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• Analysis of current state of play of MIS in 30 countries: outlining 

current reality in relation to MIS in terms of adequacy, coverage 
and take-up 

• Identify obstacles to implementation of adequate and accessible 
MIS 

• Progress work on identifying possible steps to improve adequacy 
and accessibility of MIS  

• State of play today: 5 national reports, 5 national minimum income 
networks constituted, consultations with stakeholders ongoing – 25 
new national reports, 30 national conferences – 2 thematic reports 
AGE + FEANTSA 

 
 

 

Purpose of EMIN project in phase 2 



 
 
 

• Minimum Income schemes: “income support schemes which 
provide a safety net for those who cannot work or access a 
decent job and are not eligible for social security payments or 
whose entitlements have expired” 
 
 
 

• Adequate Minimum Income: income that is indispensable to live 
a life in dignity and to fully participate in society 
 

 

National reports on adequacy, coverage and take-up of MIS 



• All 30 countries, except Italy and Greece have some sort of MIS 
established at national level, in line with definition of EMIN project 
 

• MIS are very different in countries: many countries (AT, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, 
DK, FI, FR, IS, LU, NL, NO, PT, RO) have comprehensive and simple MIS, 
open to all people with insufficient means; other have simple and non-
categorical systems but with restricted eligibility and coverage (EE, HU, IE, 
LT, NL, SE, SK, UK); some countries have a complex network of more 
categorical schemes (ES, IE, MT, UK); some countries have limited 
piecemeal schemes for specific groups in need (BG, RS) 

 
• Most MIS have eligibility conditions related to residence, age, lack of 

resources, willingness to work. 
 

• Benefits vary according to household composition; uprating often not on 
regular basis; means-testing; mostly no time limits  

 
 

 

National reports on adequacy, coverage and take-up of MIS 



 
• Big differences in generosity of benefits, ranging from 22 EUR in BG to 

1433 EUR in DK for a single person, and from 100 EUR in PL and 3808 EUR in 
DK for a couple with 2 children 
 

• In relation to median equivalised income:  
1. High level (over 50%): only DK and IS 
2. Medium-high (40-50%):  AT, BE, IE, LU, LT, MK, NL 
3. Medium-low (30-40%): CY, DE, ES, FI, FR, MT, NO, PT, UK 
4. Low (20-30%): CZ, EE, HU, RO, SE  
5. Very low (under 20%): BG, LV, PL, SK 

 
• Countries with low and very low generosity are all in Central and Eastern 

Europe, except Sweden. Ensuring adequate MI will require a lot of effort. 
 
• Small proportion of population: most countries less than 5%; some even 

under 3% 
 

 

 

National reports on adequacy, coverage and take-up of MIS 



 
         Little transparency as regards methodology to determine what constitutes 

sufficient or minimum standard of living, no clear definition of decent 
income: minimum income set by government decision, proportion to 
pensions, unemployment benefits, minimum wage. 

 
No country (except DK in future 50% during 3 years = persistent poverty) uses 
AROP indicator 
 
Some countries use concepts such as subsistence minimum or level, MI to 
avoid absolute poverty 
 
Some countries use reference budgets to set MI level, but baskets often don’t 
cover all expenses. 
In countries with well-conceived reference budgets, these are seldom used as 
benchmarks for MI 
 

 

Adequacy of MIS: overview of obstacles and proposals  



 
Most teams find MI in their country doesn’t allow to live life in dignity. 
 
Amounts of MI have often not kept up with increases in living standard. 
 
AGE report on adequacy of MI for older people: IE and FR enough to cover needs 
of couples, not single persons, PL inadequate 
 
Recommendations: 
5 teams want the 60% of median income threshold to be used to ensure 
adequacy of MI, 2 teams think MI should be % of minimum wage 
Even when the 60% AROP is too low to live dignified life, the threshold is still 
relevant, since in all countries MI level is (far) below 60%, except DK and IS 
 
Many teams insist that MI should be complemented by additional support and 
child benefits, housing subsidies, training allowance, 
energy costs. 
 
 

Adequacy of MIS: overview of obstacles and proposals  



 
    Many teams want reference budgets to be used: 
 - to determine the level of MI 
 - to test the adequacy of MI and of the 60% median income threshold 
 - to stimulate public debate on MIS 
 
 
But caveats! 
 
- Reference budgets should cover all necessary expenses to participate in society 
- They should be regularly uprated and updated 
- They have to be developed through participatory approaches with focus groups 
- They should be used as basis for individual assessments 
- AGE report: specific reference budgets should be used for older people, broken 
  down by gender and age cohorts 
 
- In countries where consumption expenditure is used as reference for MI, teams 
insist that not only expenditure of lowest income groups should be taken as 
reference  
 
 

Adequacy of MIS: overview of obstacles and proposals  



 
Several team find that their country uses thresholds to qualify for MI that are 
extremely low.  
Some teams point to the problem of young people living with parents, who can’t 
receive MI. Also (undocumented) migrants and homeless people are often cited as 
having difficulties to access MIS. 
In some countries coverage is reduced through excessive means-testing 
 
In countries where local authorities are responsible for access and amount of MI, 
teams complain about significant discrepancies. 
 
 Recommendations: 
 - Low thresholds have to be increased 
 - Administrative discretion and arbitrariness must be reduced 
 - Appropriate appeal procedures must be introduced. 
 - All young people from age of 18 should have access to MIS 
 - Equal treatment for all, including migrants and etnic minorities 
 - Avoid local discrepancies through centralisation  
 
 
 

Coverage and take-up of MIS: overview of obstacles and  
proposals  



 
 
Non-take-up: serious problem!  
From 20% to as much as 75%: figures much higher than fraude, but less policy 
and media attention! 
 
Several reasons for non-take-up (using typology FEANTSA report): 
- Unknown rights and lack of communication: when individuals are not aware of 
rights or don’t know how to claim them. Administration no pro-active role, 
beneficiaries have to find out by themselves 
 
- Unclaimed rights and offer relevancy, by constraint: costs connected to access 
MIS are perceived to exceed benefits (financial costs, benefits too low, complex 
procedures, distance to office, humiliation for having to rely on relatives first…) 
 
 - Unclaimed rights by ‘choice’: linked with conditions to access MIS that potential 
beneficiaries don’t accept (activation, especially with public works, severe 
property census, controls seen as humiliating, extra conditions) 
 
 

Coverage and take-up of MIS: overview of obstacles and  
proposals  



 
 
- Unobtained rights and administrative obstacles: rights claimed but not 
obtained, because of bad administration, highly discretionary powers, absence of 
appeal procedures, requests for ID cards (Roma!), obligation to have an address 
(homeless!) 
 
- Discarded rights and opinion of social intermediaries: intermediaries may 
discourage potential users to claim rights. 
No examples in reports. On contrary: potential of social workers and street 
workers to increase take-up. 
 
FEANTSA: non-take-up big problem for rough sleepers and people staying at 
friends, less for those who stay at homeless accomodation where social workers 
help with papers 
 

Coverage and take-up of MIS: overview of obstacles and  
proposals  



 
 
Recommendations: 
 
- Automatic granting of rights 
- Simplification of MISystems 
- Outreach work by qualified social workers 
- One-stop-shops and better cooperation between administrations 
- Separation of social work and control functions 
 
FEANTSA: 
 
- Review and simplify administrative rules 
- Improve interaction with other elements of welfare state 
- Strengthen empirical evidence and research on non-take-up 
 

Coverage and take-up of MIS: overview of obstacles and  
proposals  



Linkages with active inclusion: Inclusive labour markets and access to quality 
services 
 
• In most countries little evidence of integrated approach outlined in Active 

Inclusion Recommendation 
• Growing emphasis on willingness to take up work or training, activation 

strategies 
• But often not seen as effectively leading vulnerable people to labour market, 

but in some cases to precarious jobs. 
• In many countries: hardening of political, media and public attitude towards MI 

beneficiaries 
• Several countries have introduced oblgation to take up public works as 

counterpart for receiving MI; 
• Crisis and austerity measures had a considerable negative impact on 

availability of enabling services: housing, education, childcare, health care 
 

Linkages with Active Inclusion: inclusive labour markets and access to 
quality services 



Recommendations: 
 
- Create more work in sheltered employment and social economy 
- Establish youth guarantee plans, local development plans 
- Provide training and job opportunities adapted to needs of MI beneficiaries 
- Set up personalised active inclusion measures 
- Increase ceiling for combining wages with MI to avoid inactivity gaps 

 
- Better cooperation between employment services, social services and NGOs 
- Introduce personalised coaches to accompany people 
- AGE: special recommendation for active inclusion of older people 

Linkages with Active Inclusion: inclusive labour markets and access to 
quality services 


