Ageing & Society 38, 2018, 594—614. © Cambridge University Press 2016 594
doi:10.1017/50144686X16001392

What about family in European old-age
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ABSTRACT

European welfare states used to be based on the principle of the family. Since the
199os, however, ‘individual responsibility’ has been promoted, which fundamentally
alters the traditional welfare-institutional framing of the family and the correspond-
ing construction of the social citizen. One policy field that has been heavily
influenced by this development is old-age security. The literature assumes a conver-
gence towards institutional individualisation. We show this however to be incorrect.
We empirically analyse and classify welfare-institutional change in old-age security
with regard to individualisation. An innovative methodological approach for institu-
tional analysis allows a nuanced identification of the welfare-institutional trends
towards individualisation of the social citizen above pension age both within and
between welfare states. We conclude that there has been no general and no
partial convergence towards individualisation. Instead, on average, family elements
in old-age security have either increased or persisted. Also, our analysis suggests
that welfare-institutional change with regard to family is far from being a linear
process and in part even displays contradictions.

KEY WORDS — old-age pensions, poverty prevention, welfare state change, individu-
alisation, social rights, Europe.

Introduction

Since the 19gos, European welfare states have been subject to various
reforms. A prominent feature of these reforms is the principle of ‘individual
responsibility’. First promoted by international organisations and then by
the European Union, this principle has led to a large variety of welfare
state reforms at national level. In the central institutions of the welfare
state — both in social services and in social security — ‘activation’ policies,
‘social investment’ policies and marketisation have stressed the relevance
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of so-called individual responsibility. These policies aim, first and foremost,
to integrate every individual of working age into the labour market, and they
manifest themselves, for instance, in reducing or abolishing social rights
derived from the head of the household. This is especially so for entitle-
ments to old-age security. This has led some authors and politicians to
assume that welfare states are developing towards an overall individualisa-
tion of social rights as one facet of ‘modern’ society (Beck and Beck-
Gernsheim 2002; Gilbert and Van Voorhis 2003). At the same time,
however, family-related elements have been introduced or strengthened
in European welfare states (Daly 2011; Frericks 2010). In social security
systems, and those targeted at persons of pension age in particular, these
reforms have emphasised the relevance of the family for individuals’ entitle-
ments in two ways: first by strengthening the call for family solidarity (i.e. the
state demands that families support the family member in need before he or
she might turn to it for benefits) and, second, by introducing or broadening
entitlements derived from family members (the state provides benefits
based on e.g. having children). In view of this contradictory development,
it is astonishing that there has been no systematic analysis so far of the
degree to which social citizens are de facto institutionalised as individuals,
and how this institutionalisation changes over time.

This paper aims to contribute to filling this research gap. Focusing on old-
age security — since this policy field has been strongly subject to the contra-
dictory developments described above — we analyse and classify institutional
change with regard to individualisation. With a nuanced methodological
approach, we investigate national and international differences. Finally,
we aim to answer the question: to what extent have European old-age secur-
ity systems been converging towards an individualisation of social rights
since the 19gos?

The paper is organised as follows. In the next part we reflect upon the
welfare state literature with regard to, first, the degree of individualisation
of social rights, and second, welfare institutional change. Thereafter, we
present our methodology and method, followed by the empirical analysis.
The last section summarises and concludes the paper.

State of the art

European welfare states generally used to be based on the principle of the
family, accompanied by a work-sharing concept in which it was the man’s
task to earn the family income on the labour market, and the woman’s to
carry out the non-paid housework and family care (Marshall 1981). The
societal order was characterised by the institutionalisation of gender-
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specific lifecourses and activities that led to derived rights for women, that is,
rights derived from the labour market status of the breadwinner (Kohli
2007). Yet, the manner and degree to which regulations on social rights
incorporate the family differ both in international and in historical compari-
son. Northern European countries, for instance, show rather little incorpor-
ation of the family into welfare institutions compared with continental and
southern European countries (Pfau-Effinger 2004).

Since the 199os, the principle of individual responsibility has been pro-
moted, meaning the ‘activation’ of the former ‘passive’ social citizen in
labour-market terms. This has fundamentally altered the welfare institu-
tional framing of the family and the corresponding concept of social
rights. In old-age security systems, individual responsibility has been
strengthened in many ways. One is the reduction of the financial obligations
of public pension systems by means of marketising parts of them, or by chan-
ging the calculation formulae of public pensions so that pensions are no
longer based on the best (e.g. 30 years) of employment, but on longer
periods, or even on the person’s whole working life. These measures
reinforce the linkage between contributions paid over the working life
and pension benefits (Frericks 2010; Hyde, Dixon and Drover 2003). In
addition, individual responsibility has been strengthened by the reduction
of ‘derived’ rights by, for example, reducing the level of and changing
the conditions for widows’ pensions (Frericks 2010).

In the literature on pension reforms in Europe, it is stated that the trend
towards individual responsibility and marketisation has led to a convergence
of social rights in welfare states, in general, and in old-age security systems,
in particular (Blair 2014: 19—14; Hinrichs 2006; Schroeder, Futh and Jantz
2015). In analysing the differences between welfare states to see whether
they converge, the main point of reference is the ‘welfare regime approach’
of Esping-Andersen (199o; see also Ferragina and Seeleib-Kaiser 2011) and
its further development, which also serves as a point of reference for our
case selection. There is, in addition, a comprehensive literature on institu-
tional and welfare state change. One important strand refers to the
concept of convergence and its various peculiarities (for an overview, see
Heichel, Pape and Sommerer 2005). For our purpose, we define conver-
gence as an alignment of welfare states towards individualisation.
Precisely, our definition means a decrease in the variation between coun-
tries (c-convergence) in combination with a development in the same dir-
ection towards an exemplary model (3-convergence).

Individualisation is conceptualised in different ways in welfare state litera-
ture, and one might interpret the different foci as reflecting the social risks
observed at the specific time. The oldest but still most influential strand with
a post-Marxist note understands individualisation as the opposite of
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employee and class collectivity, that is, an observed reduction in class iden-
tity and labour force power. For our analysis, we need a concept that reflects
upon the family. The principle strand here is the mainly feminist one that
understands individualisation as de-familialisation — the opposite of family
dependence and, in particular, dependence on the male breadwinner. It
is within this strand that the debate should take place over whether individ-
ual rights depend solely on (individual) labour market participation, or
whether social rights need to be extended to rights that value (informal)
care supply (Fraser 1997; Knijn and Kremer 19g7). These concepts are
combined and enhanced in the concept of ‘activeness’ that refers to ‘indi-
vidualisation’ as a development towards individualised rights and entitle-
ments calculated not only on labour market participation but also on an
increasing number of valued activities such as, for instance, supplying
care for a family member (Frericks 2010). Since here, however, we try to
identify the degree to which social citizens are conceptualised in social
security systems as independent from family, we put forward another defini-
tion which is adequate for exactly this task. We define individualisation as
the absence of family elements in social rights. This is independent of the
question of whether such family elements increase or reduce the rights and
autonomy of the individual (de-/familialisation). This definition is straight-
forward with regard to the family’s incorporation into welfare institutions.
Concurrently with the reforms that tend to enhance individualisation as
we define it, we observe the introduction or extension of pension entitle-
ments that relate to the family, and familial care supply in particular.
Sweden, for instance, introduced pension entitlements accruing from chil-
dren by means of the so-called barndrin 1998 (Anderson and Meyer 2006:
181), and Spain implemented pension entitlements for the care of a frail
family member in 2007 (Gutiérrez et al. 2010). We find, therefore, develop-
ments that contradict the assumption that European pension systems are
shaped by ongoing individualisation. Finally, we observe contradictory
developments within welfare states. Germany, for instance, lowered the
level of the survivors’ pension in 2001 while concurrently introducing
pension entitlements for child care in it, and so reduced and increased
family elements at the same time. This observation is in line with theories
of neo-institutionalism. Thelen (1999: 382), for instance, states that ‘the
various institutional arrangements that make up a polity emerge at different
times and out of different historical configurations. For this reason, the
various ‘pieces’ do not necessarily fit together to a coherent, self-reinfor-
cing, let alone functional, ‘whole’. Similarly, the welfare-arrangement
approach emphasises that welfare arrangements are based on (possibly
divergent) norms and values, so that ‘welfare states should not be treated
as a coherent unity in cross-national comparisons and classifications’
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(Pfau-Effinger 2005: 7). Accordingly, we assume that certain social policies
might be introduced and then withdrawn later on, so that there is not neces-
sarily a linear development of regulations.

In this context, the findings of Pfau-Effinger and Saxonberg (2015) are of
interest. Focusing on public child care and parental leave schemes, they
show that the concept of de-familialisation is too simple if it is interpreted
as shifting care responsibility away from the family, and that indeed, coun-
tries do not follow this logic since they are either generous in both public
child care and parental leave schemes or in neither. The Nordic countries,
especially, which support female employment and provide a high level of
public child care, have also introduced generous parental leave schemes.
Feminist scholars interpret such leave schemes as supporting a traditional
family model, while Pfau-Effinger and Saxonberg (2015) argue that these
welfare states combine seemingly contradictory policies to provide higher
generosity and support parental choice and gender equality. These
findings are highly relevant to our analysis since also in social security —
here old-age — the two seemingly contradictory policies with regard to de-
familialisation or individualisation might occur. In other words, we expect
to find a reduction as well as an increase in family elements, and we
might gain unexpected insights into the generosity of welfare states.

A systematic and comparative investigation of possibly contradictory insti-
tutional change in welfare states with regard to individualisation is lacking
thus far and is therefore provided by this paper. A reason for this research
gap may be that concepts of convergence focus on differences between
welfare states, while concepts of contradictory developments study
whether there is institutional change also within welfare states.

Methodology and method

In our paper, we empirically analyse the degree of individualisation of the
social citizen in welfare institutions in the field of old-age security. To do
so, we first have to develop a suitable conceptual frame and analysis
method. Old-age security, a classical field of social policy, aims to secure
income in times when the social citizen is no longer expected to generate
income on the labour market. Since the 19gos, it has undergone far-reach-
ing changes as to the inclusion of family elements in it. As the starting point
of our framework we distinguish two levels of publicly institutionalised social
security which can be found already in Marshall’s (1981) conceptualisation
of social rights: the ‘target social security level’ (TSSL) and the ‘poverty pre-
vention level’ (PPL), as we call them. The degree of institutional individual-
isation is analysed for these main two institutionalised levels of social security
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that can well inform an international comparison since they can be iden-
tified in all European welfare states (Frericks 2013).

We conceptualise institutional individualisation as the degree to which
old-age security systems frame the social citizen as an individual
Consequently, we analyse the degree of family elements that social security
institutions contain. The neutral term ‘family elements’ has two facets: the
extension of entitlements based on family, and the call for family solidarity
before individuals are entitled to benefits. The degree of family elements is
expected to vary, in line with neo-institutional theory as referred to above.
To understand conceptually and capture empirically the degree of
welfare institutional individualisation, we develop and apply a theory-led
typology. This typology corresponds to the Weberian ideal-types developed
as a heuristic instrument for sociological analysis and the systematisation of
empirico-historical reality. The ideal-type approach is based on the estab-
lishment of clear-cut terms to analytically and unequivocally describe
reality (Weber 1973). By means of four ideal-type ‘corner marks’, a
‘space of characteristics’ (Schnell, Hill and Esser 2005: 168) is formed,
within which the degree of individualisation of social security institutions
is positioned as a set of coordinates. To capture the institutionalised
family elements, we differentiate three dimensions of family: ‘partners’,
‘generations’ and ‘other family members’. Consequently, we measure the
degree of individualisation of the social citizen in terms of social rights by
means of the following four ideal-typical corner marks: (a) fully individua-
lised; (b) linked to the partner; (c) generationally linked; and (d) linked
to other family members. The ‘partner’ dimension refers to couples for-
mally recognised in the country concerned. If, moreover, additional condi-
tions are put on the definition of partners in line with particular regulations,
e.g. being married, each condition is considered in the weighting process
(see below). ‘Generation’ is operationalised as the analysed social citizen
and his or her children, while other (generational) links are operationalised
on the dimension of ‘other family members’ (see Walker 2005), since the
‘nuclear family’, comprised of parents and children, is the main point of ref-
erence for most welfare regulations.

We analyse the degree of individualisation for ten European countries
and at three points in time. We compare Denmark, Estonia, the United
Kingdom (UK), Italy, Sweden, Spain, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Germany and France. The choice of countries is based on the welfare
regime approach by Esping-Andersen (199o) and its further development,
in order to make it compatible with other research. Data from three points
in time are analysed. The first, 1993, is chosen so as to have a first measure-
ment before major reforms in old-age security took place in most European
countries, as well as after the collapse of the Soviet system in order to include
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Central-Eastern European countries. The second point in time, 2009, is
chosen because many European countries implemented major reforms
up to the early 2000s. The last point in time, 2013, is used because there
might have been further reforms or withdrawals due to, among other
things, the financial crisis. The advantage of this approach is to be able to
show whether institutional change is a linear process or not. The individu-
alisation of old-age security systems may have decreased after 1994 and
increased again after 2003, or vice versa.

The qualitative empirical data on the welfare institutions are quantified
and fed into our typology. To this end, we first identify the relevant indica-
tors and assess them in the context of the calculation of ‘full’ benefits
(Frericks 2011) on TSSL and PPL. For reasons of complexity reduction,
we focus on public social security systems and do not include welfare
markets, well aware that TSSL today is only fully captured as the combin-
ation of public schemes and welfare markets (Frericks 2013). We take
into account institutional regulations affecting the financial implications,
the conditionality of the entitlements and the criteria that serve in the cal-
culation of the benefits. Regulations generally stemming from other than
the specified old-age institutions (such as long-term care regulations, care
of disabled family members or housing regulations) are not analysed here
since these are in general regulated in separate welfare institutions. Our
analysis is based on a multitude of sources, among which the databases of
the International Social Security Association, the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development, the World Bank and the
European Mutual Information System on Social Protection database are
the most important, as well as scientific and public national and inter-
national reports and publications.

To identify the degree of individualisation, one needs to investigate those
parts of the calculation formulae that contain the family elements, since the
basic calculation formulae are in general individualised. The values indicate
the degree to which family elements might form part of the benefit calcula-
tion; they do not indicate any scenario. Since the two social security levels
follow other logics —as was already reflected upon in detail by Marshall
(1981) — their regulations, and therewith the relevant indicators for analys-
ing them, differ. At TSSL, we capture the extent to which family elements
might contribute to reaching the target level. If certain entitlements do
not help reach TSSL because they cannot be combined with other entitle-
ments, they are not considered in our analysis. At PPL, we analyse the call
for family solidarity in the varying degrees necessary to cover the costs of
living of the social citizen over pension age. In the case where there are
no regulations at PPL targeting persons of pension age, we apply the
general social assistance regulations. The more comprehensive the
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obligation of the citizen’s relative to cover his or her living costs, the stron-
ger the family element.

The degree of individualisation ranges on an ordinal scale from o to 1 in
ten gradations. While o refers to ideal-typical individualisation, 1 refers to
ideal-typical valuation of family elements. The single indicators are quan-
tified and presented in two digits. In case regulations set additional condi-
tions besides status and thereby bring the family element into
perspective — that is, theoretically the ideal-typical corner marks cannot be
reached by means of this regulation — we weight the indicator. While we
need a weight below 1, it should be considered that the smaller the
weight the more likely it is that indicator values tend to be o in the case
of several conditions. Therefore, we use 2/ for each additional condition
as a reasonable weight for our purpose. Such additional conditions are, for
instance, the boundary of the household which limits the incorporation of
family members to those who live in the same household, or the call for
activity (as, for instance, care supply) instead of rights that depend purely
on family status. We can illustrate the quantification of our indicators with
a straightforward example: in the Spanish survivors’ pension on the
‘partner’ dimension at TSSL in 2014, the survivor can receive 52 per cent
of the pension entitlements of the deceased partner. Therefore, the indica-
tor is initially valued at 0.52. This indicator, however, depends on the con-
dition that the person’s partner dies before the person is eligible for the
survivors’ pension. Consequently, our value for the Spanish survivors’
pension is weighted at 0.52 x 2/9 = 0.95. In addition, if an indicator refers
to the number of family members, this needs to be taken into account by
increasing the indicator value, ¢.e. multiplying by a number greater than
1. If, for instance, pension entitlements for having children are granted
per child, we multiply the indicators by 2, and in case the calculation only
differentiates between one or more children, we multiply the value by 1.5.
Lastly, some countries have institutionalised TSSL as a combination of dif-
ferent public schemes which we weight accordingly. In Denmark, for
example, the Folkepension makes up 74 per cent and the ATP 26 per cent
of TSSL pension. This is why the indicators for the Folkepension are
weighed by o0.74 and the indicators for the ATP by 0.26. This approach
allows us to estimate the relevance of the single components for the respect-
ive social security level.

To calculate the values of the family dimensions, the single indicator
values are added for each family dimension and rounded to one digit
after the decimal point. In the case that two regulations are mutually exclu-
sive, an addition of the values of the single indicators would be logically
incorrect; therefore in such cases we compute the mean of the two indica-
tors. Since the degree of individualisation is measured separately on the
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three family dimensions, we identify the coordinates of individualisation
within the space of characteristics. This codification allows a nuanced iden-
tification of the welfare-institutional individualisation of the social citizen.
For each country and each point in time, the coordinates for both levels
of social security (TSSL and PPL), we. two reference points within the
‘space of individualisation’ of welfare institutions, are determined. These
coordinates in turn help identify country developments, country-cluster for-
mations and contradictions in the degree of individualisation with regard to
the levels of social security and the corresponding family dimension.

Finally, we use another quantitative instrument to interpret our data: the
median and the average absolute deviation of the median (AAD). The
reason for this is that a decrease in the standard deviation is often used as
an indicator of convergence, while a change in the mean indicates the dir-
ection of convergence (Holzinger and Knill 2005). Because our values are
not metric but ordinal, we use the median and AAD instead. Consequently,
an alignment in individualisation should be indicated by a decrease in the
AAD (increasing similarity) and a decrease in the median (trend towards
individualisation).

Findings

We present the findings of our analysis as follows (a database containing all
indicator values and explanations can be provided on demand). First, we
investigate the degree of individualisation in 1993, then how the degree
of individualisation changed in 2003 and 2013. Lastly, we discuss how far
the ten welfare states align (converge). We do this separately for both
social security levels and give the results for each family dimension, that
is, the coordinates within the space of individualisation.

Changes at the TSSL

At TSSL, all countries incorporate family elements in old-age security. They
do so, however, to varying degrees. Table 1 gives an overview of the results
that will be explained in the following. First though, we want to introduce
the indicators that are relevant at TSSL, since they differ —as stated
above — from those at PPL. The indicators are deduced from the pension
regulations in force.

On the ‘partner’ dimension, the calculation formula for pension benefits
includes the following family elements: the splitting of pension entitlements
between partners, pension benefits for having a partner, survivors’ pension
for retirement-age survivors and pension entitlements for caring for a frail
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TABLE 1. Degree of family elements in old-age security at the target social
security level (TSSL)

Partner Generation Other family members

Country 1993 2008 2013 1993 2008 2013 1993 2008 2013

CZ 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3
DK 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4
EE 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2
FR 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
DE 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2
UK 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3
HU 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2
IT 0.3 0.3 0.5 na 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
ES 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
SE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Median 0.25 0.40 0.40 0.10 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.20
AAD 0.20 0.15 0.17 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.11 0.11

Notes: CZ: Czech Republic. DK: Denmark. EE: Estonia. FR: France. DE: Germany. UK: United
Kingdom. HU: Hungary. IT: Italy. ES: Spain. SE: Sweden. AAD: average absolute deviation of
the median. na: not available.

partner. Indicators for the dimension of ‘generation’ are pension
entitlements for having or having cared for children. On the dimension
of ‘other family members’, other survivors’ pensions and rights deriving
from the care of frail relatives play a role. In Denmark, France,
Sweden and the UK, TSSL consists of two different public schemes. The
Folk(e)pension and the ATP are relevant in the cases of Denmark and
Sweden; the French TSSL includes the régime générale and the mandatory
occupational pension schemes AGIRC and ARRCO; and in the UK, TSSL
consists of the Basic State Pension and the Additional State Pension
(SERPS in 199g and State Second Pension in 2003 and 2013).

Pariner. In 1993, the Czech Republic had the highest degree of family ele-
ments on the ‘partner’ dimension among the ten countries (0.8). This was
due to the generous survivors’ pension and the pension entitlements for the
care of a frail partner that could then be fully combined. In the UK (0.6),
there was also a rather high degree of family elements, as it provided sur-
vivor pensions and entitlements for carrying out the care of a frail
partner. Germany (0.4) combined a rather generous survivors’ pension
with marginal entitlements deriving from the care of the partner. Italy,
Spain (both 0.3), Hungary and France (both o0.2) were characterised by
lower values on the ‘partner’ dimension as most of these countries provided
survivors’ pensions but no entitlements for the care of a frail partner. In
Hungary, it was not possible to combine the survivors’ pension with other
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pension entitlements based, for example, on care. Finally, Denmark,
Sweden and Estonia (0.0) had negligible or no family elements that took
into consideration the partner of the social citizen.

Changes after 1993, as observed in 2008 and 2014, are complex. There is
an increase in family, that is, “partner’ elements in six of the countries, sta-
bility in two other ones, a decrease in one and a withdrawal in one. In
Denmark (from 0.0 to o0.5), Germany (from 0.4 to 0.6), France (from o.2
to 0.4) and Estonia (from 0.0 to 0.2), ‘partner’ elements increased after
1993 because of one major change in welfare state policies: pension entitle-
ments for supplying care to frail relatives were introduced or extended, and
these entitlements were also applied to caring for a partner. In Spain (from
0.3 t0 0.4), survivors’ pensions increased, while the consideration of caring
for a frail partner in 2003 is too marginal to change the value of individual-
isation. Lastly, the UK (from 0.6 to 0.7) extended pension entitlements for
the care of a frail partner between 2008 and 201g. In Italy and Sweden,
there was no change on the ‘partner’ dimension. The Czech Republic
(from 0.8 to 0.7) became somewhat more individualised when the survivors’
pension was reduced. In Hungary (from 0.2 to 0.4 in 2003 and 0.3 in 2013)
there was a withdrawal as survivors’ pension benefits increased but those for
the care of a frail partner decreased.

The change in the median shows that family elements increased in our
sample between 1993 and 2009 and remained stable thereafter. The
AAD decreased between 1993 and 2003 and increased afterwards.
Consequently, there is no convergence on the ‘partner’ dimension.

Generation. The values on the dimension of ‘generation’ are generally low.
In 1993, family elements with regard to children were in general much
lower than those with regard to the partner. There were pension entitle-
ments for having children in all our cases in 1993 (only for Italy, 1993
data are lacking). In Denmark (0.01) and Spain (0.03), however, they
were so low that they are not visible in the rounded values (both rated o).
The rounded values of the other countries are 0.1 or o.2. Entitlements
derived from children were institutionalised in different ways. They were
often awarded for periods of actual care supply, as in maternity and parental
leave (Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Hungary and Spain), or
to parents receiving cash benefits for raising children (Estonia, France,
Hungary and UK). In Germany, pension points were granted to a parent
without further conditions. In Estonia and the Czech Republic, women’s
pension age depended on the number of children (Monticone, Ruzik
and Skiba 2008: g—4). This regulation is considered an increase in
pension entitlements because mothers receive higher pension benefits if
they work until regular pension age.
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Also on this dimension the values for individualisation do not change in a
uniform manner. There are no changes in the Czech Republic, Denmark,
Estonia and France. Italy (o0.1) provides pension entitlements for parental
leave, minor entitlements for having children and a survivor’s pension for
parents that show no change in 2003 and 2013. A pension reform in
Sweden (from 0.1 to 0.2 in 200g) granted additional pension points to
parents for their children’s first four years (Anderson and Meyer 2006:
181). Germany (from 0.1 to 0.2 in 2003%) increased the three pension
points per child from 75 per cent of the average earnings of all employees
per year to 100 per cent in 1999 and introduced further but marginal
pension points for child care in the survivors’ pension in 2002. Hungary
(from 0.1 to 0.2 in 2003) extended the survivors’ pension to parents.
With the introduction of the State Second Pension in the UK (from 0.1 to
0.2 in 2003), entitlements for raising children were introduced into the
Additional State Pension (Bozio, Crawford and Tetlow 2010: 20—21, 41).
In Spain, the period of parental leave considered in the calculation of pen-
sions was extended from one to three years (from 0.0 to 0.1 in 2013). To con-
clude, there was no change in five of our countries and a minor increase of
family elements in the other five.

If we look at the median, family elements increased on average between
1993 and 2009 and were stable between 2009 and 2018§. As for the AAD, it
increased between 199 and 2003 and decreased again somewhat between
2009 and 2013, so we find no convergence towards individualisation on the
‘generation’ dimension.

Other family members. Also family elements on the dimension of ‘other
family members’ do not reach the importance of those for the partner.
For 1993, the Czech Republic is valued at 0.3 and this is caused by entitle-
ments for caring for a frail relative. The UK and Hungary (o0.2) had some-
what lower entitlements for taking care of a relative, and Germany (0.01) is
rated at o, which is due to the negligible entitlements granted for care at
that time. Denmark, Estonia, France, Italy, Spain and Sweden were com-
pletely individualised with regard to ‘other family members’.

The changes in this family dimension of the ten countries show again a
rather complex picture. There is an increase in family elements in four of
our countries, stability in another four and a withdrawal in one. In
Denmark (from 0.0 to 0.4 in 2003), caring family members can be
employed as care workers (see ‘partner’ dimension; Frericks, Jensen and
Pfau-Effinger 2014: 7g). France (from 0.0 to 0.1 in 200%), Germany,
Estonia (both from 0.0 to o.2 in 200g) and the UK (from 0.2 to 0.3 in
2019) also show an increase in family elements. Since 2002, the French
welfare state has offered the opportunity for persons over 6o in need of
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care to employ an unemployed relative (except the partner) as a carer
(Le Bihan and Martin 2011: 43—44). The carer can thus earn pension enti-
tlements by being employed. In 1999, Estonia introduced a carers’ benefit
guaranteeing social insurance entitlements. Germany extended entitle-
ments for unpaid care work in 199, while the UK upgraded periods of
unpaid care by reducing the number of years necessary to receive a full
Basic State Pension. The introduction of pension entitlements for the
care of a frail relative in Spain in 2007 is too marginal to change the
rounded dimension value. In the Czech Republic, Italy and Sweden, there
were no relevant policy reforms during that period. Hungary (from o.2 to
0.3 in 2004 and o.2 in 2013) extended the survivors’ pension to siblings
between 199g and 2003 and reduced entitlements between 2009 and
2014 for supplying care to a relative.

If we compare the median, there was a considerable increase in family ele-
ments between 1993 and 2009 that stagnated until 2013. Also, the AAD of
the country values, again, does not indicate a convergence, since it rose
between 1993 and 2003 and remained stable between 2009 and 20135,

Summary. In our findings for TSSL, individualisation as a trend cannot be
observed, and in fact, family elements increase in most countries or
remain stable. We observe an increase in the ‘partner’ dimension in six
and in the ‘generation’ and the ‘other family’ dimension of five countries
(four of them increase by at least two unit points on the ‘partner’ dimension
and three by at least two unit points on the ‘other family’ dimension).
Family elements are stable on the ‘partner’ dimension in two countries,
on the ‘generation’ dimension in five and on the ‘other family’ dimension
in four countries. More often than a decrease in family elements (only in
one dimension in one country), we observe withdrawal (on the dimension
of ‘partner’ and ‘other family members’ in one country). For Italy — though
data are lacking for one measuring point — we find no significant change in
family elements whatsoever.

The highest degree of family elements can be observed on the ‘partner’
dimension, and for the Czech Republic and the UK, in particular. This
dimension is also the most dynamic, with changes in eight of our ten coun-
tries. The other two dimensions show lower degrees of family elements, and
they are more stable. The degree of individualisation changes on a scale
between one and four unit points — not a little in this ideal-typical space.

Finally, the most individualised pension systems are found in Sweden
(only minor family elements on the dimension of ‘generation’) and Spain
(apart from the ‘partner’ dimension).

One major development we observe in almost all welfare states is the
introduction or extension of pension entitlements for supplying care to
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TABLE 2. Degree of family elements in old-age security at the poverty preven-
tion level (PPL)

Partner Generation Other family members

Country 1993 2008 2013 1993 2008 2013 1993 2008 2013

CZ 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5
DK 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FR 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4
DE 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0
UK 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HU - 0.5 0.5 - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0
1T 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ES 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2
SE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Median 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AAD 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.11 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.11

Notes: CZ: Czech Republic. DK: Denmark. EE: Estonia. FR: France. DE: Germany. UK: United
Kingdom. HU: Hungary. IT: Italy. ES: Spain. SE: Sweden. AAD: average absolute deviation of
the median. — no regulation on the PPL.

frail relatives. As a consequence, the degree of individualisation decreased
on both the ‘partner’ dimension and the dimension of ‘other family
members’.

Changes on the PPL

Family elements are incorporated very differently into old-age security
systems that aim to prevent poverty. Table 2 gives an overview of the
results for PPL, which we will now discuss. As stated above, the indicators
differ from those for TSSL. The main one is the means-test in all countries,
though we also find some pension entitlements at PPL.

Pariner. In 1993, in Hungary there was neither a general social assistance
scheme nor a targeted one for people over pension age (see Balint, Szab6
and Horn 2011: g5—96). France (0.6), Germany and the UK (o.5) had a
rather high degree of family elements. Italy, Spain and the Czech
Republic (0.3) were characterised by lower values, whereas Denmark
(0.1), Sweden and Estonia (0.0) were highly individualised. In the British
Income Support and the German Sozialhilfe, the income and assets of the
partner were taken into account if he or she was part of the household
unit (Eardley et al. 1996: 395-3906). In France, there was a rather strict
income test and a modest consideration of the partner’s assets in the
minimum vieillesse. The degree of family elements in Italy, Spain and the
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Czech Republic was lower because the partner’s assets were not considered
(Eardley et al. 1996: 294, 346; Erbenova, Sorm and Terrell 1998: 119-120).
In Denmark, the partner’s income was taken into account only in calculat-
ing the pension supplement, and there was no such regulation at all in
Sweden. In Estonia there was no means test in the rahvapension, including
income or assets of family members (Goedemé 2012: 4, 7).

The change after 1993 that we observe is as follows. There was an increase
in family elements in one country, a decrease in four and stability in four
countries (Hungary not considered). The degree of family elements
decreased in Germany (from o.5 to 0.4) and Italy (from 0.3 to 0.2)
between 1994 and 2004, as well as in France (from 0.6 to 0.4) and Spain
(from 0.5 to 0.2) between 2004 and 2013. The Spanish and the Italian
means test became less strict, while in France, partners were now only
taken into consideration if they lived in the same household as the
person who applies for benefits. With the introduction of a new social assist-
ance benefit for individuals over pension age in Germany, means testing was
made less strict (Goedemé 2012). In contrast, the Czech Republic (from 0.5
to 0.5 in 2019) became less individualised. Due to the introduction of the
Prispévek na Zivobyti in 2006, assets were included in means testing.
Hungary (o.5) introduced the idoskoriak jaradéka in 1998 with a rather
strict income test that did not significantly change over the period of our
study. No significant changes in the degree of family elements can be iden-
tified in Denmark, Estonia, Sweden or the UK. With the introduction of
Pension Credit in the UK, the means test of assets became less strict, but
this minor change does not influence the rounded values.

Although there are changes in the value of ‘partner’ elements in most
countries, the median has persisted since 1993. The change in the AAD
of the country values indicates that there is no convergence, as we
observe stability between 1999 and 2003, but an increase between 2003
and 2013,

Generation. In 1993, neither in Denmark, Estonia, France, Italy, Sweden
nor the UK were children included in the means test (0.0), as was the
case in Germany, Spain and the Czech Republic. Until 2003, children’s
income and assets were subject to a rather strict means test in Germany
(0.5). In Spain (0.3), children’s income and assets were tested if they
lived in the pensioner’s household, while in the Czech Republic (0.2)
only the income of dependent children was taken into consideration.

The development on the ‘generation’ dimension is mainly characterised
by stability, as in six countries there are no changes in the values. In two
countries each, family elements increased and decreased. With the intro-
duction of the German Grundsicherung im Alter (from o.5 to 0.1 in 2003),
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children’s financial resources were only taken into account if the annual
gross income was above €100,000 (Képpe 2007: 177). In Spain (from 0.4
to 0.2 in 2019), the income test became less strict. In France (from o.o to
0.4 in 20198) and the Czech Republic (from 0.2 to 0.5 in 2013) family ele-
ments were extended. In the French ASPA, which replaced the minimum
vieillesse in 2007 (Goedemé 2012), children’s income and assets were con-
sidered in the means test. In the Czech Republic from 2006, assets were
included in the means test and children with their own resources were
now considered part of the household unit. In Hungary (o0.0), the
idoskoruak jaradéka did not include children’s means.

On average, there have been no changes in the degree of individualisa-
tion, as the median value is stable over the three measuring points.
Although the AAD decreased between 1993 and 2009, it had its highest
value in 2013. Therefore, there is no convergence.

Other family members. In 1993, Denmark, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
France, Italy, the UK and Sweden had no means test including other rela-
tives (0.0). Only in Spain and Germany (0.3) were the financial resources
of other family members considered. While in Spain there was a rather
strict means test for income, in Germany, relatives had to use their own
income and assets to maintain a relative in need.

As for the changes in the degree of family elements, there has been stabil-
ity in five countries, while two countries became less —and two became
more — individualised (Hungary is omitted). There was no change in
Denmark, Estonia, Italy, the UK and Sweden. Family elements increased
in the Czech Republic (from 0.0 to 0.5 in 2019) and France (from o.o to
0.4 in 2014). In both countries, this was due to a new means test that com-
prised other family members in the household (for France see ‘generation’
dimension). Only Germany (from 0.3 to 0.0 in 2004) and Spain (from 0.3
to 0.2 in 2013) reduced their family elements. In Germany, this was caused
by a new benefit introduced in 2004 that did not take into account the
financial resources of relatives, and in Spain, means testing became less
strict.

As on the ‘generation’ dimension, the median is 0 and did not change
during the observation period. Comparing the three measuring points,
the AAD does not indicate convergence, since it decreased at first and
increased thereafter.

Summary. The change that we observe to have occurred since 1993 is again
rather complex, but different from that at TSSL. We find an increase in
family elements in one country on the ‘partner’ and in two countries on
the ‘generation’ and the ‘other family’ dimension. There is a decrease in
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two countries on the dimensions of ‘generation’ and ‘other family members’
and in four countries of the ‘partner’ dimension. Stability dominates the
picture, with no change in four countries on the ‘partner’ dimension, in
five on that of ‘generation’ and ‘other family members’. Withdrawals were
not found. In Hungary, which was not systematically considered since there
were no regulations in 1993, there was no change between 2004 and 2013.

Changes on the ‘partner’ dimension are moderate (up to two unit points)
while more pronounced on the other two dimensions (up to five unit
points). All in all, there has been no clear direction of change in
European old-age security systems at PPL since the early 19gos. Although
similarity increased between 1993 and 2003 on two dimensions, it
decreased again thereafter on all dimensions. This is why we find no signs
of convergence, not even on a single family dimension.

Again, the highest degree of family elements can be identified on the
‘partner’ dimension, this time for France, the UK and Germany, in particu-
lar. The most individualised systems can be found in Sweden and Estonia,
followed by Denmark (only 0.1 on only one dimension) and Italy.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to analyse whether and to what extent European
old-age security systems are changing towards individualisation. To do this
we also analysed contradictory developments within and between the
single welfare states. We examined the degree of ‘family elements’ on
three family dimensions, at three points in time and for two levels of
social security in ten European countries. Family elements comprise all
the regulations that cause changes in individual entitlements, whether
these result from required family solidarity or entitlements derived from
family members.

We conclude that there has been no general and no partial convergence
towards individualisation over the past two decades. Our findings show
instead that there is no trend towards individualisation since, on average,
family elements have increased at TSSL and persisted at PPL. This result
contradicts the literature presented above that assumes a general alignment
of welfare states and a general trend towards institutional individualisation.
Our analysis suggests that we can describe institutional change as a develop-
ment that takes a different shape in dependence on the dimensions ana-
lysed, and that is in part contradictory. These findings are in line with
theories of neo-institutionalism, as indicated above.

Firstly, the analysis of the three family dimensions helped us to obtain a
nuanced picture of persistence and change. The most significant changes
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were found on the ‘partner’ dimension, which is at the same time the family
dimension with the highest degree of family elements on both social security
levels. This shows that both the granted entitlements and the state’s call for
solidarity are most strongly related to the partner, in comparison to children
and other family members.

Secondly, the international comparison of the two social security levels
presents a very mixed picture of the increase or decrease in family elements.
In the Czech Republic, Germany and Spain, there is a contradictory devel-
opment with regard to individualisation on the two social security levels. In
Denmark, Estonia, the UK and Sweden, we find stability on one social secur-
ity level and an increase in family elements on the other, while Italy and
Hungary show stability on one social security level and a decrease in
family elements on the other. France is characterised by an ambivalent
development, as family elements increase and decrease on PPL in depend-
ence on the family dimension. Consequently, there is no trend towards indi-
vidualisation, neither with regard to the one or the other of the security
levels, nor even on a single family dimension.

Lastly, we want to discuss how the developments are related to generosity
towards families. Our study shows that an increase in family elements on
TSSL, and/or a decrease in family elements on PPL, increases the generos-
ity of social rights. This is because family elements on PPL are related to
means testing and thereby correspond to financial obligations and respon-
sibilities of the family. Contrarily, a decrease in family elements at TSSL
and/or an increase in them at PPL results in lower welfare state generosity
towards the family. This differentiation allows us to see that Germany, Spain,
Denmark, Estonia, the UK, Sweden, Italy and Hungary (despite its with-
drawal on TSSL) have become more generous since 1993, while the
Czech Republic shows a lower level of generosity in 2013 compared to
1993. France again shows an ambivalent development. Thus, the contradic-
tory developments with regard to the degree of individualisation in
European old-age security systems can be explained by an overall increase
in the generosity of eight out of our ten countries. The main reasons for
this development are the increased entitlements to care supply and the
decreased demand to maintain family members in some countries.
European welfare states seem to have recognised that interruptions in the
social citizens’ work history due to familial care need to be considered in
order to guarantee what they define as an adequate pension level. Thus,
our results for old-age security are in line with Pfau-Effinger and Saxonberg
(2015), t.e. also in old-age security, financial and care responsibilities are not
consequently shifted out of the family (or the contrary), and the seemingly
contradictory policies are, in the end, more generous. This development
could inform gender-aware social policy analyses in particular, since an
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increase in welfare state generosity in general increases women’s opportunities
to be financially independent from a partner. This, in addition, is in line with
the findings of Frericks (2010) that individualisation increases, though in the
form of individualised calculation norms that are based on an increased
number of (non-work) activities valued for entitlements (Frericks 2010).

References

Anderson, K. and Meyer, T. 2006. New social risks and pension reform in Germany
and Sweden — the politics of pension rights for childcare. In Armingeon, K. and
Bonoli, G. (eds), The Politics of Post-industrial Welfare States— Adapling Post-war
Social Policies to New Social Risks. Routledge, Abingdon, UK, 171—91.

Balint, M., Szab6, Z. and Horn, D. 2011. Hungary. In Bahle, T., Hubl, V. and
Pfeifer, M. (eds), The Last Safety Net— A Handbook of Minimum Income Protection in
Europe. The Policy Press, Bristol, UK, g4—9.

Beck, U. and Beck-Gernsheim, E. =2002. Individualization: Institutionalized
Individualism and its Social and Political Consequences. Sage, London.

Blair, C. 2014. Securing Pension Provision: The Challenge of Reforming the Age of
Entitlement. Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, UK.

Bozio, A., Crawford, R. and Tetlow, G. 2010. The history of state pensions in the UK:
1948 to 2010. IFS Briefing Note BN1o5, Institute for Fiscal Studies, London.
Daly, M. 2011. What adult worker model? A critical look at recent
social policy reform in Europe from a gender and family perspective. Social

Politics, 18, 1, 1—23.

Eardley, T., Bradshaw, J., Ditch, J., Gough, I., Whiteford, P. 1996. Social assistance in
OECD countries, volume II: country reports. Research Report 47, Department of
Social Security, HMSO, London.

Erbenova, M., Sorm, V. and Terrell, K. 1998. Work incentive and other effects of
social assistance and unemployment benefit policy in the Czech Republic.
Empirical Economics, 23, 1—2, 87-120.

Esping-Andersen, G. 199o. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Polity Press,
Cambridge.

Ferragina, E. and Seeleib-Kaiser, M. 2011. Thematic review: Welfare regime debate:
past, present, futures? Policy & Politics, 39, 4, 583-611.

Fraser, N. 1997. After the family wage. A postindustrial thought experiment. In _Justice
Interruptus: Critical Reflections on the ‘Postsocialist’ Condition. Routledge, New York,
41-66.

Frericks, P. 2010. Capitalist welfare societies’ trade-off between economic efficiency
and social solidarity. European Societies, 13, 5, 719—41.

Frericks, P. 2011. Marketising social protection in Europe: two distinct paths and
their impact on social inequalities. International Journal of Sociology and Social
Policy, 31, 5/6, 319-34.

Frericks, P. 2013. Strengthening market principles in welfare institutions: how
hybrid pension systems impact on social-risk spreading. jJournal of Social Policy,
42, 4, 665-83.

Frericks, P., Jensen, P. H. and Pfau-Effinger, B. 2014. Social rights and employment
rights related to family care: family care regimes in Europe. Journal of Aging Studies,
29, 1, 66—77.

Gilbert, N. and Van Voorhis, R. 2003. Changing Patterns of Social Protection.
Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick, New Jersey.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50144686X16001392 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X16001392

Family in European old-age security systems 615

Goedemé, T. 2012. Less is more? 20 years of changing minimum income protection
for old Europe’s elderly. CSB Working Paper 12/0%. University of Antwerp,
Antwerp.

Gutiérrez, L.F., Jiménez-Martin, S., Vegas Sanchez, R. and Vilaplana, C.
2010. The long term care system for the elderly in Spain. ENEPRI Research
Report 88. European Network of Economic Policy Research Institutes, Brussels.

Heichel, S., Pape, J. and Sommerer, T. 2005. Is there convergence in convergence
research? An overview of empirical studies on policy convergence. jJournal of
European Public Policy, 12, 5, 817—40.

Hinrichs, K. 2006. Pension reforms in Europe: convergence of old-age security
systems? In Mydske, P. K. and Peters, 1. (eds), The Transformation of the European
Nation State. Berliner Wissenschafts-Verlag, Berlin, 71—-92.

Holzinger, K. and Knill, C. 2005. Causes and conditions of cross-national policy con-
vergence. Journal of European Public Policy, 12, 5, 775—96.

Hyde, M., Dixon, J. and Drover, G. 2003. Welfare retrenchment or collective respon-
sibility? The privatisation of public pensions in Europe. Social Policy and Society, 2, 3,
189-97.

Knijn, T. and Kremer, M. 19977. Gender and the caring dimension of welfare states:
toward inclusive citizenship. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State &
Society, 4, 3, 328-01.

Kohli, M. 2007. The institutionalization of the life course: looking back to look
ahead. Research in Human Development, 4, 3—4, 253—"71.

Képpe, S. 2007. Mainstreamkonvergenz und Geschlechterdifferenz — Die deutsche
und schwedische Rentenreform im Vergleich [Mainstream convergence and
gender discrepancy — the German and the Swedish pension reform in compari-
son]. Zeitschrift fiir Sozialreform, 53, 2, 165—-9o0.

Le Bihan, B. and Martin, C. 2011. Reforming long-term care policy in France:
private—public complementarities. In Costa-Font, J. (ed.), Reforming Long-term
Care in Europe. Wiley-Blackwell, Chichester, UK, g5-52.

Marshall, T. H. 1981. The Right to Welfare and Other Essays. Free Press, New York.

Monticone, C., Ruzik, A. and Skiba, J. 2008. Women’s pension rights and survivors’
benefits —a comparative analysis of EU member states and candidate countries.
ENEPRI Research Report 53. European Network of Economic Policy Research
Institutes, Brussels.

Pfau-Effinger, B. 2004. Historical paths of the male breadwinner family model —
explanation for cross-national differences. British jJournal of Sociology, 55, 3,
177-99.

Pfau-Effinger, B. 2005. Culture and welfare state policies: reflections on a complex
interrelation. Journal of Social Policy, 34, 1, 3—20.

Pfau-Effinger, B. and Saxonberg, S. 2015. Multi-optionale Familienpolitiken in
europdischen Wohlfahrtsstaaten [Multi-operational family policy in European
welfare states]. In Nadai, E. and Nollert, M. (eds), Geschlechterverhdlinisse im Post-
Wohlfahrtsstaat (Gender relations in the post welfare state). Beltz Juventa, Weinheim,
Germany, 94—109.

Schnell, R., Hill, P. and Esser, E. =2005. Methoden der empirischen
Sozialforschung [ Methods of Empirical Social Research]. Oldenbourg Verlag, Munich,
Germany.

Schroeder, W., Futh, S.K. and Jantz, B. 2015. Change Through Convergence? Reform
Measures of European Welfare States in Comparison. Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Berlin.
Thelen, K. 1999. Historical institutionalism in comparative politics. Annual Review of

Political Science, 2, 1, 369—404.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50144686X16001392 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X16001392

614 Patricia Frericks and Julia Hoppner

Walker, R. 2005. Social Security and Welfare. Concepts and Comparisons. Open University
Press, Maidenhead, UK.

Weber, M. 1973. Die ‘Objektivitit’ sozialwissenschaftlicher und sozialpolitischer
Erkenntnis [Objectivity in social science and social policy]. In Gesammelte
Aufsditze zur Wissenschafislehre. Tibingen, Germany, 146—214.

Accepted 14 November 2016, first published online 28 December 2016
Address for correspondence:
Patricia Frericks, Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Helsinki,
Snellmaninkatu 10,

FI - ooo14 Helsinki, Finland

E-mail: patricia.frericks@helsinki.fi

https://doi.org/10.1017/50144686X16001392 Published online by Cambridge University Press


mailto:patricia.frericks@helsinki.fi
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X16001392

	What about family in European old-age security systems? The complexity of institutional individualisation
	Introduction
	State of the art
	Methodology and method
	Findings
	Changes at the TSSL
	Partner
	Generation
	Other family members
	Summary

	Changes on the PPL
	Partner
	Generation
	Other family members
	Summary


	Conclusion
	References


