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Abstract
Poverty prevention is a central concern of welfare states, and the redistribution of financial resources has
been amajor strategy to realise it. The differences in addressees, extent, and conditions of this redistribution
have been intensively studied. The relevance of family in poverty prevention policies, though, has hardly
been analysed, although all forms of welfare redistribution “factor in” family in one way or another, and
particularly so in poverty prevention. We analyse how family membership impacts welfare state redistri-
bution to the poor to identify redistributive logics in terms of family, that is the unequal redistribution of
public resources to particular family types. We systematically analyse and present the similarities and
differences in these redistributive logics, using the micro-simulationmodel EUROMOD for the countries of
the EU. The results show that poor families benefit from anti-poverty measures in form of additional
benefits, but family-related financial obligations often exceed these.
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Introduction

Combating poverty is one of the main goals of post-industrial societies, and the redistribution of
financial resources has been one of its most important strategies (Townsend, 1979; Barr, 1993). Research
has been particularly keen to understand the criteria for successful poverty prevention and to identify the
underlying logics of granting resources to the poor. Comparative research has focused on the country
variation in addressees and levels of redistribution (Jacques andNoël, 2021; Korpi and Palme, 1998), and
on the concrete conditions for receiving poverty-reducing benefits (Gough, 2001; Knotz, 2018). Current
welfare states often link benefits to the labourmarket by providing “carrots” to the poor, that is economic
incentives for those who show work effort (thus aiming to “make work pay”) (Immervoll and Pearson,
2009; Marchal et al., 2018), and “sticks” to enforce activity on the labour market by otherwise restricting
access to benefits (Clasen and Clegg, 2007; Knotz, 2018; Marx and Nelson, 2013). And while poverty
remains a challenging issue in all countries, these, in part, strongly differ in how they address the poor
(Esping-Andersen, 1990; Korpi and Palme, 1998; Gough, 2001; Lohmann, 2009; Nelson, 2013).

In poverty prevention, however, there is a second category, besides labour, that strongly impacts welfare
state redistribution: the family. As people often live in economic units of family members, depending on
each other’s income, also poor relief and poverty prevention policies have ever since been linked to the
family, with benefits related to the size and economic situation of the family (Marshall, 1964; Obinger and
Schmitt, 2018). The family, though, is not only considered in welfare state redistribution as potentially
entitling to additional benefits; there are also two forms of financial obligations that welfare states impose
on families: higher taxes and social insurance contributions for one, and for another, financial support
within the family before members can be entitled to public means (resulting in lower benefits). They
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represent a financial disadvantage in comparison with individuals without family. Family-related obliga-
tions are hardly systematically considered in the literature though. Redistribution, therefore, can only be
analysed properly when the relevance of the family – both in terms of benefits and financial obligations – is
systematically considered. In addition, redistribution addresses social groups differently and, in terms of
family, prioritises certain family types over others (Van Lancker and Van Mechelen, 2015; Christl et al.,
2021). Since the impact of family membership on poverty prevention has not yet been systematically
analysed though, our knowledge of family-related redistribution is, at best, incomplete. And this holds true
for cross-country and within-country variation.

We aim to help fill this research gap by answering the question in how far countries differ in their
redistributive logics towards poor families, defining redistributive logics as the lines of inequality as set
down in welfare states’ redistributive regulations (Frericks 2023). For doing so, we examine the
interplay of financial resources granted to and demanded from families. We compare financial
redistribution to 76 hypothetical family types that are at or below the poverty threshold, with
redistribution to individuals without (officially recognised) family members. Among the family types
are those with children of different ages, adults differing in marital status, and the distribution of paid
work between the partners. The analysis uses the micro-simulation model EUROMOD for the
countries of the European Union and processes data on means-tested and non-means-tested benefits,
taxes, and social insurance contributions.

In the following, we first review the theoretical background on the issue at stake, from which we then
draw our assumptions and methodological decisions, after which we present the empirical findings and
draw major conclusions.

Theoretical background

Poverty prevention depends on three factors that are differently substantiated in the welfare state’s poor
policies: deservingness, conditionality, and differentiation (Van Oorschot, 2006; Clasen and Clegg,
2007). These factors are conceptually interwoven but emphasised differently. Deservingness, dating back
to Aristotle, was fundamental to early “poor laws,” which granted resources to the so-called “deserving
poor,” that is poormenwhowere unable towork because of illness, disability, or age, and their dependent
family members. They were deemed deserving of societal resources as their inability to work was
recognised as no fault of their own (Polanyi, 2001). And even later, welfare states considered the
“non-able-bodied,” including wounded soldiers and disabled workers with their families, or in case of
death, their widows and orphans, as the most deserving (Titmuss, 1965; Skocpol, 1995; Obinger and
Schmitt, 2018). In current European societies, it is mainly a particular income threshold, as a percentage
of a society’s average income, which is considered an income below which individuals or families are
defined as poor (or at risk of poverty) and in need of (financial) help to be able to adequately participate
in society (Callan and Nolan, 1991; Whelan, 2021).

Social benefits to prevent poverty, like all benefits, are linked to particular conditions. If claimants do
not meet these conditions, benefits can be reduced, suspended, or denied altogether (Gough et al., 1997;
Venn, 2012). These “sticks” that welfare states wield are concretised in different ways. First, in means-
tests, income and/or assets of the claimant and often of his/her family are made relevant to the access to
and level of benefits. This has been interpreted as a means to “single out the more deserving of the poor”
(Marchal et al., 2020). Second, conditions are concretised in instruments to enforce labour-market
participation as the main way to prevent poverty. Here, welfare states link benefits (or restrictions on
them) to specific behaviours of “able-bodied” claimants, in particular, the active search for full-time
employment (Clasen and Clegg, 2007; Knotz, 2018).

But poverty prevention also uses “carrots” to reward those whomake an effort to find work. In line with
the shift from the more “passive” income compensation towards economic self-sufficiency, subsidised
commodification, and “making work pay” (Eichhorst et al., 2008; Immervoll and Pearson, 2009), welfare
states have introduced additional employment-dependent benefits, the so-called “in-work” benefits that
make it financially more attractive to work (Immervoll and Pearson, 2009; Marchal et al., 2018). With that,
they address not only the non-working poor but also the working poor (Marx et al., 2016).
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Welfare states also treat the various groups of poor differently, granting them higher or lower benefits
and easing or toughening the conditions on benefit receipt (Marchal andVan Lancker, 2019; Jacques and
Noël, 2021). Distinct programmes and targeted benefits address particular risk groups more directly
(Bahle et al., 2010). In general, it is the long-term unemployed, low-wage earners or older persons close to
pension age or without adequate pensions who are considered particularly vulnerable or disadvantaged,
and thereby more deserving than others (van Oorschot, 2006; Van Oorschot and Roosma, 2017).

These differentiations between social groups in poverty preventionmanifest themselves in the welfare
states’ regulations themselves. Consequently, it is not surprising that countries differ in how they
redistribute. One major distinction in poverty prevention that still dominates the discourse was made
by Esping-Andersen (1990). He sees selectivity through targeting as characteristic of the so-called liberal
regime type, high-level universalism as characteristic of social-democratic countries, and status main-
tenance as the major concern of so-called conservative countries. Further studies have shown, though,
that the picture is much more complex. While they do observe substantial cross-country variation in
Europe, they also show that a country’s allocation to a specific cluster varies with the facets of poverty
prevention it addresses (e.g. Marchal et al., 2020; Natili, 2020).

Because people often live in economic units with family members and depend on each other’s
income, also poor relief and poverty prevention policies have usually been linked to the family
(Marshall, 1964; Obinger and Schmitt, 2018). But in fact, families are supported by welfare states in
various ways and not only when they are poor. Welfare states may compensate families for certain
income losses (e.g. parental leave payments), support them bymeans of direct cash allowances (e.g. for
children), or with indirect allowances in the form of family-based social insurances or tax deductions
(Bradshaw and Finch, 2002; Daly and Ferragina, 2018). For poor families, there are, in general, several
additional benefits. For those who work but do not benefit sufficiently from the general redistributive
measures, there are additional programmes and benefits that Marchal and Van Lancker (2019) refer to
as “low-income targeting.”

Interpreting family as an economic unit though also results in imposing financial obligations on
it. First, welfare states oblige families to support financially their members before being eligible to receive
public means. These family-related obligations are put into practice by means-tests that generally assess
the income and/or assets of the whole family rather than just those of the individual claimant (Saraceno,
2006; Daly and Scheiwe, 2010). The assessment of total family resources may result in benefit reduction
in comparison with benefit levels to individuals without family or even benefit denial (Millar and
Warman, 1996). These financial obligations are imposed on poor families in particular because means-
testing on a household or family basis is most widespread in anti-poverty measures (Saraceno, 2006). As
Saraceno (2006), p. 78) observes, “the nearer to social assistance a benefit, the stronger the reference to
the family/household as a solidaristic community where sharing and saving of resources is expected to
occur.” Second – and hardly addressed in the literature – somewelfare states oblige families to pay higher
mandatory contributions to social security schemes and/or higher taxes (Daly and Scheiwe, 2010).

What connects both strands of research is that not only the labour market but also family strongly
impact welfare state redistribution. Importantly, we do not yet know much about the extent of this
impact, or about the differences between countries. This is because previous research on welfare state
redistribution in terms of family covered only a rather small number of countries (with others
understudied) and on a reduced range of features, for example only welfare benefits, single welfare
regulations, or a smaller number of family types.

Furthermore, it seems particularly difficult tomake assumptions about differences between countries.
Considering the family an economic unit with related obligations has been identified as a central feature
of the male breadwinner model (Millar andWarman, 1996). This is logically sound. However, matching
this model with concrete welfare states is highly challenging and controversial, particularly after major
changes in those countries where this model previously prevailed (Pfau-Effinger, 2004). Consequently,
though we expect international variation in redistribution to poor families, we are unable to develop
concrete assumptions from the literature on how countries vary.

Finally, we also know that different types of families are addressed differently by welfare state
redistribution, be it in terms of benefits and/or financial obligations (Author A). This differentiation
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in terms of family has been shown to have both vertical and horizontal dimensions: poor families are
addressed differently than families that are not poor, and within middle-income groups, some families
are defined categorically (e.g. married and single-earner couple families), or some on the basis of need
(e.g. families with dependent children versus families without children or single-parent versus two-
parent families) are provided with higher benefits and/or obliged less (Bahle et al., 2010; Van Oorschot
and Roosma, 2017; Marchal and Van Lancker, 2019). Some of these redistributive logics with regard to
distinct family types are argued to be common to all welfare states. Yet, how this differentiationmanifests
itself for poor families has never been systematically analysed. This is not only relevant for identifying
institutionalised forms of inequalities in poverty prevention systems but also for identifying which
families are successfully raised above the poverty line through welfare state redistribution and which
are not.

In short, the impact of family membership on welfare state redistribution policies towards the poor is
still little understood, and systematic analysis and a comparison of European welfare states in this regard
has yet to be delivered.We aim to help fill this research gap by answering the question of how far countries
differ in their redistributive logics towards poor families. The concept of “redistributive logics” towards
particular social groups – here poor families – refers to the unequal redistribution of public resources to
particular subgroups (Author B), here, for example, to poor single mothers who might profit much less
from redistribution than poor single-income families. We analyse these logics in an international
comparison.

Assumptions

Using current knowledge of how welfare states address poor families, we now develop assumptions
(broad generalisations) that we then empirically test (see Table 1). The first three assumptions address
commonalities between welfare states, that is shared redistributive logics with regard to distinct family
types. The latter three assumptions address country variation.

First, it has been argued that poor children are a pivotal focus of anti-poverty policies and that welfare
state redistribution intends to reduce or abolish poverty in poor families with dependent children
(Bradshaw, 2013; Van Mechelen and Bradshaw, 2013). Consequently, all European welfare states,
independent of their generosity, have income support packages for poor families of different types
and size (Bradshaw and Finch, 2002). This lets us assume that all welfare states redistribute to poor
families with dependent children by granting resources to them that exceed financial obligations – if any
apply to these families at all (A1).

Second, it has been argued that all welfare states consider single parents to be particularly vulnerable.
Research shows that single parents are often targeted by specific programmes tailor-made to their needs
(Chzhen and Bradshaw, 2012; Van Lancker and Van Mechelen, 2015). Our assumption is thus that all

Table 1. Assumptions about poverty prevention; expected cross-country differences (yes/no)

A1 Welfare states grantmore resources to families with dependent children thanwhat they oblige them to pay,
if they are obliged to pay at all

No

A2 Welfare states treat poor single parents differently from poor couples with dependent children by granting
them more resources and, if at all, obliging them less

No

A3 Net disposable income is higher for working families than for families who are fully unattached to the
labour market

No

A4 Financial obligations are not put on those who are fully dependent on welfare state support Yes

A5 Poverty prevention varies with the distribution of paid work among family adults Yes

A6 Poverty prevention varies with the adults’ marital status Yes

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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welfare states treat poor single parents differently from poor couples with dependent children by
granting them more resources and, if at all, by demanding from them less (A2).

Third, “making-work-pay” policies and related in-work benefits have been introduced in European
welfare states with the aim to “activate” the non-employed and overcome the “culture of dependency” by
“accentuating the gap between incomes in and out of work” (Immervoll and Pearson, 2009, p. 5).
Consequently, poor families who show work-seeking efforts are given employment-related and family-
or child-conditioned income supplements or tax credits (Kenworthy, 2015; Vandelannoote and Verbist,
2020). We assume therefore that in all European countries, income after welfare state redistribution is
higher for working families than for families who are fully unattached to the labourmarket, since income
from work is not (entirely) factored into the level of social benefits (A3).

As for our assumptions about other redistributive logics with regard to distinct family types, we can
expect European welfare states to significantly differ. The first of these assumptions draws on the literature
on differences inmeans-tests and family-related obligations and differences in “factoring in” income from
employment (Millar, 2004; Nelson, 2010). We assume that countries differ in their imposition (or not) of
financial obligations on those who are fully dependent on welfare state support (A4).

The literature prominently features arguments that welfare state redistribution differentiates support
on the basis of the families’ distribution of paid work and that countries differ in the type of family that
benefits from welfare state redistribution the most (Korpi, 2000; Lewis et al., 2008). We therefore expect
to find country variation in the redistributive logics applied to poor families, depending on the families’
employment income distribution (A5).

Lastly, welfare states distinguish differently the family types that are entitled to benefits or have
financial obligations (Daly and Scheiwe, 2010; Saraceno, 2018). Consequently, it has been argued that
married and cohabiting couples (whether or not with dependent children) are treated differently, with
financial advantages accorded to married families in some countries and to cohabiting couples in others
(Christl et al., 2021). Therefore we assume that marital status matters in some countries’ redistribution,
but not in others’ (A6).

As anticipated, clear cross-country or cross-regional variation in the latter assumptions is hardly
possible. The first reason is that there is a lack of up-to-date classifications of Europeanwelfare states as
to their relevant characteristics after the countries have considerably changed policies (Jacques and
Noël, 2018; Kuivalainen and Niemelä, 2010; Pfau-Effinger, 2004), so that basing our assumptions on
older classification studies would run the risk of their being severely obsolete for purposes of analysis.
Second, previous research on welfare state redistribution in terms of family is, as shown above, limited,
covering a rather small number of countries and a reduced range of study. And because family-related
redistributive logics have never been systematically analysed and completely understood even for
single countries, it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to develop sound assumptions about
country variation.

Methodology

Verifying the above assumptions depends on a sophisticated methodology. First, it must allow us to
consider a large number of family types to gain insights into how these are addressed by poverty
prevention.With this, differentiation – as redistributive logics – can be identified. Next, a suitable income
indicator must be chosen that, on the one hand, enables a comparison of family types and, on the other
hand, shows only the intended effects of the welfare state redistribution (Van Lancker and Van
Mechelen, 2015), that is the income indicator is unaffected, for example, by factors such as individual
preferences or social norms. Furthermore, we need to establish a reference point against which the extent
of the redistribution in terms of family is measured. Every family type has its own reference point. And
finally, we must choose ameasurement instrument that allows us to simulate welfare state redistribution
for a large number of family types and reference points and at the same time simulate the effects of a large
range of regulations by taking into account their interactions.
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Drawing on the rich literature on child support packages, we applied the so-called model family
method (fundamentally developed by Bradshaw et al., 1993; Bradshaw and Finch, 2002; see also Penne
et al., 2020). The essence of this method is to define a set of hypothetical family types based on
characteristics that correspond to the particular research focus. The well-defined but necessarily limited
family types “cannot be considered representative for the population as a whole” (Penne et al., 2020, p.
84). They are helpful though for an understanding of welfare state logics in terms of family when we are
including a large number of hypothetical family types (and comparing them to a reference point; see
below). National laws and social policies give rise to different notions of the family (Naldini and Long,
2017).We use its broad definition, according towhich “the family is increasingly defined as a community
of responsibility and care that extends beyond the boundaries of household, marriage, kinship, and even
parenthood” (Schneider and Kreyenfeld, 2021, p. 5). This means that in addition to nuclear family types
with children and two parents, we also take single parents and childless couples into account. To be
addressed by welfare state redistribution, couples, resp. children, need to be officially recognised.
Whether this is restricted – as in some countries – to heterosexual couples (and parents) is not addressed
in this study. For experts in countries’ recognition of family types, the provided results can easily be
translated into probable (dis-)advantages for non-recognised families in contrast to recognised ones.
Finally, the family types we analysed all live in one household. This is because, first, this focus helps
reduce complexity since regulations on redistribution differ in their details for families in different
households, and second, the database and tool we use are limited to these family types.

Acknowledging discussions in the relevant research (e.g. Lewis et al., 2008; Bradshaw, 2013;
O’Connor, 2013), we distinguish our family types along four dimensions: the distribution of paid work
between the partners (in the case of two adults), the presence of dependent children, the family’s income
level, and marital status. We operationalise the distribution of paid work as the adults’ different job-
income combinations, and we adjust the established models (in brackets) that normally refer to
households that are not poor. We distinguish the equal-earner model (dual-earner model) of a family
with two adults who are both employed and, in our operationalisation, earn exactly the same employ-
ment income; the unequal-earner model (1.5-earner model) where both adults are in paid work but here
asymmetrically; the single-earner model (same), when one adult alone earns the family income; and
finally the absent-earner model where none of the adults earn employment income but rely on benefits.
All adults in our hypothetical family types are of working age. In addition, we analysed single parents,
that is single-adult family types.

We included dependent children – in line with the established literature on child-related redistribu-
tion (see Bradshaw et al., 1993). The young children we constructed as a preschool child (2 years) or
children (2 and 3 years), the older ones as a secondary school-aged child (13 years) or children (13 and
15 years).

Our notion of poverty in this article refers to income poverty, defined as 60% of the national median
equivalised disposable income (i.e. the at-risk-of-poverty threshold). To ensure that the hypothetical
family types were comparable (also across countries) and that we could apply our simulation tool, we
needed to start from gross income to simulate the “net disposable incomes” (NDIs). Such an income is
appropriate for our purpose because we are interested in the welfare state redistribution as intended, and
it allows us to compare this redistribution across family types (such as single- and two-parent families).
We decided to analyse family types with very low (30%, 50%, and 60%) or no average employment
income (EU-SILC). By simulating the data, we could then check whether these starting gross incomes
resulted in incomes below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold after family-related redistribution. With this
methodological decision, we were able to identify whether the various very low employment incomes
translated into disposable incomes above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, and if so, for which family
types.

As a final dimension, we considered whether the couples are married or only cohabit. Thus we
analysed in total 76 hypothetical family types (see Supplementary Appendix for an overview).

To identify redistribution in terms of family, we needed to develop a referential “zero point” where
family-related redistribution cannot occur. Our reference point is an individual (resp. two individuals)
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with no (legally identified) partner or child. The difference in the simulated NDI of the reference point
that is, in terms of gross income, constructed in parallel to the adult(s) of our family type, and the family
type, shows the welfare state redistribution in terms of family, since only family-related regulations can
explain this difference (see Figure 1). For example, if we are interested in a single-earner family in which
the adults earn zero and half the average income, we compared their aggregated NDI to the aggregated
NDI of two single individuals, one earning zero and the other half the average income. An equal NDI of
the family and of the two individuals would indicate that there is no family-related redistribution.

We simulated the incomes by means of the tax-benefit microsimulation model for the European
Union, EUROMOD (version i4.0+), and its Hypothetical Household Tool (HHoT). The model includes
a large set of redistributive measures among which are social insurance contributions (with health
insurance particularly family related), means-tested benefits, child benefits, leave payments, and fiscal
welfare, and it accounts also for the interplay of relevant parts of the tax system (Sutherland and Figari,
2013). All these components and their particular linkage play an essential role in poverty prevention – in
the way the resources of a family increase, decrease, or remain unchanged compared to those of
individuals without family (Ferrarini et al., 2012). The simulation, for the year 2020, used the latest
data available at the time of analysis.

To test the first assumption – that European welfare states do not put financial obligations on poor
families with dependent children (and if they do, they are lower than what families are granted; see A1) –
we simulated and compared welfare state redistribution for 64 family types (with a dependent child/
children) with that of the respective reference points. A decrease in benefits or an increase in taxes and/or
social insurance contributions can be identified as a “financial obligation.” Whether the obligations
exceed the benefits can be seen from the difference in NDI between these 64 family types and the
respective reference points. To test the second assumption – that welfare states treat poor single parents
better than poor couples with dependent children by obliging them less and granting them greater
resources (A2) – a two-step analysis was required. First, to observe differences in benefits, we compared
the NDI of couples and single parents of the same employment income, which is 0%, 30%, 50%, and 60%
of the average employment income. As with couples, we analysed only single-earner families. As this
does not show us how welfare states impose obligations, we repeated the analytical step for the first
assumption; that is, we compared the simulated welfare state redistribution to “couple families” (with a
dependent child/children) with their respective reference points, and we compared the simulated
redistribution to single-parent families (with a dependent child/children) with their respective reference
points. To test our fourth assumption – that financial obligations are not imposed on those who are fully
dependent on welfare state support (A4) – we compared the NDI of 10 family types unattached to the
labourmarket (with or without a dependent child/children) with those of the respective reference points.

The remaining three assumptions are addressed by subtracting the NDI of one family from that of
another one. For the third assumption – that the NDI of working families is higher than that of families
fully unattached to the labour market (A3) – we simulated the NDI of families that are out of the labour

[ X (NDI of the EI X) + AY (NDI of the EI Y)]FT − [ X (NDI of the EI X) + Y (NDI of the EI Y)] = 0, 
or < 0, or > 0.

A – Adult member of the family

RP – Reference point

FT – Family type

NDI – Net disposable income

EI – Employment income

Figure 1. Calculation formula.
Source: Authors’ compilation.
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market, and we simulated the NDI again for those employed. To investigate the fifth assumption – that
poverty prevention differs with the distribution of paidwork (A5) –we compared theNDI of three family
types with a gross income of 60% of the average income: single-earner families (60–0 income), unequal-
earner families (40–20 income), and equal-earner families (30–30 income). Lastly, to test the assumption
that poverty prevention differs with marital status (A6), we compared the NDI of families in which the
adults are married with that of those in which the adults cohabit (as always, same gross income).

We examined the role of specific regulations to understand which regulation(s) led to financial (dis)
advantages for one family type over another. The countries included are those of the European Union.

Empirical findings

Our first assumption is that welfare state redistribution generally does not financially oblige poor families
with dependent children, but if it does, obligations do not exceed the benefits. Our data show that all EU
welfare states, although to different degrees, impose financial obligations on poor families with children
(see Table 2). These obligations are most pronounced in six countries (Finland, Germany, Italy, Malta,
the Netherlands, and Spain). Here, benefits are reduced or denied to more than half of our family types,
and obligations exceed benefits formore than half of them. The reductions affect families with young and
older, one or two dependent children. In only four countries do benefits granted to families exceed the
obligations put on them (Denmark, Lithuania, Poland, and Romania). Here, the NDI of all family types
with children is higher than that of the respective reference points. Table 2 shows us the differences
between the families’ and the individuals’ NDI; in Cyprus, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain, the NDI of
some family types is more than 70% below that of single individuals there.

As to the second assumption, Table 2 shows that, indeed, welfare states treat poor single parents
differently from poor couples with dependent children. As expected, obligations are imposed on single
parents only exceptionally, in seven countries: Denmark, France, Italy, Ireland, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
and Slovakia. These are cases based on unfavourable taxation (Denmark, France, and Lithuania),
reduced means-tested benefits (Italy), higher social insurance contributions (Luxembourg), and simul-
taneously reduced means-tested benefits and higher social insurance contributions (Slovakia). Obliga-
tions are thusmainly imposed on couples across all the study countries. Andwhile formany couples with
dependent children the obligations exceed benefits, this is not the case for any single-parent family.

While this result seems to confirm the concept of deservingness, comparing the NDI of couples and
single parents, however, blurs the idea that single parents are necessarily more targeted than couples. On
the contrary, if we look at families without labour income or with earnings of 30% average income,
almost all European countries providemore financial advantage to couple families than to single parents,
as their NDI is higher. The redistributive instruments that cause this are higher means-tested benefits.
The picture is more diverse for the higher incomes (that is 50% and 60% of the average income). In
several countries (Cyprus, Germany, Denmark, Finland, Luxembourg, and Slovenia), couple families
still benefit more, in spite of higher taxation. There are five countries (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Greece, and Latvia) where redistribution does not differ between couples and single parents. The
rest of the countries financially advantage single over couple parents or show a mixed picture that
depends on the type of family – often a result of higher means-tested and non-means-tested benefits and
lower taxation. Interestingly, in several countries single parents with 50–60% average employment
income find themselves above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold of 60% median income after redistribu-
tion, while couples with the same employment income find themselves below it. This might be
interpreted as “making-work-pay” regulations, since a single-earner, single-adult family is better off
than a single-earner, dual-adult family.

The third assumption is that welfare state redistribution differentiates between claimants with and
without attachment to the labour market by creating substantial income gaps between the two. This
assumption can be confirmed for most of our countries, with the most substantial differences to be
observed for Lithuania, followed by Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, and Hungary. But as Figure 2 shows,
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Table 2. Overview of family-related obligations on families with dependent children (values in %, light grey – leaders and dark grey – laggards)

Country

Couple families Single-parent families

All children 2-year-olds 2- and 3-year-olds 13-year-olds 13- and 15-year-olds

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

The most
decreased
income

With
obligations

With
decrease

The most
decreased
income

CZ 18,75 6,25 33,33 16,67 16,67 0 33,33 16,67 16,67 0 87,82 0 0 107,71

LT 12,50 0 16,67 0 16,67 0 0 0 0 0 106,11 37,50 0 112,23

PT 21,88 21,88 33,33 33,33 0 0 50,00 50,00 33,33 33,33 81,54 0 0 105,19

RO 18,75 0 50,00 0 0 0 50,00 0 0 0 101,74 0 0 110,58

SI 25,00 18,75 66,67 50,00 0 0 66,67 50,00 0 0 94,22 0 0 113,86

AT 68,75 42,19 83,33 66,67 83,33 33,33 100,00 83,33 100,00 33,33 73,86 0 0 121,11

BE 53,13 48,44 75,00 66,67 66,67 66,67 75,00 66,67 66,67 58,33 72,72 0 0 115,92

BG 32,81 18,75 50,00 50,00 33,33 0 50,00 50,00 41,67 0 87,11 0 0 106,74

CY 29,69 29,69 50,00 50,00 33,33 33,33 50,00 50,00 16,67 16,67 62,67 0 0 105,24

DK 37,50 0 41,67 0 41,67 0 41,67 0 41,67 0 104,91 25,00 0 117,1

EE 43,75 31,25 66,67 50,00 50,00 33,33 66,67 50,00 50,00 33,33 75,49 0 0 107,58

EL 31,25 31,25 66,67 66,67 16,67 16,67 66,67 66,67 16,67 16,67 80,39 0 0 123,79

ES 62,50 59,38 83,33 83,33 83,33 66,67 83,33 83,33 83,33 83,33 68,9 0 0 100

HR 43,75 43,75 58,33 66,67 50,00 50,00 66,67 66,67 50,00 50,00 79,79 0 0 106,55

HU 43,75 12,50 66,67 0 66,67 0 50,00 66,67 50,00 0 91,37 0 0 118,17

IE 39,06 21,88 66,67 33,33 33,33 25,00 66,67 33,33 33,33 25,00 79,01 6,25 0 117,18

LV 28,13 25,00 50,00 50,00 33,33 0 33,33 50,00 33,33 33,33 73,48 0 0 109,69

SE 46,88 31,25 83,33 50,00 50,00 33,33 83,33 50,00 33,33 33,33 80 0 0 107,6

(continued)
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Table 2. Continued

Country

Couple families Single-parent families

All children 2-year-olds 2- and 3-year-olds 13-year-olds 13- and 15-year-olds

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

With
obligations

With
decrease

The most
decreased
income

With
obligations

With
decrease

The most
decreased
income

SK 50,00 6,25 83,33 0 66,67 0 50,00 33,33 33,33 0 92,01 25,00 0 109,87

DE 75,00 75,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 73,18 0 0 123,72

FI 75,00 75,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 83,33 100,00 100,00 100,00 83,33 73,82 0 0 114,64

FR 93,75 50,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 33,33 100,00 100,00 100,00 33,33 79,06 75,00 0 131,78

IT 81,25 75,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 69,23 25,00 0 111,63

LU 87,50 48,44 100,00 100,00 100,00 33,33 100,00 100,00 100,00 25,00 75,21 50,00 0 117,93

MT 71,88 84,38 100,00 100,00 91,67 91,67 100,00 100,00 91,67 91,67 74,12 0 0 124,13

NL 68,75 62,50 100,00 83,33 83,33 83,33 100,00 83,33 83,33 83,33 68,94 0 0 123,4

PL 25,00 0 33,33 0 33,33 0 33,33 0 33,33 0 107,25 0 0 130,08

Source: Authors, based on EUROMOD.
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there are also countries where the income of some family types is fully equal to (in Estonia, Latvia, and
Spain) or even lower (in Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, Ireland, Malta, and the Netherlands) than that of
families out of work. Here, Cyprus andDenmark are particularly interesting cases. In Denmark, the NDI
of families without labour market attachment is above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, while that of
dual-earner (30–30 income and 40–20 income) and single-earner (30–0) families is below it. In Cyprus,
this is also related tomarital status (see also below), where cohabiting out-of-work families are above this
threshold, while all working married families that we studied are below it.

While knowing that all welfare states impose financial obligations also on poor families, we assumed,
fourth, that they are not imposed on non-working families who fully rely on welfare state support. The
data, though, are counterintuitive, and we find that (with the exception of Lithuania) all welfare states do
impose obligations on these family types (see Table 3). They do so primarily through reductions in
means-tested benefits, but also, for some family types, through higher income tax (Denmark) or higher
income tax and social insurance contributions (Luxembourg). This is because themeans-tested benefit is
taxed before it is paid to families, and in both countries, the tax deduction for families is higher than for
the reference points; in Denmark, because the means-tested benefit (before tax deduction) is higher for
families with dependent children than for individuals without family; in Luxembourg, the means-tested
benefit (before tax deduction) is lower for families and is even taxed more. Thus, while all European
countries impose obligations on the various family types, they differ in the levels at which they do so. And
we observe a group of countries – Finland, Germany, Italy, Malta, the Netherlands, and Spain – where
obligations were not only found for all ten family types we simulated but for all of them, they also
translated into lower NDI in comparison with individuals without family. Importantly, while there are
also many family types with dependent children for whom obligations exceed benefits, it is the childless
families (and in many countries only this family type) whose income is particularly reduced in
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Figure 2. Comparison of families in work and out of work.
Note: The value 100 means the working family’s income equals that of the inactive family. All family types were included in the
measurement, and the bar indicates the range from the lowest to the highest share of income detected. Countries coloured light grey
also have values that are lower than those of the inactive family.
Source: Authors’ compilation based on EUROMOD.
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Table 3. Obligations on out-of-work families (light grey – leaders and dark grey – laggards)

Country

Number of
families with
obligations

Number of families
with obligations

exceeding benefits

The most decreased
income in comparison

with reference points (%)

The average
difference in

comparison with
reference points (%) Regulations

BG 2 2 52.9 121.9 MTB

CZ 2 2 86.73 125.58 MTB

LT 0 0 100 174.8 NA

PL 2 2 81.86 224.95 MTB

PT 2 2 85 150.55 MTB

RO 2 2 90.11 197.53 MTB

SI 2 2 78.5 117.39 MTB

AT 10 6 66.74 97.89 MTB

CY 4 4 67.31 103.09 MTB

DK 10 1 99.73 124.48 Tax, MTB

EE 8 2 70.07 106.19 MTB

EL 6 6 75 94.02 MTB

FR 10 8 66.6 88.39 MTB

HR 6 6 60 106.45 MTB

HU 6 4 95 122.53 MTB

IE 6 2 83.18 103.93 MTB

LU 10 6 69.43 93.08 MTB, tax,
and SIC

LV 4 2 79.21 115.81 MTB

SE 6 2 76.09 113.54 MTB

SK 6 2 89.47 112.18 MTB

BE 10 9 66.76 83.95 MTB

DE 10 10 62.96 76.88 MTB

ES 10 10 65 83 MTB

FI 10 10 62.54 76.47 MTB

IT 10 10 62.82 70.51 MTB

MT 10 10 51.76 77.1 MTB

NL 10 10 70.56 81.76 MTB

Note: The value of 100 equals to a reference point’s NDI.
Abbreviation: MTB, means-tested benefits.
Source: Authors, based on EUROMOD.
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comparison with the reference point – most extremely in Malta where the NDI of these family types is
only 52 per cent of the NDI of individuals without family. Obligations are most pronounced in Finland,
Germany, Malta, and Italy, where poor families’NDI is, on average, less than 77 per cent of the reference
points.

Our fifth assumption – that poverty prevention differs with the distribution of paid work – is
confirmed by our data for most countries. As Figure 3 shows, redistribution is often more favourable
for families in which both adults work. Equal-earner families’ NDI is higher than those of other family
types with the same employment income in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary,
Ireland, Lithuania, and Sweden. These differences result from different redistributive instruments,
mostly higher means-tested benefits and lower taxes. As a result, the NDI of single earners in Finland
and Lithuania, for example, is below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, while that of families with two
earners, both equally and unequally distributed, are much closer to or even above it. And Luxembourg,
for instance, redistributesmost towards unequal-earner families. However, in other countries the picture
is more complex and depends on the type of family. Family types with younger children, for instance, are
in some countries more generously supported when they are equal-earner families, as are family types
with older children on the other hand, when the family is an unequal-earner family. There are only three
countries – Denmark, France, and Croatia – where single parents are financially the most generously
supported. In France, this results from higher means-tested benefits granted to them, in Croatia, from
lower social insurance contributions, and in Denmark, from the combination of both. Moreover, in
Denmark, the disposable income of single-earner families is above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold,
while that of dual-earner families is not. In some countries, differences in poverty prevention based on
the distribution of paid work are much more difficult to identify since they redistribute mostly to single-
earner and equal-earner family types (e.g. Italy and Slovakia), but also to unequal-earner models
(e.g. Latvia and Spain) depending on the concrete family type; that is, there is no clear redistributive
logic in these countries favouring a particular family type in terms of the distribution of work. And

Figure 3. Differentiation of family types based on distribution of paid work.
Note: National redistributive logics favouring equal earners (the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Lithuania, and
Sweden); single earners (Croatia, France, and Croatia); unequal earners (Luxemburg); mix of equal earners and unequal earners
(Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Hungary, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, and Slovenia); mix of equal earners with single earners
(Italy and Slovakia) and mix of all three (Latvia and Spain). No difference in Bulgaria, Greece, and Portugal.
Source: Authors’ compilation based on EUROMOD.
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finally, Bulgaria, Greece, and Portugal show no difference at all among the three ways of distributing paid
work in the family.

Finally, we tested the sixth assumption that poverty prevention differs with marital status. The
findings show that the majority of countries do not differ in their redistribution based on marital status.
There are, however, countries where marital status is relevant: differences in redistribution in favour of
married couples were found in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, Malta, and Poland. They
are caused by lower taxes and/or higher means-tested benefits. Differences in favour of cohabiting
couples were found in Bulgaria, Cyprus, and Romania, caused by higher means-tested benefits. In
Cyprus, this redistributive logic results in cohabiting families’ NDI being above the at-risk-of-poverty
threshold, while that of married families is found to be below it. Lastly, Belgium, Germany, Italy, and
Luxembourg favour some family types when the partners are married, and some others when they are
cohabiting, this again due to a number of redistributive instruments, including social insurance
contributions (Belgium and Germany).

Conclusion

This research has striven to understand the criteria for successful poverty prevention and identify the
underlying logics of granting resources to the poor. Major concerns of previous comparative analyses
have been to identify the differences among the addressees and in the extent of welfare state redistri-
bution, as well as the conditions on the receipt of poverty-reducing benefits that impact the access to and
levels of benefits. With earlier research focusing heavily on poverty prevention in the context of
employment though, it has hardly taken into consideration the relevance of family in poverty prevention.
But since people often live in economic units of family members, depending on each other’s income, also
poor relief and poverty prevention policies have ever since been linked to the family. Family, thus, might
increase or decrease redistribution. There has been little analysis though, let alone systematic compari-
son, of how welfare states vary in their definition of deservingness, corresponding conditions, and
differentiations in terms of family. Our study has contributed to filling this research gap by comparing
redistribution policies to 76 hypothetical family types that are identified as being poor or at risk of
poverty. The family types differ in terms of the number and age of children, the adults’ marital status,
their distribution of paid work, and the level of income. By distinguishing numerous family types, we
were able to show how and in how far welfare states treat families differently. Our analysis of the
countries of the EU, based on the micro-simulation model EUROMOD, considered the interplay of
different redistributive instruments such as means- and non-means-tested benefits, taxes, and social
insurance contributions. We draw on regulation data – and explicitly not on outcome data – to
understand the redistributive logics of the EU welfare states’ policies towards different family types.

In many ways, the results of our study are at odds with the general understanding of poverty
prevention. We tested six assumptions on welfare state redistribution to poor families that we deduced
from the literature, with half of them positing common redistributive logics, and half of them,
international variation in them. None of the assumptions were fully verified. In the literature on child
poverty, for instance, welfare state redistribution is assumed to be set up in a way to reduce or abolish
poverty in families with dependent children. And indeed, our study confirms the results of previous
studies: that poor families with children benefit financially from welfare state redistribution via
entitlement to some additional benefits, lower or negative taxes, and lower social insurance contribu-
tions. However, we show that this is only half of the story, since all welfare states also impose family-
related financial obligations on poor families with children by reducing or stopping means-tested
benefits or increasing social insurance contributions and/or taxes. In many cases, these obligations
significantly exceed the additional benefits granted. Thus the combined analysis of benefits and
obligations raises doubts about welfare states’ intention to – or understanding about how to – indeed
reduce child poverty. The current efforts of somewelfare states, for instance, Germany, to reduce poverty
in families with children by reducing excessive redistributive regulations probably show that they
recognise their welfare state redistribution setups to be unfavourable and inadequate.
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Another assumption drawn from the literature was that welfare states do not financially oblige
families without labour market income who fully rely on welfare state support. However, apart from
Lithuania, all countries impose obligations even on families who are not economically active. This affects
families without children to a greater extent, but the NDI of many families with dependent children is
also reduced, in comparison with persons without family, by these financial obligations.

Family types are addressed differently by welfare state redistribution in various ways, such as in
relation to poor families’ attachment to the labour market, resulting (in some countries) in higher NDIs
of those working, or making it (in other countries) financially more advantageous to be economically
inactive. Also, countries treat single parents differently from couples with children, for example by
making it financiallymore advantageous for couples than for single parents to be economically inactive –
though, when in employment, it is often the single parents who are granted comparatively higher
benefits. In addition, poverty prevention varies with the distribution of paid work between a family’s
adults, and in some countries also with their marital status. The in-depth analysis of the role of family-
related regulations in redistribution shows that differences across family types are mostly caused by
differently set up taxation and means-tested benefit schemes. In terms of poverty, this means that
redistribution by the welfare state reduces poverty for some family types to a greater extent than for other
family types and, as our study shows, brings some of them over the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, but
others not.

The findings unveiled some other unforeseen results. First, in none of the aspects examined did the
country differences correspond to any established country clustering (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Daly,
2020; Natili, 2020). This suggests that different perspectives on redistribution, such as ours on the role of
family, are needed to better comprehend international variation in welfare state redistribution. Second,
one might identify “leaders” in our study that correspond to those of earlier studies; the “laggards,”
instead, cannot be fully confirmed, particularly not in the case of Finland and France (see Bradshaw,
2013), because Finland is known for its strong focus on income security and equality (Kvist et al., 2012),
and France, for being very supportive of families (Bradshaw et al., 1993; Saraceno, 2016).

The major findings of our analysis are, therewith, counterintuitive or at least surprising, and they
reveal that comparative welfare state research needs to further develop concepts and measurements
useful for the comprehension of welfare state logics. All forms of welfare redistribution “factor in” family
in one way or another, and particularly so in poverty prevention. Consequently, its marginal role in
studies on welfare states, with their differences and developments, is astonishing. Our study contributes
to a better understanding of the complexity of poverty prevention and to uncovering previously unseen
social inequalities inherent in redistributive regulations.

There are, of course, also limitations to our approach. While we take into account all relevant
redistributive regulations and therewith our study has a much broader scope than most on welfare state
redistribution, wewere nonetheless unable to include in-kind benefits, which are anothermajor source of
societal support for poor families and therefore perhaps a reason for some additional or reduced
redistributive variation (e.g. due to the availability or not of such benefits for non-employed parents/
mothers). Simulating them, however, requires different modelling. In addition, one could study
additional risks such as disability, early retirement, or migration, to gain further insights into the logics
of welfare state poverty prevention and the relevance of family in it. To keep complexity low, we did not
include these here, but further research focusing additionally on them could reveal other important
“blind spots” and inequalities in redistributive systems.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at http://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12.

Data availability statement. The data underlying this article will be shared on reasonable request to the corresponding
author.

Acknowledgements. The results presented here are based on EUROMOD version I3.0+. Originally maintained, developed,
and managed by the Institute for Social and Economic Research (ISER), since 2021 EUROMOD has been maintained,
developed, and managed by the Joint Research Centre (JRC) of the European Commission in collaboration with EUROSTAT

Journal of International and Comparative Social Policy 15

https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12
https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12


and national teams from the EU countries. We are indebted to the many people who have contributed to the development of
EUROMOD. The results and their interpretation are the authors’ responsibility.

Funding statement. The author(s) disclose receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/or
publication of this article: this paper is a result of the research project FaSo (“The relevance of family for social rights in
international comparison: between family allowances and legally obliged family solidarity”), which is financed by the German
Research Foundation (DFG), Grant Number: FR 2687/14–1.

Competing interest. The authors declare no competing interests exist.

Author biographies. Patricia Frericks is Professor of Sociology and Economy of the Welfare State at Kassel University,
Germany and led the FaSo project. She was previously Professor of Social Policy at Helsinki University, Finland, and Assistant
Professor of Social Structure Analysis at Hamburg University, Germany. She holds a PhD from Utrecht University, the
Netherlands. Her research activities focus on comparative sociology, particularly on the institutionalisation and transformation
of European capitalist welfare societies, social citizenship, and social inequality. She conducts theory-based empirical research
with special emphasis on the further development of concepts and methods for comparative welfare state analysis.

MartinGurínwas research assistant in the FaSo project. Currently, he is PhD-student at theDepartment of Social Structure and
Sociology of Aging Societies at TU Dortmund University, Germany. His research and teaching interests are in the comparative
political economy of the welfare state, familistic welfare capitalism, intergenerational solidarity, and social policy in East Asia
(particularly South Korea).

References
Bahle T, Pfeifer M andWendt C (2010) Social assistance. In Castles FG, Leibfried S, Lewis J, Obinger H and Pierson C (eds),

The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 448–461.
Barr N (1993) The Economics of the Welfare State. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bradshaw J (2013) Measuring child poverty: Can we do better? Poverty 144, 6–9
Bradshaw J,Ditch J,Holmes H andWhiteford P (1993) A comparative study of child support in fifteen countries. Journal of

European Social Policy 3(4), 255–271. https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287930030040
Bradshaw J and Finch N (2002) A comparison of child benefit packages in 22 countries. In Research Report. Department for

Work and Pensions Research Report, vol. 174. Leeds: Corporate Document Services.
Callan T andNolan B (1991) Concepts of poverty and the poverty line. Journal of Economic Surveys 5(3), 243–261. https://doi.

org/10.1111/j.1467-6419.1991.tb00134.x
ChristlM,DePoli S and Ivaškaitė-TamošiūnėV (2021)Does it pay to say “I do”?Marriage bonuses and penalties across the EU.

JRC Working Papers on Taxation and Structural Reforms No 07/2021, European Commission, Joint Research Centre,
Seville.

ChzhenY andBradshaw J (2012) Lone parents, poverty and policy in the EuropeanUnion. Journal of European Social Policy 22
(5), 487–506. https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928712456578

Clasen J and Clegg D (2007) Levels and levers of conditionality: Measuring change within welfare states. In Clasen J and Siegel
NA (eds), Investigating Welfare State Change: The “Dependent Variable Problem” in Comparative Analysis. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 166–197.

Daly M (2020) Gender Inequality and Welfare States in Europe. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Daly M and Ferragina E (2018) Family policy in high-income countries: Five decades of development. Journal of European

Social Policy 28(3), 255–270. https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928717735060
Daly M and Scheiwe K (2010) Individualisation and personal obligations – Social policy, family policy, and law reform in

Germany and the UK. International Journal of Law, Policy and the Family 24(2), 177–197. https://doi.org/10.1093/lawfam/
ebq005

Eichhorst W, Kaufmann O and Konle-Seidl R (2008) Bringing the Jobless into Work?: Experiences with Activation Schemes in
Europe and the US. Berlin Heidelberg: Springer Science & Business Media.

Esping-Andersen G (1990) The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Ferrarini T, Nelson K and Höög H (2012) The Fiscalization of child benefits in OECD countries. In GINI Discussion Paper,

vol. 49. Amsterdam: AIOS (Institute for Advanced Labour Studies).
Gough I (2001) Social assistance regimes: A cluster analysis. Journal of European Social Policy 11(2), 165–170. https://doi.

org/10.1177/095892870101100205
Gough I, Eardley T, Bradshaw J, Ditch J andWhiteford P (1997) Social assistance in OECD countries. Journal of European

Social Policy 7(1), 17–43. https://doi.org/10.1177/095892879700700102
Immervoll H and Pearson M (2009) A good time for making work pay? Taking stock of in-work benefits and related measures

across the OECD. IZA Policy Paper No. 3.

16 Patricia Frericks and Martin Gurín

https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287930030040
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6419.1991.tb00134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6419.1991.tb00134.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928712456578
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928717735060
https://doi.org/10.1093/lawfam/ebq005
https://doi.org/10.1093/lawfam/ebq005
https://doi.org/10.1177/095892870101100205
https://doi.org/10.1177/095892870101100205
https://doi.org/10.1177/095892879700700102
https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12


Jacques O and Noël A (2021) Targeting within universalism. Journal of European Social Policy 31(1), 15–29. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0958928720918973

Kenworthy L (2015)Do Employment-Conditional Earnings Subsidies Work? ImproveWorking Paper 15–10. Herman Deleeck
Centre for Social Policy, University of Antwerp.

Knotz CM (2018) A rising workfare state? Unemployment benefit conditionality in 21 OECD countries, 1980–2012. Journal of
International and Comparative Social Policy 34(2), 91–108. https://doi.org/10.1080/21699763.2018.1472136

KorpiW (2000) Faces of inequality: Gender, class, and patterns of inequalities in different types of welfare states. Social Politics
7(2), 127–191. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/7.2.127

KorpiW and Palme J (1998) The paradox of redistribution and strategies of equality:Welfare state institutions, inequality, and
poverty in the Western countries. American Sociological Review 63(5), 661–687. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657333

Kuivalainen S and Niemelä M (2010) From universalism to selectivism: The ideational turn of the anti-poverty policies in
Finland. Journal of European Social Policy 20(3), 263–276. https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928710364432

Kvist J, Fritzell J,Hvinden B, (2012) Changing social inequality and the Nordic welfare model. In Kvist J, Fritell J, Hvinden B,
et al. (eds), Changing Social Inequality – The Nordic Welfare Model in the 21st Century. Bristol: Policy Press, pp. 1–22.

Lewis J, Knijn T,Martin C andOstner I (2008) Patterns of development in work/family reconciliation policies for parents in
France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the UK in the 2000s. Social Politics 15(3), 261–286. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/
jxn016

Lohmann H (2009) Welfare states, labour market institutions and the working poor: A comparative analysis of 20 European
countries. European Sociological Review 25(4), 489–504. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn064

Marchal S, Kuypers S, Marx I and Verbist G (2020) Singling out the Truly Needy: The Role of Asset Testing in European
Minimum Income Schemes (No. EM4/20). EUROMOD Working Paper.

Marchal S, Marx I and Verbist G (2018). Income support policies for the working poor. In Lohmann H & Marx I (Eds.),
Handbook on in-Work Poverty. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 213–227.

Marchal S and Van Lancker W (2019) The measurement of targeting design in complex welfare states: A proposal and
empirical applications. Social Indicators Research 143(2), 693–726. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1995-z

Marshall TH (1964) Class, Citizenship, and Social Development. Garden City: Doubleday.
Marx I and Nelson K (2013) A new dawn for minimum income protection? In Marx I and Nelson K (eds),Minimum Income

Protection in Flux. Reconciling Work and Welfare in Europe. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 1–27.
Marx I, Salanauskaite L and Verbist G (2016) For the poor, but not only the poor: On optimal pro-poorness in redistributive

policies. Social Forces 95(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sow058
Millar J (2004) Squaring the circle? Means testing and individualisation in the UK and Australia. Social Policy and Society 3(1),

67–74. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1474746403001507
Millar J and Warman A (1996) Family Obligations in Europe. London: Family Policy Studies Centre.
Naldini M and Long J (2017) Geographies of families in the European Union: A legal and social policy analysis. International

Journal of Law, Policy and the Family 31(1), 94–113. https://doi.org/10.1093/lawfam/ebw017
Natili M (2020) Worlds of last-resort safety nets? A proposed typology of minimum income schemes in Europe. Journal of

International and Comparative Social Policy 36(1), 57–75. https://doi.org/10.1080/21699763.2019.1641134
Nelson K (2010) Social assistance and minimum income benefits in old and new EU democracies. International Journal of

Social Welfare 19(4), 367–378. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2009.00671.x
Nelson K (2013) Social assistance and EU poverty thresholds 1990–2008. Are European welfare systems providing just and fair

protection against low income? European Sociological Review 29(2), 386–401. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr080
O’Connor J (2013) Gender, citizenship and welfare state regimes in the early twenty-first century: Incomplete revolution

and/or gender equality lost in translation. In Kennet P (ed), Handbook of Comparative Social Policy. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar, pp. 137–161.

ObingerH and Schmitt C (2018) The impact of the secondworld war on postwar social spending. European Journal of Political
Research 57(2), 496–517. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12236

Penne T,Hufkens T, Goedemé T and Storms B (2020) To what extent do welfare states compensate for the cost of children?
The joint impact of taxes, benefits and public goods and services. Journal of European Social Policy 30(1), 79–94. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0958928719868458

Pfau-Effinger B (2004) Socio-historical paths of the male breadwinner model – An explanation of cross-national differences.
The British Journal of Sociology 55(3), 377–399. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2004.00025.x

Polanyi K (2001) The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time. Boston: Beacon Press.
Saraceno C (2006)Means-testing family benefits in Europe: Explicit and implicit goals and contemporary trends. InHerrmann

P (ed), Human Beings – Between the Individual and the Social. New York: Nova Science Publishers, pp. 71–97.
Saraceno C (2016) Family policies. In Greve B (ed.), The Routledge Handbook of the Welfare State. London: Routledge,

pp. 381–390.
Saraceno C (2018) Family policies. In Grebe B (ed), Routledge Handbook of theWelfare State. London: Routledge, pp. 443–456.
Schneider NF and Kreyenfeld M (eds) (2021) Research Handbook on the Sociology of the Family. London: Cheltenham.

Journal of International and Comparative Social Policy 17

https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928720918973
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928720918973
https://doi.org/10.1080/21699763.2018.1472136
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/7.2.127
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657333
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928710364432
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxn016
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxn016
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn064
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1995-z
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sow058
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1474746403001507
https://doi.org/10.1093/lawfam/ebw017
https://doi.org/10.1080/21699763.2019.1641134
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2009.00671.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcr080
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12236
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928719868458
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928719868458
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2004.00025.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12


Skocpol T (1995) Protecting Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Origins of Social Policy in the United States. Cambridge and
London: Harvard University Press.

Sutherland H and Figari F (2013) EUROMOD: The European Union tax-benefit microsimulation model. International
Journal of Microsimulation 6(1), 4–26

Titmuss RM (1965) The role of redistribution in social policy. Social Security Bulletin 39, 14–20
Townsend P (1979) Poverty in the United Kingdom: A Survey of Household Resources and Standards of Living. Berkeley:

University of California Press.
Van Lancker W and Van Mechelen N (2015) Universalism under siege? Exploring the association between targeting, child

benefits and child poverty across 26 countries. Social Science Research 50, 60–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssre-
search.2014.11.012

Van Mechelen N & Bradshaw J (2013) Child poverty as a government priority: Child benefit packages for working families,
1992–2009. In Marx I & Nelson K (eds.), Minimum Income Protection in Flux. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 81–107.

Van Oorschot W (2006) Making the difference in social Europe: Deservingness perceptions among citizens of European
welfare states. Journal of European Social Policy 16(1), 23–42. https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928706059829

Van Oorschot W and Roosma F (2017) The social legitimacy of targeted welfare and welfare deservingness. In van Oorschot
W, Roosma F, Meuleman B and Reeskens T (Eds.), The Social Legitimacy of Targeted Welfare. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar
Publishing. pp. 3–34.

Vandelannoote D and Verbist G (2020) The impact of in-work benefits on work incentives and poverty in four European
countries. Journal of European Social Policy 30(2), 144–157. https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928719891314

VennD (2012) Eligibility criteria for unemployment benefits: Quantitative indicators for OECD and EU countries.OECD Social,
Employment and Migration Working Papers 131.

Whelan J (2021) Welfare, Deservingness and the Logic of Poverty: Who Deserves?. Newcastle upon Tyre: Cambridge Scholars
Publishing.

Cite this article: Frericks P and Gurín M (2024) Redistribution policies towards poor families in Europe. Journal of
International and Comparative Social Policy, 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12

18 Patricia Frericks and Martin Gurín

https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928706059829
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928719891314
https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12
https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2024.12

	Redistribution policies towards poor families in Europe
	Introduction
	Theoretical background
	Assumptions
	Methodology
	Empirical findings
	Conclusion
	Supplementary material
	Data availability statement
	Acknowledgements
	Funding statement
	Competing interest
	Author biographies
	References


