly poorer
to start with than those non-entitled, that Ml diigantly reduces the median poverty gap of
recipients, and that this effect is much strongesame countries than in others. Estimating
the contribution of Ml in terms of reductions of di@n poverty gaps has the advantage that it
is simpler and, arguably, more informative thaeralative methods focusing on movements

across the poverty line (Nelson, 2004).

2 For example, the Social Assistance and Minimunoine Protection (SaMip) Interim Dataset used by diels
(2010), defines “minimum income protection” as “grire benefit package provided to low-income
households”. Immervoll (2010) presents income keypebvided by MI benefits including housing allowas,
assuming that rents are equal to 20% of the aveyargs wage of a full-time worker.
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Our final point concerns policy implications. As rmervoll (2010) has pointed out, the
current economic downturn is bound to boost demimmdminimum income protection
throughout the EU. Increasing shares of non-stahdarkers, and reductions in the scope of
unemployment benefits, imply that many of thoseniggheir job in the recession may be
ineligible for standard unemployment insurance.aAsesult, benefits of last resort such as
minimum incomes will become the main (perhaps awenonly) social safety net for large

numbers of people.

This raises several issues at once. Perhaps pacathpxminimum income benefits perform
better in the context of a well-functioning labanarket and a strong welfare state than when
they are “the only game in town” (Ferrera, 2008)tHis sense, the wisdom of a general shift
to means-tested benefits, such as that experiens@ine countries over the last few decades
(Gough et al., 1997), may have to be questionediff@relative roles of social insurance and
social assistance reconsidered. In the meantimegypmakers will have to ensure that an
effective safety net is in place to stop thosenigdgiheir job (or otherwise experiencing a

significant drop in income) from descending intovexy (Figari et al., 2010c).

The evidence presented here suggests that thenterisis will put Ml schemes in several
EU countries to a severe test. To meet the challesarial safety nets must become stronger
and tighter. MI schemes can play a key role in,thes long as extending coverage and/or

improving adequacy are part of the agenda.
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Table Al: Details of the Minimum Income schemesin 18 EU countries

Belgium Denmark Germany Estonia Greece | Spain France Italy Luxembourg | Hungary
Name of policy Droit a la Kontanthjeelp; | Sozialhilfe Toimetuleku| n/a Renta Minima Revenue Minimo Revenu n/a
l'integration | Starthjaelp -toetus de Insercién | Minimum vitale / Minimum
sociale (regional) Insertion reddito Garanti
minimo
(regional)
Assessment unit Family Individual Family Household n/a Family Family Household Hehald n/a
unless married
Age 18 18 None None n/a 25 t0'65 25 No limit 24 n/a
Seeking work Yes Ye§ Yes Yes n/a Yes Yes Yes Yes n/a
Other conditions | None None None None n/a None None None Not havingn/a
left work
voluntarily
Disregards Some Some assets; | Basic Housing n/a None None Family Maternity n/a
earnings some earnings} pension; benefit; home benefits;
Invalidity some Family Long term
benefit earnings allowancé care benefits
Additional Family; Child benefit | Parental Housing n/a None Housing Regional Housing n/a
payments Housing; Settlement allowance Benefit benefit variation benefit;
Maintenance| Family benefit supplement Family
allowance
Taxable No Yes No No n/a No No No No n/a

_'_ Unless the claimant is married, pregnant or a gaimemvhich case they can be younger.
" Under 25 if they are, or about to become, paratscial allowances for those aged over 65 ancthith a disability.
" Unless the claimant is disabled, unable to worlooking after a child.
Y Unless the claimant has a partner who is alreamking.
¥ For families with 3 or more children.
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Table Al: continued

Netherlands | Austria Poland Portugal Slovenia Finland Sweden UK
Name of policy Algemene Sozialhilfe Poloc Rendimento | Denarna Toimeentulotuki | Ekonomiskt Income
Bijstand spoleczna | social de socialna bistand Support
insercao poma
Assessment unit Family Family Household | Household Household Family Family iham
Age 23' No age limits | 18 18 18 In practice 18 or| No age 18Y
over limit
Seeking work Yes Yes Yes for Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes unless
periodic exempt
allowance
Other conditions None None None Be available None None None None
for training
Disregards Some capital | Care-related None Some Scholarships] Some household| None Own home;
benefits; earnings Alimony; income Disability
Education Special benefits;
allowance childcare Some
allowance earnings
Additional payments Family Family None Family Child benefit | Family Housing Child tax
allowance; allowance; allowance Rent subsidy| allowance; supplement | credit;
Rent subsidy | Child benefit; Housing Housing benefit Housing
Housing supplements benefit;
benefit Council tax
benefit
Taxable No No No No No No No

Sources: EUROMOD Country Reports [http://www.isssex.ac.uk/research/euromod/resources-for-euromseidfgountry-reports] and MISSOC tables XI: ‘Guszamg

Sufficient Resourceshiitp://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/missdides en.htijn

f. In EUROMOD the household is used as the assesamént
" Can be reduced by the municipality for those a2fe@2.

" Can be aged under 18 if they have a dependewt, ené married or cohabiting.
v Can be aged 16-17 in exceptional circumstances.

28




Table A2: EUROMOD input datasets and ssimulated tax-benefit systems

Income Tax-

Date of . Samplesize
Country Dataset collection refer_ence benefit (households)
period system

BE Belgium Panel Survey on Belgian Households 2002 annual 2003 2,975
2001

DK  Denmark ECHP 1995 annual 2001 3,215
1994

DE Germany German Socio-Economic Panel Study 2002 nnua 2003 11,303
2001

EE Estonia Household Budget Survey 2005 monthly 2005 3,432
2005

EL Greece Household Budget Survey 2004/05 monthly 2005 6,555
2004

ES Spain EU-SILC 2005 annual 2005 12,937
2004

FR  France Enquéte sur les Budgets Familiaux ~ 2000/01 annual 2001 10,305
(EBF) 2000/01

IT Italy Italian version of EU-SILC 2004 annual 2003 24,270
2003

LU Luxembourg Socio-Economic Panel (PSELL-2) 2001  nnual 2003 2,431
2000

HU  Hungary EU-SILC 2005 annual 2005 6,924
2004

NL Netherlands  Sociaal-economisch panelonderzoek 0020  annual 2003 4,329
1999

AT  Austria Austrian version of ECHP 1998+1999 arinua 2003 2,674
1998

PL  Poland Household Budget Survey 2005 monthly 2005 34,692
2005

PT  Portugal ECHP 2001 annual 2003 4,588
2000

Sl Slovenia A sub-sample of Population Census 2005 annual 2005 4,777
merged with administrative records (2002) 2004

FI Finland Income distribution survey 2001 annual 2003 10,736
2001

SE  Sweden Income distribution survey 2001 annual 2001 14,610
2001

UK UK Family Resources Survey (FRS) 2003/04 monthly 2003 28,860
2003/04

Acknowledgement: EUROMOD data sources are the European Communityséfwold Panel (ECHP) User
Data Base and the EU Statistics on Incomes andhd i@onditions (EU-SILC) made available by Eurostiaé
Austrian version of the ECHP made available byltiterdisciplinary Centre for Comparative Researchhe
Social Sciences; the Panel Survey on Belgian Hamlde{PSBH) made available by the University ofddge
and the University of Antwerp; the Estonian HouddhBudget Survey (HBS) made available by Statistics
Estonia; the Income Distribution Survey made awddlaby Statistics Finland; the Enquéte sur les Bislg
Familiaux (EBF) made available by INSEE; the publse version of the German Socio-Economic PanalyStu
(GSOEP) made available by the German Instituteefmnomic Research (DIW), Berlin; the Greek Houséhol
Budget Survey (HBS) made available by the Nati@tatistical Service of Greece; the Italian versibthe EU
Statistics on Incomes and Living Conditions (EU-SImade available by ISTAT; the Socio-Economic Panel
for Luxembourg (PSELL-2) made available by CEPSMTR&D; the Sociaal-economisch panelonderzoek
(SEP) made available by Statistics Netherlandsutittothe mediation of the Netherlands Organisation f
Scientific Research — Scientific Statistical Agenihe Polish Household Budget Survey (HBS) maddlahla

by the Economic Department of Warsaw Universitgu-sample of Population Census merged with Persona
income tax database, Pension database and Sacisldrs database, made available by the StatiSitiak of
Slovenia; the Income Distribution Survey made aldéd by Statistics Sweden; and the Family Resources
Survey (FRS), made available by the UK Departmémork and Pensions (DWP) through the Data Archive.
Material from the FRS is Crown Copyright and isdugéth permission. Neither the DWP nor the Datahive
bears any responsibility for the analysis or intetation of the data reported here. An equivalestldimer
applies to all other data sources and their reseptoviders cited in this acknowledgement.
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Table A3: Composition of total benefits paid to households with working age peoplein
the bottom decile group of the household income distribution
% of household disposable income

Health

Old age related  Family Unemployment Other MI Total

benefits  benefits benefits benefits  benefits schemes  benefits
Belgium 7.3 45 11.7 16.0 25 29.2 71.2
Denmark 4.2 7.7 16.7 30.4 5.5 2.7 67.3
Germany 13.6 0.3 14.0 17.8 15.0 75 68.3
Estonia 194 16.1 131 1.8 1.1 149 66.5
Greece 20.3 3.6 3.9 2.5 0.0 0.0 30.3
Spain 20.0 6.8 3.7 7.4 15 0.6 39.9
France 14.3 1.0 11.3 7.7 12.9 45 51.6
Italy 24.7 0.6 7.3 1.8 0.8 0.1 35.3
Luxembourg 4.1 6.9 175 2.6 0.4 16.6 48.0
Hungary 7.9 16.0 20.5 10.4 55 0.0 60.3
Netherlands 5.8 17.1 8.1 4.2 116 193 66.1
Austria 20.8 8.3 14.3 9.2 1.0 4.3 57.8
Poland 15.3 16.0 13.0 7.4 34 161 71.3
Portugal 16.6 5.7 7.6 5.0 0.0 19.3 54.3
Slovenia 19.5 9.0 11.8 3.0 1.3 225 67.1
Finland 16.5 0.8 104 29.0 11.6 8.0 76.3
Sweden 9.7 5.2 14.2 10.3 72 203 66.8
UK 7.0 6.9 33.9 1.0 20.4 21.8 91.1

Note: Figures refer to various years 2001-05. “Vifaykage” is defined as being aged 16 to 64 (inck)si
excluding people in current full-time education.dide groups are based on equivalised householdstdpe
income including the whole population. Source: EURQD
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