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ABSTRACT 

A STUDY ON FACTORS INFLUENCING THE STATUS OF THE WORKING POOR IN 

WELFARE STATES 

 

Chang Hyun Seo, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2020   

 

Supervising Professors: Eusebius Small and Kathy Lee 

 

Background: Labor has not been a sufficient means of preventing poverty since the end of the 

20th century. Due to this uncertain relationship between labor and poverty, the working poor 

issue has reemerged as a social problem around the world.  

Purpose of Study: The purpose of this study is to identify factors influencing the status of the 

working poor in the welfare states, whose income is below the 60% of median household 

income. Using multidimensional state level data, the current study examined the conditions of 

the working poor by applying cross-national comparative approaches.  

Methods: Using secondary data from the International Social Survey Programmes (ISSP), Social 

Insurance Entitlement Dataset (SIED), and Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD), individual characteristics including the householder’s characteristics and 

household composition were measured, and state-level characteristics in welfare states were 

measured using decommodification and Active Labor Market Policies (ALMPs).  

Analysis: This study identified factors that influence the working poor status on an individual- 

and state-level using Hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling (HGLM). The working poor 
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status was a dichotomous variable, which categorizes the working poor and the non-working 

poor.       

Results: At the individual level, a female head household, a single head of household, and a 

head of household with lower education levels, having a part-time job or no job, and having 

more children were significant factors associated with the odds of being the working poor. At the 

state-level, decommodification levels were significantly associated with the odds of being the 

working poor. The results also showed that high decommodification levels decreased the odds of 

being the working poor for female householder and part-time laborer. ALMPs expenditure 

reduced the odds of being the working poor in a household which has many children. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Poverty is one of the oldest social problems1 and a risk factor impacting humankind. In 

2015, 9.9% of the global population lived below the poverty threshold of less than US$1.90 a 

day. It means that approximately 736 million people suffered from an extreme poverty 

worldwide (World Bank, 2019). Although efforts have been made to lift millions of people out 

of poverty relative to the previous centuries, extreme poverty still remains one of the world’s 

biggest social challenges.  

Problem Statement  

Although extreme poverty rate2 has steadily decreased in the world3 (World Bank, 2019), 

it is difficult to ascertain the magnitude of the reduction4. This is particularly true because each 

country has its own poverty line that determines what qualifies as being poor. State interventions 

to alleviate poverty have also varied. Traditionally, the states’ interventions have focused on 

vulnerable groups, such as older adults, children, women, female-headed families, and people 

with disabilities (Grogger, 2003; Harris, 1993; McGranahan, 1985; Minkler & Stone, 1985). It is 

believed that vulnerable groups are poor due to market failures in which the allocation of goods 

and services by a free market is not efficient which results in high rates of unemployment, poor 

pay, labor relocations or people not earning a “living wage.” Government interventions to 

 
1 Although poverty has existed in different patterns and shapes since the beginning of mankind, poverty had 

not been recognized as a social problem by the 16th century. However, poverty has been recognized as social 

problem since the 16th century because Poor Law legislated in the 16th century, such as British Act Concerning 

Punishment of Beggars and Vagabonds in 1531 and Elizabethan Act for the Relief of the Poor in 1601 (Kuhnle & 

Sander, 2010). 
2 The extreme poverty rate means poverty headcount ratio at US$1.90 a day (2011 PPP) (% of population) 

(World Bank, 2019). 
3 The extreme poverty rate was decreased from 42.1% in 1981 to 9.9% in 2015 (World Bank, 2019). 
4 According to Crettaz (2011), “the worst forms of poverty—extreme poverty—have virtually been 

eradicated in post-industrial economies, whereas this opinion is probably not dominant” (p. 11). 
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respond to these failures have included providing public goods and welfare programs, especially 

for people who have limited ability to earn high income. Recent literature (e.g. Brülle et al, 2019; 

Crettaz, 2013; Halleröd et al., 2015; Marx et al., 2012; Strier et al., 2016) argues that the poor or 

the working class cannot be solely protected by relying on their paid work. Employment may not 

inoculate the poor against poverty. Also, competitive labor market environments, high cost of 

labor, a need for a high skilled labor force, and other social factors, including the impact of 

globalization may displace workers further exacerbating the problem of the working poor (Brady 

et al., 2010; Manning, 2004).  

Paid work is the major source of income for the majority of individuals and households 

across the world. Therefore, any dysfunctions in the paid work systems can severely disrupt the 

household (International Labour Organization: ILO, 2019). Moreover, millions of workers are in 

jobs that provide low pay, often lack key benefits, such as paid sick leave contributing to income 

volatility. Thus, Crettaz (2011) contends that “in today’s advanced economies, we may be 

puzzled to find that a person holding a job—sometimes a full-time job—has to endure poverty” 

(p. 1). This study uses the International Labour Organization’s (ILO)’s (2018) definition of the 

working poor “as the employed persons who, despite being employed, live in households with 

per capita consumption or income that is below the poverty line” (p.58). Given this definition, 

13% of employed individuals in the world were considered to be in moderate poverty5 and 8 % 

of employed persons were living in extreme poverty in 2018 (ILO, 2019).  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine individual and state-level factors contributing to 

the working poor across 25 countries that represent North America, Eastern Europe, Western 

 
5 ILO (2019) defines moderate poverty is “if living in household daily per capita income is US$1.90 PPP or 

higher but under US$3.10 PPP” (p.4), while extreme working poverty is under US$1.90 PPP per day. 
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Europe Southern Europe, Northern Europe, Oceania, and East Asia. It reappraises the traditional 

beliefs that paid work is an antidote to poverty. It probes the relationships between the welfare 

state characteristics based on decommodification and Active Labor Market Policies (ALMPs), 

household features, and the working poor status of countries.  

Decommodification is defined as “the degree to which individuals, or families, can 

uphold a socially acceptable standard of living independent of market participation” (Esping-

Andersen, 1990, p.37). In political economics, decommodification, therefore, is the degree in 

which states can provide social entitlements for citizens to cushion themselves against market 

dependency. Therefore, this dissertation research attempts to understand the systematic problem 

of the working poor in a welfare state. Using rigorous cross-sectional data from the International 

Social Survey Programme (ISSP), Social Insurance Entitlement Dataset (SIED), and 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) datasets, this study 

produces useful knowledge on the state of the working poor in the modern welfare state. It is 

guided by the following research questions.  

Research Questions 

1. What are individual-level factors (e.g., gender, education, marital status, number of 

household members, number of children, and current employment status) affecting the 

likelihood of being the working poor? 

2. What are state-level factors (e.g., decommodification and Active Labor Market policies) 

affecting the likelihood of being the working poor? 
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Research Hypotheses 

1. Individual-level factors (gender, education, marital status, number of household 

members, number of children, and current employment status) will significantly affect 

the likelihood of being the working poor. 

2. State-level factors (e.g., decommodification and Active Labor Market policies) will 

significantly affect the likelihood of being the working poor. 

Research Model 

Considering the literature review, the research model is presented in Figure 1. 

Figure 1. Research model  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A Definition of the Working Poor 

The definition of the working poor in individual countries is disputable (Hong, 2005; 

Crettaz, 2013), partly because most countries have different economies, social systems and 

structures, have varied definitions of labor force, and different poverty thresholds. Given these 

variabilities, it is still critical to operationalize the working poor by individual country. The 

classifications of ‘who works’ and ‘who is poor’ are also different (Crettaz, 2011). For this 

reason, most researchers use a range of definitions for working poor classifications. They 

recognize that each country has its own definition of who they classify as the working poor. As 

seen in Table 1, there are varied definitions for the working poor in several countries. 

Table 1. The various definitions of the working poor  

Country Source & author (s) Work definition Poverty threshold 

United States Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (BLS) 

People who spent at 

least 27 weeks in the 

labor force 

The official poverty 

line 

Thiede et al. (2015) Workers are defined 

as individuals 

working 27 or more 

weeks during the past 

year 

One-half (50%) of 

the U.S. median 

household income6 

Canada Azarpazhooh & 

Quiñonez (2015) 

Working 20 or more 

hours per week 

Annual family 

incomes less than 

$34,300 (Canadian 

dollar) 

United Kingdom Hick & Lanau (2017) People who are 

currently employed 

have also been 

employed for 7 or 

more months of the 

preceding year. 

Threshold set at 60% 

of median income 

 
6 According to Thiede et al. (2015), such median income is rarely used as threshold of the working poor in 

the U.S. because the previous studies on the working poor in the U.S. have been used an official poverty line. 
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Country Source & author (s) Work definition Poverty threshold 

Sweden The Swedish 

Statistics on Income 

and Living 

Conditions 

The person must have 

been in work at least 

7 months during the 

calendar year 

A disposable income 

per consumption unit 

after below 60% of 

the median income 

France INSEE/National 

Action Plan for 

Social Inclusion 

2001-2003/2003-

2005 

Working at least 6 

months during a year 

Less than 50% of the 

median income 

Switzerland The Swiss Federal 

Statistical Office 

People aged 18 or 

over who had a full-

time or part-time job 

for more than half of 

the calendar year and 

who live in a poor 

household 

60% of the median 

equivalized 

household income 

Hong Kong  Cheung et al. (2019) A worker was 

defined as an 

individual who had 

been working for at 

least 6 months in the 

prior year. 

Half (50%) of the 

median equivalized 

household income 

International Labour 

Organization (ILO) 

ILO (2019) At least 1 hour per 

week 

$1.25 (extreme 

working poverty)/$2 

(moderate poverty) 

European Union Eurostat Employed is defined 

as being in work for 

half of the year 

An income below 

60% of the national 

median 
Source: Azarpazhooh & Quiñonez (2015), Cheung et al. (2019), Crettaz (2013), Hick & Lanau (2017), 

ILO (2019), Thiede et al. (2015) 

 

Utilizing Gammarano’s (2019) definition, this study used the following classifications: 

(1) Absolute international poverty line of US$ 1.90 per person per day at purchasing power 

parity (PPP), and (2) relative poverty line that is 60% of the median income. Consistent with this 

classification, this study examined factors that may impact poor people or working class’ 

disposable income a cross countries. Moreover, the definition of the working poor in this study 

assumed that at least one member in the household was employed. According to Schiller (2003), 

the amount of time the employed person can be measured in two ways: (1) the number of 

employed weeks in a year, and (2) the number of employed hours per week. Therefore, it applied 
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the relative poverty line for the working poor, i.e. people who worked 20 hours per week for a 

year in the labor force, but whose incomes fall below 60% of median household income.  

Disposable Income 

Poverty is highly related to socio-demographics, political economy, economics, cultural, 

and structural factors (Alper et al., 2019; Brady, 2019; Crettaz & Suter, 2013). Income 

measurement7 is often the primary indicator to measure an individual’s living standards 

(Pradella, 2015). Broadly, this study used the United Nations (UN) definition of poverty, which 

implies a lack of income related to the population’s standard of living specific to a country (UN, 

1998). It focuses on the disposable income of individuals, which includes in-kind income 

components involving cash transfers, e.g. health care, and education; deducted transfers paid, 

e.g. employee’s social insurance contribution, taxes on income, and regular interhousehold cash 

transfer paid (Decancq et al., 2014).  

Welfare State Characteristics 

The welfare state can be defined through the different historical, political, and 

economical experiences. In Kaufmann’s study (as cited in Jakobsen, 2011), the term “welfare 

state” refers to the Scandinavia countries—these countries were commonly referred to as Nordic 

countries, or Northern Europe—in the early 1930s. This system of arrangement was a general 

discourse discussed in most countries after World War Ⅱ. The historical upheaval that 

unrevealed after the second half of the 20th century, influenced diverse systems—geopolitical, 

economic, political, and social hegemonic arrangements—in the worldwide systems. The market 

 
7 A concept of consumption expenditure can be also employed to measure a poverty, but it has a 

disadvantage that is relatively difficult to measure the poverty than income (Attanasio & Pistaferri, 2016). 

Moreover, the target population in this study is the working poor, so it is highly related to working period and 

annual income below the poverty threshold. Hence, to take advantage of income indicator is more appropriate for 

the proposal rather than consumption expenditure.  
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failures under capitalism, i.e. the economic situation of an inefficient distribution of goods and 

services in the free market system, have heightened the emergence of new social risks affecting 

citizens. Therefore, many scholars and policymakers have sought to identify solutions to the 

market failures, arguing that the solutions to these failures might be welfare state solutions 

(Esping-Andersen, 1990; Titmuss, 1974). Along with this, the citizens and states have 

recognized the importance of a state intervention to remedy the inevitable market failures (Barr, 

2012). 

Many researchers define a welfare state differently. Esping-Andersen (1990) contends 

that “the welfare state involves state responsibility for securing some basic modicum of welfare 

for its citizens” (pp. 18-19). Barr (2012) states that a welfare state exists to enhance the welfare 

of the citizens based on the activities of the state, such as covering cash benefits, health care, and 

education. Sinn (1995) defines it “as an insurance device that makes lifetime careers safer, 

increases risk taking and suffers from moral hazard effects” (p. 495). Svallfors (2004) describes 

it as “redistributes resources and life chances, and regulates risks stemming from market 

dependency” (p. 119). In light of the variance in definitions, it is prudent to surmise that the 

welfare state functions as a safety net for citizens against any social or economic risk, ensuring 

that states maintain a decent quality of life through state interventions.  

Since countries have different poverty rate, status, and patterns, and different political 

economies (Brady et al., 2007), it is imperative to put into considerations the historical, political, 

and economic factors of a given country (Amenta, 1993; De Deken, 2014; Ferragina, 2017). 

Further, the level of the working poor is different from state to state (Lohmann, 2009). 

Therefore, the study examined different levels of characteristics that may affect the working poor 

among various welfare states. 
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Theoretical Framework 

The three worlds of welfare capitalism. The study used Esping-Andersen’s framework 

of the three worlds of the welfare capitalism, which attempts to classify contemporary 

Western welfare states as belonging to one of three "worlds of welfare capitalism". He argues 

that the modern developed capitalist nations cluster into three main types of welfare states. These 

are the liberal regimes, conservative-corporatist regimes and social democratic regimes. These 

three worlds of welfare capitalism have a great impact on the comparative welfare state.  In his 

epoch-making book, ‘The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism’ (Esping-Andersen, 1990), posits 

as reported in Art & Gelissen (2010) that the previous research on welfare state ignored the 

quality of the welfare state; it used correlational approaches, which identified straightforward 

relationship between levels of social expenditure and levels of welfare state. For Esping-

Andersen (1994), “the social welfare state cannot be regarded as the sum total of social policies, 

it is more than a numerical cumulation of discrete programs” (p. 712). He criticized current 

social expenditure measures for being incapable of tapping the multidimensional nature of 

welfare state regimes (Stephens, 2010). His approach deviates from the linear and piecemeal 

aspects of qualifying a welfare state, equating to ‘X equals Y’—linear relationships. Esping-

Andersen framework is radical because it encompassed the historical and political matters, while 

examining the empirical indicators to the welfare regimes typology and categorizing them into 

(1) stratification, (2) public and private mix, and (3) decommodification (Arts & Gelissen, 2002).  

First, stratification can be described by power resource theory. Power resource theory 

highlights the struggles among the working class to gain the welfare, power, and entitlement 

(Pierson, 1996). It contends that the welfare state development can be made as a result of 

organizing by labor unions or party to gain social democracy and political power (Esping-
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Andersen, 1990). Next, there is welfare mix, which focuses on the varying roles of the state, 

market, and family in welfare provision and managing the social risk (Bambra, 2006). Lastly, the 

state employs decommodification principles, i.e. “the degree to which individuals, or families, 

can uphold a socially acceptable standard of living independently of market participation” 

(Esping-Andersen, 1990, p.37). In other words, it is possible to opt-out of the labor market by 

achieving decommodification, if a state implemented it correctly. Furthermore, Esping-Andersen 

(1990) categorized welfare regimes typologies based on stratification, public and private mix, 

and decommodification with a large and complex body of empirical data “(a) Social-democracy 

regime, (b) Conservative-corporatist regime, and (c) Liberal regime” (pp. 26-27). Each welfare 

regime’s feature is described in Table 2.  

Table 2. Esping-Andersen’s three welfare regimes typology 

 Social-democratic Conservative-

corporatist 

Liberal 

Role of -family Marginal Central Marginal 

-market Marginal Marginal Central 

-state Central Marginal Marginal 

Dominant mode of solidarity Universal Kinship Individual 

Dominant locus of solidarity State Family Market 

Degree of 

decommodification 

Maximal High for 

breadwinner/Medium 

Minimal 

Degree of stratification Minimal Medium Maximal 

Prototype country Sweden Germany United States 
Source: Esping-Andersen (1990), Esping-Andersen (1999), and Schröder (2013) 

Social-democratic welfare regime. The crucial feature of social-democratic welfare 

regime can be summarized as universalism—generous universal benefits—, to hold office by the 

left—labor party or working-class party or social democracy party—, a high degree of 

decommodification, and a low degree of stratification including gender equality (Andersen, 

2012; Art & Gelissen, 2010; Esping-Andersen, 1990). According to Kautto (2010), the left 

power has relevance to “the expansion of legislated social right and in relation to social security 
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benefits, most social insurance schemes across Scandinavia also had an earning related 

component which applied universally to all workers” (p. 591). This principle definitively 

embodies the social right and social-citizenship in social-democratic welfare regime. In social-

democratic welfare regime, the eligibilities for a benefit is citizenship that means residence in the 

state. The state supports the benefits based on citizenship and unconditionally provides such 

benefits for all citizens (Andersen, 2012). Moreover, the social-democratic welfare regime 

pursues “equality-oriented through providing standards of public service, equally for all citizens” 

(Pierson & Leimgruber, 2010, p. 40). It can be said that a system of generous universal and 

highly distributive benefits in social-democratic welfare regime do not depend on any 

contributions (Art & Gelissen, 2002). It means citizenship is main entitlement in social-

democratic welfare regime that is in harmony with personal needs assessment and individual 

rights in the reality and to reduce the dependency of women (Kautto, 2010). 

Conservative-corporatist welfare regime. The features of conservative-corporatist 

welfare regime can be summed up as a medium decommodification and stratification level, 

social insurance based on contribution of employee and employer, and also it highlights the 

responsibility of the family especially male breadwinner (Andersen, 2012; Esping-Andersen, 

1990). These crucial features, particularly social insurance has influenced to the pattern of 

eligibility and entitlement in conservative-corporatist welfare regime. Male breadwinner model 

in conservative-corporatist welfare regime promotes the entire family through male household’s 

salary. Therefore, conservative-corporatist welfare regime supports a high level of male 

household’s salary and upholds job stability. However, conservative-corporatist welfare regime 

discourages the participation of women in labor market, so women’s employment rate is lower 

than social-democratic welfare regime (Jæ ger, 2006). The mechanism of social insurance relies 
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on work and full employment. That is, the level of benefits is decided depending on professional 

status, employment status, and age of its members. Thus, the relatively generous replacement 

rate of social benefits “guarantees insured individuals a certain level of independence from 

market in the event of illness or job loss” (Palier, 2010, p. 606). The staple features in 

conservative-corporatist welfare regime is social insurance that is differentiated by occupation, 

and medium level of stratification. The social insurance is complicatedly fragmented by 

occupations. Thus, the value of solidarity is mainly embodied among citizens who have similar 

socio-economic status in conservative-corporatist welfare regime. Consequently, “a narrow 

sphere of solidarity related to occupational family structures typical of the countries of 

continental Europe” (Art & Gelissen, 2010, p. 571). Bismarckian social insurance model led by 

the state, and the first insurance provided the entitlement of insurance to limited professions, 

such as public servant. It is evidence that the state founded the class structure as they want, and 

also it hindered a class coalition (Esping-Andersen, 1990). In consequence, reason why 

conservative-corporatist welfare regime has medium level of stratification is that the strong 

fragmentation of social insurance was to limit class coalition and broad level of solidarity. In this 

way, social rights can acquire from occupation based on reciprocity and contribution. In other 

words, the basis of entitlement is that a worker should contribute to insurance during 

employment, and then he or she can get the benefit based on contribution records. On the other 

hand, the entitlement of women and family members are not required the previous contributions. 

It means family and social benefits programs do not run as like social insurance program—

contribution and reciprocity—, and it is managed by tax financed (Andersen, 2012).     

Liberal welfare regime. The primary features of liberal welfare regime can be briefly 

delineated by low degree of decommodification and high degree of stratification (Andersen, 
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2012; Esping-Andersen, 1990). The entitlement and eligibility are based on means-tested. It 

means liberal welfare regime has a weak social right and social citizenship. It focuses on a poor 

relief orientation and targeted population (Castle, 2010). Moreover, the proportion of selective 

welfare is high, so the citizens feel shame during means-tested process. Stigma is also very 

important features in liberal welfare regime. Liberal welfare regime prefers the market solution, 

so it embodies the primacy of the market. Almost anything factors, such as economic, 

employment, and as well as social welfare are managed by the market mechanism in liberal 

regime. The citizens in liberal welfare regimes cannot meet their needs through welfare system 

and social policy, so they have strong desire for employment. Especially, participation of women 

in the labor market is encouraged. The labor market is flexibility, so unemployment rate is low 

and employment rate is high as compared with other welfare regime (Emmenegger et al., 2015). 

Liberal welfare regime is low level of public expenditure as compared with social-democratic 

and conservative-corporatist welfare regime. Also, the proportion of public assistance is high, the 

logic of public assistance is to relieve poor population. The state should not intervene in the 

outcome of stratification in the market. 

According to Rice (2013), however, “a minimum of three but possibly more welfare 

regime prototypes can be identified” (p. 94). It means the welfare regimes typology is likely to 

be expanded more than 3 types of welfare regimes. Therefore, many authors contend that 

Southern Europe, Eastern Europe, and East Asia can be involved to the welfare regimes typology 

because Esping-Andersen’s welfare regimes typology has been categorized into the tripolar type 

using only 18 Western countries (Aidukaite, 2009; Esping-Andersen, 1997; Fenger, 2007; 

Ferragina & Seeleib-Kaiser, 2011; Rice, 2013). This study, therefore, expanded the welfare 

regimes to Southern Europe, Eastern Europe, and East Asia. 
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Mechanism of the working poor. The forms of the working poor should be considered 

in multidimensional aspects. On a state-level, characteristics of state interventions can influence 

income, as well as the status of the working poor by enacting social policy and labor market 

principles (Castles, 2010). However, there are four sources for concern in a macro level 

economics which have led to the plights of the working poor. These are: (1) globalization, (2) 

deindustrialization, (3) intensifying international trade, and (4) skill-biased technological 

changes. All of these sources are threatening the earnings and living standards of the working 

class in advanced economies (Crettaz, 2013; Marx & Nolan, 2014). Consequently, the working 

class is likely to fall into poverty because of job loss, lower or unpredictable working hours, and 

the economic recessions or downturns (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development: OECD, 2009). There are other triggers at a micro economic level, such as; (1) low 

hourly earnings, (2) low labor attachment, and (3) a large number of dependents (e.g., children or 

the elderly) in the household (Crettaz, 2011; Crettaz & Bonoli, 2010) contributing to poverty. In 

particular, a large number of dependents may lead to labor detachments; many household 

members may be required to care for household members and less time at paid work leading to 

poverty.   

Studies on the working poor argue that socio-demographic factors are strongly related to 

the working poor as well as general poverty, and also these factors have been covered in many 

researches regarding poverty and the working poor (Brady, 2019; Brady et al., 2010; Halleröd et 

al., 2015; Marx & Nolan, 2014). In other words, the working poor has the features as less 

educated, many children or dependents in the household, early experiencing parenthood, and 

single parent. Those who have these contexts are more difficult to spend much time at paid work 

and to avoid poverty (Crettaz, 2013). That is, it is clear that socio-demographic factors have 
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strong explanation power for the working poor. Nevertheless, the previous literatures have 

identified the relationships and causality between socio-demographics factors and the working 

poor in individual countries or limited regions or limited countries (Cheung et al., 2019; 

Giesselmann, 2015; Hick & Lanau, 2108; Van Winkle & Struffolino, 2018). Moreover, socio-

demographics factors may be influenced by social policy and labor market institutions in state-

level. Therefore, this study identified the relationships between the working poor’s socio-

demographics factors, and social policy and labor market institutions in state-level based on 

cross-national generalizability. Considering the both levels factors, the working poor can be 

influenced by the factors as described in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Mechanism of the working poor 

 

Source: Crettaz (2013) 

Figure 2 considers macro-level factors including welfare state benefits and services, labor 

market regulations as well as, micro-level factors to involve changing family patterns, family 

compositions, and actualization of work potential. Considering these, this study examined the 
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association between working poor components related to macro (state) and micro (individual) 

level factors.  

Decommodification and Active Labor Market Policies (ALMPs). Though there are 

three main indicators—decommodification, stratification, and public private mix—for 

categorizing the welfare regimes typology in Esping-Andersen’s research, the concept of 

decommodification is the most controversial indicator in the comparative welfare state research 

(Bambra, 2006; Israel & Spannagel, 2019; Room, 2000; Scruggs & Allan, 2006).  

The concept of commodification and decommodification is concerned with Karl 

Polanyi’s work. In his book entitled The Great Transformation, Polanyi (1957) stated that the 

development of industrial capitalism led to the metamorphosis of human labor into marketable 

goods or ‘commodities’. Hence, decommodification is highly related to involving employed 

persons whose income is below the poverty line despite being employed. The concept of 

decommodification in Esping-Andersen’s research (1990) is a narrow concept and relies on the 

Marshall’s social rights concept8 (Papadopoulos, 2005). In other words, the concept of 

decommodification in his research focuses on protective perspectives based on social rights. 

Recent literatures (Abu Sharkh & Gough, 2010; Holliday, 2004; Hudson & Kühner, 2010; 

Hudson & Kühner, 2012; Powell & Barrientos, 2004) claim that social policy based on a narrow 

definition of social rights has been challenged to lift people from poverty as well as in-work 

poverty as an environment of socio-economic aspect around the world was changed as compared 

to the 20th century. The critique is that welfare regimes typology in Esping-Andersen’s research 

(1990) has overlooked the restructuring in the welfare state, such as the changes from income 

 
8 A narrow definition of social rights is that guarantees just economic security and satisfying, whereas a 

broad definition of the social rights encompasses justice, satisfying work, self-sufficient, and self-development 

(Stephens, 2010). 
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maintenance policy to social services and workfare policy (Powell & Barrientos, 2011). There 

are also productive dimensions that emphasize the investment in human capital, which boosts 

economic competitiveness (Holliday, 2000). In line with the arguments above, Powell & 

Barrientos (2004) argue that Active Labor Market Policies (ALMPs) were more appropriate to 

estimate the welfare state’s ability to response to the social risks in more recent years. ALMPs 

improve the ability and function of the unemployed person in order to return them to the labor 

market thus boosting economic competitiveness (Boone & Van Ours, 2004; Crépon &Van Den 

Berg, 2016; Hudson & Kühner, 2012; Huo et al., 2008).  

The purpose of ALMPs is to improve the functioning of labor market through programs, 

such as public employment services, labor market training and subsidized employment. It 

supports the unemployed and job seekers by helping the return to work (Boone & Van Ours, 

2004). ALMPs are likely to decrease the dependency of income maintenance policies in the job 

seekers or unemployed, and also it can reduce a financial pressure on individual countries which 

occurs caused by cash-nexus benefits. It means ALMPs seek a flexicurity, a combination of the 

words ‘flexible’ and ‘security’ (Burroni & Keune, 2011). 

Another critique of Esping-Andersen’s welfare regime typology is that it neglects the role 

of welfare state that provides also an actual delivery service like as education, health, social 

services, in-kind benefits, and labor market policy (Kautto, 2002; Klitgaard, 2007). Although 

individual countries have almost all types of social policies, there are different emphasis on 

social policies, social services, and social transfers. Liberal welfare regimes, for example, are 

marginal role of state in social policy, weakly protective, to spend a little more on welfare 

services than cash benefits, and low public expenditure; conservative-corporatist welfare regimes 

are more tend to cash transfers in family policies than welfare services; and social democratic 
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welfare regimes have high spending on cash benefits and welfare services (Bambra, 2005; 

Hudson & Kühner, 2012; Jæ ger, 2006; Rostila, 2007). These differences are not properly 

mirrored in Esping-Andersen’s typology. To utilize the both heterogeneous indicators9—

decommodification and ALMPs—can be likely to investigate more accurately the welfare state’s 

characteristics and allow to find multi-facet aspects of the welfare state’s characteristics. That is, 

using the both indicators can find diversely influencing factors to the working poor in individual 

countries and elucidate a transformation of the welfare state’s paradigm from welfare to 

workfare. Therefore, the current study measured the welfare state characteristics through 

decommodification and ALMPs indicators.  

Significance of the Study 

This study aimed to fill a gap in the previous literatures by focusing on the most 

vulnerable persons who, despite being employed, live in households with per capita consumption 

or income that is below the poverty line, and also live in extreme poverty.  

Firstly, the previous literature on the working poor has been limited to: (1) the analysis of 

the impact of the social policies on the working poor as an explanatory variable (e.g., minimum 

wage, tax and transfer system, and income support policies). On macro/state level, studies have 

examined the working poor by per capita income levels, the status of the working poor in 

general, and the rates of the working poor as outcome variables (Alper et al., 2019; Burtless, 

2017; Lohmann, 2008; Marchal et al., 2017); (2) investigation of a mechanism of the working 

poor in terms of changes industrial structure and labor market environment in a macro/state-level 

 
9 The reason why this study does not apply all three indicators—decommodification, stratification, and 

private public mix—is that Esping-Andersen (1990) states “the clustering along our dimensions is both sufficiency 

clear on single indicators, and is upheld when we cumulate different indicators” (p.88). It means welfare state 

characteristics can be ascertained using single indicator or to add a different indicator or all three indicators put 

together. 
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(Brady et al., 2013; Brülle et al., 2019; Crettaz & Bonoli, 2010; Levanon, 2018; Kim & Lee, 

2014; Sim, 2016); and (3) examination of socio-demographic factors at the individual-level of 

the working poor, such as a lack of skill, job satisfaction, work-life balance, and age (Haar et al., 

2018; Lyon, 2018; Marx & Nolan, 2014; Pradella, 2015). Research, therefore, has focused on a 

single level factors, yet the causes of the conditions for the working poor are multidimensional. 

Therefore, this study explored the working poor using multidimensional approaches on an 

individual- and state-level. The novelty of this approach is that the working poor factors are 

identified comprehensively using multidimensional approaches. It recognizes that the conditions 

that produce a situation of the working poor, is an amalgam of intertwined and interconnected 

structural, and individual factors. In addition, the study focused on family composition on 

individual level, which is likely to influence the labor attachment of the working class. This 

study, therefore, postulated that the working poor conditions in individual countries are both 

individual- and state-levels causal factors.  

Next, the existing literature on the working poor based on the welfare states is not 

comprehensive enough to capture the broader context of the variability in the multicultural 

nature in countries or regions (Asatiani & Verulava, 2017; Jalil & Oakkas, 2019; Lai & Chui, 

2014; Minas et al., 2014; Oesch, 2015; Ö zel & Yıldırım, 2019; Powell & Kim, 2014; Powell et 

al., 2019; Shinkawa, 2013). The utility of the current study was that it added countries from 

Southern Europe, Eastern Europe10, and East Asia, which meets Esping-Andersen’s 

operationalization of a welfare state. Table 3 presented the 25 countries selected for this study. 

 
10 After collapse the Soviet-Union, Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) has experienced the changes socio-

economic and political environment. Especially, when Esping-Andersen’s welfare regimes typology released in 

1990, CEE countries had still been under communism. For that reason, these countries were out of the spotlight in 

welfare regimes typology because the researcher in the Western countries could not get data and information about 

these countries during the Cold war (Aidukaite, 2009). However, data regarding these countries has been released in 

various datasets, such as the international Social Survey Programmes (ISSP), Social Insurance Entitlement Dataset 
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Table 3. Target countries in the study 

Continental Countries 

Oceania (Antipode) Australia 

New Zealand 

Western Europe Austria 

Belgium 

France 

Germany 

Switzerland 

United Kingdom 

Northern Europe Denmark 

Finland 

Norway 

Sweden 

Southern Europe Italy 

Spain 

Portugal 

Eastern Europe Czech Republic 

Estonia 

Hungary 

Latvia 

Lithuania 

Poland 

Slovakia 

Slovenia 

East Asia Japan 

North America United States 

 

The inclusion of a larger number of countries is assumed to accurately captures the lived 

reality of the geopolitical landscape. In addition, for methodological rigor, a sufficient sample 

size could improve the statistical power for analyses. Therefore, the current study added many 

countries from the three datasets as available that would allow. Furthermore, it examined 

significant variables necessary in operationalizing the working poor by including the disposable 

income of the working poor, and the state level characteristics using cross-sectional data. 

 
(SIED), and Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Therefore, this study added 

Eastern Europe countries to the analysis.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Research Design 

Utilizing publicly available secondary datasets from the International Social Survey 

Programme (ISSP), Social Insurance Entitlement Dataset (SIED), and Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the study examined the problem of working 

poor across 25 countries. The target population was the working poor, and it was defined as 

“people who spend 20 hours per week, or more in a year in the labor force, but have incomes fall 

below 60% of median disposable income”. The concept of disposable income is appropriate 

when considering the working poor status because it involves an in-kind income component, 

especially social transfers through health care and education. Disposable income also considers 

deducted transfers paid, such as employee’s social insurance contribution, taxes on income, and 

regular interhousehold cash transfer paid. Decancq and colleagues (2014) suggest that disposable 

income is an accurate aggregate measure of income.  

Next, this study explored the association between individual working poor status, and 

individual- and state-level factors in the 25 countries. The relationships were probed by 

Hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling (HGLM), which allows relaxing of the assumption 

that error components in the linear predictors of generalized linear models are independent. The 

Independent variables in state-level were decommodification and ALMPs. The dependent 

variables in an individual-level were family composition as well as a householder’s 

characteristics. 
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Data Source 

The research questions were answered using three different datasets. To assess the 

welfare state characteristics at state level factors, SIED and OECD datasets were used. To access 

the individual-and state-level (hierarchical structure data) relationships among the working poor, 

ISSP dataset, SIED, and OECD were utilized. Thus, the current study was a cross-sectional study 

utilizing the most recent datasets (ISSP [2009], and SIED and OECD [2010]). All datasets are 

publicly available, with ISSP, SIED, and OECD allowing researchers like myself to access the 

datasets through their microdata platform. The datasets utilized in this study contained non-

personally identifiable information and therefore, the study was exempt from the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB)11 approval. 

Data on welfare states research needs to be collected based on the same questions from 

all surveyed countries. This is because, even though there could be a slight difference in the 

content of the questionnaire, the meaning of response may change, and the reliability is likely to 

be a problem. Therefore, ISSP dataset is one of the few datasets that is good for comparison 

across countries. Moreover, since the same subjects were repeatedly measured at regular 

intervals, time series comparison is possible. SIED includes the detailed information about social 

insurance and pension system across countries, and OECD dataset provides information about 

labor market policies in OECD countries and in some non-OECD countries. The following 

section is a description of each dataset. 

 The International Social Survey Programme (ISSP). The ISSP is a cross-national 

collaborative dataset that publishes annual datasets on a variety of topics in social sciences, such 

 
11 According to the email from IRB office in University of Texas at Arlington (C. Morris, personal 

communication, March 19, 2020), when information / biospecimens are or will be de-identified before a researcher 

receive/collect them and he/she will not have access to direct/indirect identifying information, this does not 

constitute human subject research and IRB review is not required. 
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as the role of government, environment, social inequality, family and changing gender roles, 

social networks, religion, citizenship, national identity, leisure time and sports, work 

orientations, and health and health care. ISSP dataset collects the sample using multi-stage 

stratified random sampling and includes household and person level data on socio-demographic, 

income, employment status, household composition, and cultural factors. The ISSP dataset 

includes data from about 57 countries comprising the continents of Europe, North America, 

Latin America, Asia, and Australasia. All collected data and documentations are available for 

free access. ISSP dataset has income data on household level variables and allows access to 

household disposal income levels income. Hence, ISSP dataset is ideal in measuring individual 

income status of the working poor. This study used a dataset which covered social inequality in 

2009 (ZA5400) from ISSP. 

Social Insurance Entitlement Dataset (SIED). SIED (formerly known as SCIP: Social 

Citizenship Indicator Program) is a continuation of the SCIP which includes the 18 developed 

countries and denote fourteen time points: 1930, 1933, 1939, 1947, 1950, and thereafter every 

fifth year up to 2005 (Social Policy Indicators: SPIN, 2020). SIED conducts data collection 

beyond 2005 for the 34 countries. It provides systematic data on characteristics of social 

insurance programs from 1930 to 2015 every 5 years. The SIED dataset was ideal to measure the 

decommodification, social insurance generosity, and pension generosity for this study. SIED 

provides: (1) replacement rates in single and family levels, (2) coverage ratio as a proportion of 

labor force, (3) the number of legislated administrative ‘waiting days’ of unemployment at the 

beginning of unemployment spell when no benefits are paid out, (4) the number of weeks during 

which sickness benefit is payable to single industrial worker with work record as detailed in 

general information, and (5) the number of weeks of contribution required to qualify for benefit, 
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made in the course of reference period of unemployment, sickness benefits, and pension 

programs which are possible to calculate the decommodification scores. SIED makes its dataset 

based on various resources, such as ILO dataset, OECD dataset, and individual countries’ official 

government sources.  

For measurement of pension decommodification scores, an expected pension duration 

year should be measured which can be calculated by life expectancy at the age of 65 and 

retirement age for males and females. However, missing cases of life expectancy and retirement 

age in SIED complemented by ILO social security database and OECD. 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) data. The 

OCED dataset is on a variety of topics in the world. It allows a measure of the labor market 

environment and is congruent with the ILO dataset. The Labor market policy (LMP) in OECD 

provides for public interventions in the labor market to correct for inefficient functioning of the 

market. Data on public expenditure and LMP interventions are collected from administrative 

sources annually for European Union (EU) and OECD non-EU countries, with limited 

exceptions.  

Description of Variables 

This study posited that the conditions of the working poor were multidimensional 

involving state level factors and individual-levels factors. Thus, this part describes the variables 

for the analysis. Table 4 summarized description of variables of interest.  

Table 4. Summary description of the variables 

Type of variable Variables Measurement Source of data 

Dependent variable  The odds to have a 

working poor status 

1: Living below the 

working poor line 

0: Living above the 

working poor line 

ISSP 
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Type of variable Variables Measurement Source of data 

Independent 

variable 

   

Household-level Number of household 

members 

Discrete variable ISSP 

Number of children 0: No children 

1: 1 child 

2: 2 children 

3: 3 or more 

ISSP 

Current employment 

status 

1: Full-time 

2: Part-time 

3: Less than part-time 

ISSP 

Marital status 0: Married 

1: Not married 

ISSP 

Gender of a 

householder 

1: Male, 2: Female ISSP 

Education of a 

householder 

1: Low, 2: Medium, 3: 

High 

ISSP 

State-level Decommodification 

Unemployment 

insurance  

Sickness insurance 

Pension 

Continuous SPIN/SIED,  

ILO social 

security database, 

and OECD 

ALMPs Percentage of GDP spent 

on ALMPs 

OECD 

 

Dependent variables. The odds of having a working poor status was the dependent 

variable in this study. The working poor in this study was defined here “those individuals who 

spend 20 hours per week, or more annually in the labor force, but whose income falls below 60% 

of median disposable income”. It is therefore, dichotomized as individuals with disposable 

income below 60% of median disposable income, or not falling below 60% of median disposable 

income. It was composed of a dichotomous variable; 1 = the working poor; and 0 = non-the 

working poor. As explained above, disposable income is more appropriate to measure the 

working poor’s income because it includes market income, and other cash transfers from state. It 

excludes taxable income and social contribution. The disposable income can be explained in an 

equation as follows.  
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Disposable income = Market Income + Cash Transfer from State − TAx and Income −

Related Social Contribution  

 

This study focused on household structure and number of household members. Thus, 

adjusted disposable income was more appropriate to account for these factors. Adjusted 

disposable income can be calculated as a formula below. 

 

Adjusted disposable income = 
𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒 

OR 

Adjusted disposable income = 
𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒

√𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑
 

 

The value of e has range between 0 to 1. An e value of 1 indicates that the household size 

is not to be reflected, and e value of 0 also indicates that denominator equals 1. It means that no 

adjustment was reflected for the household size. In this study applied 0.5 for e in accordance 

with OECD recommendation (Förster, 1994). The reason is that the recent literatures (e.g. Alper 

et al., 2019; OECD, 2013) compare income inequality and poverty across countries, and apply a 

scale which divides household income by the square root of household size. For example, the 

needs of a household of a family of four persons are twice as great as those of a single-person 

household. There is no different value between adults and children family member. 

Independent variables. The independent variables were composed of state-level factors 

including decommodification and ALMPs; individual-level factors, to include family 

composition, and householder’s characteristics. Firstly, the socio-demographic variables at the 
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individual level were selected by the mechanism of the working poor as conceptualized by 

Crettaz (2013). Individual-level variables focused on the family compositions of the working 

poor. Thus, independent variables on the individual level were family composition (the number 

of family members in a household, and the number of children in a household), and employment 

status, gender, marital status, and education level of a householder. Employment status was 

denotated by full-time, part-time, and less those who were not in the workforce. Especially, those 

who were not in the workforce referred to individuals helping family members, those who were 

unemployed, students, those in vocational training, retirees, homemakers, and those who were 

permanently disabled. Education level was composed of low, medium, and high; (1) Low 

educational level meant less than upper secondary education completed (including never 

attended); (2) medium educational level meant upper secondary education completed or post-

secondary non-tertiary education; (3) high educational level meant tertiary education completed 

(including university degree completed and graduate studies)  

Decommodification. Although Esping-Andersen is a pioneer in the conceptualization of 

measuring decommodification, other researchers have hitherto suggested a need for its 

modification12 (Bambra, 2006; Scruggs & Allan, 2006). The current study, therefore, utilized a 

modified measure of decommodification suggested by Scruggs and Allan (2006). Three 

programs characteristics are recommended and use the following components. For 

unemployment and sickness programs: replacement rate, duration limit (weeks), qualifying 

period (weeks), waiting (days), and coverage and for pension: Minimum pension replacement, 

 
12 Scruggs & Allan (2006) refer to instead of decommodification as ‘benefits generosity’ indices in their 

study. 
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standard pension replacement, qualifying period (years), employee funding (%), and pension 

take-up13. The description of the components is described in Table 5. 

Table 5. Components of decommodification measurement 

Program Components Description Variable name in 

SPIN/SIED 

Unemployment 

insurance 

Replacement rate 

(single) 

Replacement rate 

(family) 

Average net 

replacement rate for 

26 weeks (single and 

family) 

uz4ind 

Duration limit (weeks) Number of weeks 

during which 

unemployment benefit 

is payable to single 

industrial worker with 

work record as 

detailed in general 

information 

uduratio 

Qualifying period 

(weeks) 

Number of weeks of 

contribution required 

to qualify for benefit, 

made in course of 

reference period 

ucontper 

Waiting (days) Number of legislated 

administrative 

‘waiting days’ of 

unemployment at 

beginning of 

unemployment spell 

when no benefits are 

paid out 

uwaiting 

Coverage Unemployment 

insurance coverage 

ratio as proportion of 

labor force 

ucovratl 

Sickness insurance Replacement rate 

(single) 

Replacement rate 

(family) 

Average net 

replacement rate for 

26 weeks (single and 

family) 

sz4ind 

Duration limit (weeks) Number of weeks 

during which sickness 

benefit is payable to 

sduratio 

 
13 Pension take up is “an estimate of the portion of those above retirement age who are in receipt of a 

(public) pension” (Scruggs, 2014, p. 9). 
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Program Components Description Variable name in 

SPIN/SIED 

single industrial 

worker with work 

record as detailed in 

general information 

Qualifying period 

(weeks) 

Number of weeks of 

contribution required 

to qualify for benefit, 

made in course of 

reference period 

scontper 

Waiting (days) Number of legislated 

administrative 

‘waiting days’ of 

sickness at beginning 

of sickness spell when 

no benefits are paid 

out 

swaiting 

Coverage Coverage ratio as 

proportion of labor 

force 

scovratl 

Pension Minimum pension 

replacement 

Single 

Couple (100%/0%) 

pnermisi 

pnerswsi 

Standard pension 

replacement 

Single 

Couple (100%/0%) 

pnermico 

pnerswco 

Qualifying period 

(weeks) 

Number of weeks of 

contribution required 

to qualify for benefit, 

made in course of 

reference period 

pcontper 

Employee funding 

(%) 

Total proportion of 

insurance fund 

receipts derived from 

contributions by the 

individuals insured. 

Total proportion of 

insurance fund 

receipts derived from 

employer 

contributions 

pfininsr  

Take-up Share of pensioners in 

population above 

normal pension age 

pturatpa 

Source: SPIN/SIED codebook 
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This study used two types of pension replacement rate; (1) the minimum pension, 

payments above the standard retirement age based on (usually) means-tested, regardless of work 

history, and (2) the standard pension, payments to someone who earned the labor market wage, 

and contributed into a pension fund through their working life. Therefore, pension replacement 

rate, and programs replacement rates are payment ratios after-tax benefits. The two programs 

include duration limit, waiting days, and the qualifying period. Shorter qualifying periods and 

waiting days; or longer benefit durations imply greater decommodification.     

The current study calculated decommodification score14 using a standardized Z-score. 

The formula for Z-score is as follows.  

 

Z-score = 
𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑘𝑛−𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒𝑘𝑛

𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝐷𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑘𝑛
 

Where:  

k = program characteristic 

n = country 

 

However, because Z-scores calculated waiting days, benefit qualification weeks, pension 

qualification years, and employee funding ratio for the decommodification index, it was 

necessary to multiply these factors for the following reasons: −1. The long waiting days, benefits 

qualification weeks, pension qualification years, and high employee funding ratio, do not mean 

that a social policy was generous. Rather, these long waiting days, benefits qualification weeks, 

pension qualification years, and high employee funding ratio negatively affect 

decommodification score. 

 
14 Generally, decommodification score ranges from 0 to 100.  
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Next, the Z‐scores for some program characteristics were based on logged values. The 

reasoning was to transform the non‐zero values, which followed a log normal distribution. To 

prevent the decommodification scores being a negative number (value), the value of 12.5 was 

added to make the sum in brackets take a minimum value of 0. The formula for the both 

programs is as follows: 

 

Insurance program decommodification

= [2 × 𝑍(𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒) + 𝑍{𝑙𝑛(𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑑𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠)}

+ 𝑍{𝑙𝑛(𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡 𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠)} + 𝑍(𝑤𝑎𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑑𝑎𝑦𝑠) + 12.5]

× 𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 

 

The formula for the pension is as follows: 

 

Pension decommodification

= {𝑍(𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒)

+ 𝑍(𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑚𝑢𝑚 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒)

+ 𝑍(𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑑𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠)

+ 𝑍(𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠)

+ 𝑍(𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑒𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑓𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜) + 12.5} × 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑡𝑎𝑘𝑒-𝑢𝑝 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒 

 

The formula for the overall decommodification score is as follows: 
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Overall decommodification score

= Unemployment insurance decommodification score

+ Sickness insurance decommodification score

+ Pension decommodification score 

 

Decommodification scores were calculated using Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) version 22.  

Active Labor Market Policies (ALMPs). ALMPs are government programs that 

intervene in the labor market to help the unemployed find work. The share of public expenditure 

on ALMPs is measured as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in individual 

countries. The current study used ALMPs as an indicator of the spending effort of active labor 

policies in the selected countries. ALMPs expenditures are social policy directions in individual 

countries to signify, the extent of welfare state and welfare regimes typology. ALMPs in OECD 

dataset are categorized into two types: Active measures and passive measures. Active measures 

are related to active labor market polices, such as public employment services and 

administration, training, employment incentives, sheltered and supported employment and 

rehabilitation, direct job creation, and start-up incentives. Passive measures concern income 

maintenance policies, such as out-of-work income maintenance and support and early retirement. 

This study employed only active measures components in Labor Market Policies (LMPs) 

because passive measures components15 in LMPs be captured in the decommodification scores. 

In the Table 6 described the components of ALMPs.  

 
15 Passive measurement components include unemployment insurance, early retirement benefit, and 

redundancy compensation which is cash-benefits for the worrer. However, in this study, decommodification score 

already captured the cash-benefits for the laborer. The passive measurement components were excluded from the 

ALMPs expenditure. In other words, this study only focused on the active aspects on LMPs.     
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Table 6. Composition of ALMPs 

Category Sub-category Description 

Public employment services 

and administration 

Placement and related 

services 

Placement and related 

services include open 

information services, referral 

to opportunities for work, 

training and other forms of 

assistance, counselling and 

case management of 

jobseekers, financial 

assistance with the costs of 

job search or mobility to take 

up work, and job brokerage. 

Benefit administration Benefit administration 

expenditure includes the 

budget of institutions that 

manage the unemployment 

and early retirement benefits 

reported, if this spending can 

be separately identified. 

Training Institutional training Programs where most of the 

training time (75% or more) 

is spent in a training 

institution (school/college, 

training center or similar). 

Workplace training Programs where most of the 

training time (75% or more) 

is spent in the workplace. 

Alternative training (formerly 

called Integrated training) 

Programs where training time 

is evenly split between a 

training institution and the 

workplace. 

Special support for 

apprenticeship 

Programs providing 

incentives to employers to 

recruit apprentices from labor 

market policy target groups, 

or training allowances for 

particular disadvantaged 

groups. 

Employment incentives Recruitment incentives Recruitment incentives are 

programs making payments 

for a limited period only to 

facilitate the recruitment of 

unemployed persons and 

other target groups into jobs 
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Category Sub-category Description 

where the majority of the 

labor cost is covered by the 

employer. 

Employment maintenance 

incentives 

 

Job rotation and job sharing  

Sheltered and supported 

employment and 

rehabilitation 

Sheltered and supported 

employment 

 

Rehabilitation  

Direct job creation  The programs create 

additional jobs for the long-

term unemployed or persons 

otherwise difficult to place 

(usually of community 

benefit or socially useful, and 

usually in the public or non-

profit sector although similar 

projects in the private sector 

may also be eligible). 

Start-up incentives  Programs that promote 

entrepreneurship by 

encouraging the unemployed 

and target groups to start their 

own business or to become 

self-employed. 
Source: OECD (2019) 

Statistical analysis  

Descriptive analysis. For descriptive analysis, the study identified the descriptive 

patterns of the study sample on level-1, and level-2. Secondly, in order to identify the variation 

in working poor rates between countries and welfare regimes, the working poor rate was 

described per country and welfare regimes. Specifically, it followed Esping-Andersen’s welfare 

regimes typology categorization. Thirdly, to estimate how dissimilar decommodification scores 

and ALMPs expenditures among countries and welfare regimes, decommodification scores and 

ALMPs expenditures were elucidated as per countries and welfare regimes. Next, 

decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditures were explained by countries and welfare 
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regimes in scatter plot. Finally, the correlation between the working poor, decommodification 

score, and ALMPs expenditure was described. Descriptive analysis was conducted by SPSS 

version 22.    

Hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling (HGLM). The individuals and the social 

groups, such as a student in school, people in community, and citizens in a country can be 

configurated as a hierarchical structure of individuals nested within groups, while individuals 

and groups are categorized separately (Bell et al., 2019; Hook et al., 2010). In the hierarchical 

data, within group membership is likely to have similar characteristics, while between groups are 

likely to have different characteristics. The reason for the difference is that respondents from the 

same cluster are likely to share commonalities. The traditional statistical methods, such as 

Ordinary Least-Squares (OLS) regression assume that observations are independent of each 

other. Analyzing hierarchical structure data by the traditional OLS regression and the relatedness 

among respondents, therefore, can underestimate a standard error under the traditional statistical 

assumption, as well as inflating Type Ⅰ errors (McCoach, 2010). Multilevel modeling or 

Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) allow for comprehensive analyses of data at different levels 

(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1987; Kim et al., 2010). HLM can also concurrently probe into 

relationships within and between hierarchical levels of grouped data. Specifically, HLM analyzes 

hierarchical structure data based on both between- and within-cluster variability for an outcome 

variable of interest (McCoach, 2010). Thus, variance among variables at different levels can be 

explained more efficiently using HLM than other existing statistical methods (Woltman et al., 

2012). HLM is appropriate to analyze continuous and normally distributed dependent variables. 

Because the dependent variable in this study is the working poor status, a dichotomous variable 
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was used. Consequently, the study conducted a hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling 

(HGLM).  

Fixed and random effects are critical methods in HLM and multilevel modeling, 

including HGLM. Fixed effects are the only levels of a variable that analysts are interested in a 

study. In other words, the analysts test a statistical significance in sample data through fixed 

effects. Therefore, it can be expressed and interpreted by regression coefficient (Snijders & 

Bosker, 2012). Random effects are a subset of the total possible levels of a variable where the 

analyst is interested in generalizing levels that are not observed (Bell et al., 2019). Random 

effects can be estimated as residual for each of level-2 units. It is proper to use fixed effects and 

random effects to identify the significance and direction of the relationship between- and within-

groups in accordance with the research questions.  

This study conducted the analysis with all three datasets for the 25 countries. Data from 

25 countries were merged into one file containing 18,183 individuals. To get appropriate 

statistical power according to Kreft (1996), HLM requires at least 30 groups in 2-level, each with 

at least 30 people (total: 900 individuals in 1-level). However, if 1-level has sufficient sample 

size, level-2 can be smaller than 30 groups (Yu, 2006). Centering is an important method for 

HLM. The independent variables in level-1 were composed of binary, categorical, and ordinal. 

Similarly, the dependent variable is binary (dummy) variable. Therefore, the intercept = 0, is 

meaningless. Thus, the independent variables in level-1 applied group-mean centering in this 

analysis in order to improve the interpretation of the main effect, and level-2 variable applied 

grand-centering. Grand-mean centering is the overall mean of the variable is subtracted from all 

scores. Therefore, new score captures a country’s standing relative to the full sample (McCoach, 

2010). 
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In order to address missing data, Madley-Dowd and colleagues (2019) indicate if missing 

data is above 5%, it might affect the results. To address this, deletion is one of the recommended 

methods; however, deletion results in the loss of many cases for hierarchical structure data 

(McCoach, 2010). The current study had 11.5% of missing data. In multilevel modeling, there 

are two methods for handling missing data. These methods are Multiple Imputation (MI), and 

Maximum Likelihood (ML). This study chose to employ MI because multiple imputation has a 

number of advantages: (1) it produces unbiased estimates, thus providing more validity than ad 

hoc approaches to missing data; (2) it also uses all available data, and therefore preserves sample 

size and statistical power; (3) it may also be used with  standard statistical software; and, (4) 

results are readily interpreted (Grund et al., 2018). 

Building model. Multilevel models are built sequentially, and each analyst takes a 

slightly different approaches to build multilevel modeling depending on their theoretical 

framework (McCoach, 2010).  

First, an unconditional model was identified which contains no predictors (independent 

variables). The purpose of unconditional model is to obtain estimates of the level 1 and level 2 

variance components for comparison and to estimate the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) 

(McCoach, 2010; Woltman et al., 2012). ICC value indicates between-group variability and is 

generally between 0 and 116, while 1 − ICC value indicates within-group variability. Therefore, 

higher ICC values indicate between-group variability is greater than within-group variability. 

Based on ICC value, analysts can determine whether a hierarchical structure data needs to 

conduct multilevel modeling or not. In other words, if ICC value is close to 0, there is little or no 

variance between-group variability, and multilevel modeling is not needed. ICC can be computed 

 
16 According to McCoach (2010), ICC typically range from 10% to 20% and above 50% is not uncommon.   
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from the variation between countries, 𝜏00, and the within group variation of individual-level 

effects, 𝜋
2

3⁄ , using the following equation.  

 

𝐼𝐶𝐶 =  
𝜏00

𝜏00 +
𝜋2

3

 

 

Since the dependent variable in this study was dichotomous variable, and in order to 

predict its value, a probability estimate was considered in the statistical model. Probabilities can 

only have values between 0 and 1. Therefore, the link function (logit) was used to transform the 

predicted probability values into variables that are observable throughout the real number form. 

An equation for unconditional model is as follows. 

Unconditional model 

 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑗|𝛽𝑗) = ∅𝑖𝑗 

Log[∅𝑖𝑗 / (1 −  ∅𝑖𝑗)] = 𝜂𝑖𝑗 

𝜂𝑖𝑗 = 𝛽0𝑗 

where: 

∅𝑖𝑗= the odds of being the working poor 

𝑖= the surveyed household 

𝑗= the country 

𝜂𝑖𝑗= the logarithm of the odds ratio for the ith household in the jth country 

𝛽0𝑗= the average relative odds ratio of being the working poor in the jth country 
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Conditional model: Model 1. The first research question in this study is “what are 

individual-level factors (e.g., gender, education, marital status, family composition, and current 

employment status) affecting the likelihood of being the working poor?”. In order to address the 

first research question, a preferable modeling was developed to sequentially set the model and 

test the suitability of the model. That is, the model building in this study applied a top-down 

approach, starting from unconditional model, the model was gradually expanded. In more detail, 

the current model assumed that individual level factors equally affect the odds of being the 

working poor across the 25 countries, but there might be differences on the odds of being the 

working poor by country. Specifically, country differences would determine whether the effects 

of individual-level variables on the odds of being the working poor were statistically significant.  

 In terms of the explanatory power of the models17, multilevel model analysis commonly 

performs a procedure for selecting or extending a model with a greater explanatory power by 

conducting ICC analyses and comparing the ICC values of each model (Lee et al., 2016). In 

other words, model building strategies included gradually estimating more complex models 

while checking for improvement in model fitting (decreasing ICC value) after each model was 

estimated (Ene et al., 2015). Conditional model 1 can be expressed as an equation below.  

Level-1 Model18 

 

𝜂𝑖𝑗 = 𝛽0𝑗 + 𝛽1𝑗(𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽2𝑗(𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽3𝑗(𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛽4𝑗(𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽5𝑗(𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽6𝑗(𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗) 

where: 

 
17 According to Huang (2018), A simple way is to compare the reduction in total variance from the 

unconditional model to the full model. 
18 MARITAL = marital status, DEGREE = education level, WRKST = current employment status, 

HOMPOP = number of household members, and HHCYCLE = number of children in the household  
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𝜂𝑖𝑗= the logarithm of the odds ratio for the ith household in the jth country 

𝛽0𝑗= the average relative odds ratio of being the working poor in the jth country 

𝛽1𝑗 ~ 𝛽6𝑗= the coefficients of level-1 variables 

 

Level-2 Model 

 

𝛽0𝑗 = 𝛾00 + 𝜇0𝑗 

𝛽1𝑗 = 𝛾10 

𝛽2𝑗 = 𝛾20 

𝛽3𝑗 = 𝛾30 

𝛽4𝑗  = 𝛾40 

𝛽5𝑗 = 𝛾50 

𝛽6𝑗 = 𝛾60 

where: 

𝛽0𝑗= the average relative odds ratio of being the working poor in the jth country 

𝛽1𝑗 ~ 𝛽6𝑗= the coefficients of level-1 variables 

𝜇0𝑗= is the between-group error variance 

𝛾00= the logarithm of the odds ratio for all households in countries 

𝛾10 ~ 𝛾60 = the coefficients of fixed effects of level-1 variables 

 

Conditional model: Model 2. The second research question was “what are state-level 

factors (e.g., decommodification and Active Labor Market policies) affecting the likelihood of 

being the working poor?” In order to address the second research question, the next model added 
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the independent variables from level-2 which were decommodification scores, and ALMPs 

expenditure levels of country GDP. The previous model assumed that the influence on the odds 

of being the working poor can be different by country. Moreover, if the differences on the odds 

of being the working poor by country are identified through random effects, the model-2 

included the level-2 variables. Therefore, the current model assumed that both 

decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP as level-2 variables were 

important influencing factors of the odds of being the working poor. The model was expressed as 

an equation below.  

Level-1 Model 

 

𝜂𝑖𝑗 = 𝛽0𝑗 + 𝛽1𝑗(𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽2𝑗(𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽3𝑗(𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛽4𝑗(𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽5𝑗(𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽6𝑗(𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗) 

Level-2 Model19 

 

𝛽0𝑗 = 𝛾00 + 𝛾01(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾02(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑖) + 𝜇0𝑗𝛽1𝑗 = 𝛾10 

𝛽2𝑗 = 𝛾20 

𝛽3𝑗 = 𝛾30 

𝛽4𝑗  = 𝛾40 

𝛽5𝑗 = 𝛾50 

𝛽6𝑗 = 𝛾60 

 

 
19 DECOMMO = decommodification score and ACTIVE_T = ALMP expenditure  
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Conditional model: Model 3. The final model was to test interaction effects between 

level-1 and level-2 variables to see a cross-level effect. The cross-level interactions between 

state-level variables and individual-level variables were included in order to investigate whether 

the relationship between socio-demographic factors and the odds of being the working poor 

depended on the welfare state characteristics. The model can be expressed by the following 

equation: 

Level-1 Model 

 

𝜂𝑖𝑗 = 𝛽0𝑗 + 𝛽1𝑗(𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽2𝑗(𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽3𝑗(𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛽4𝑗(𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽5𝑗(𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗) + 𝛽6𝑗(𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗) 

 

Level-2 Model 

 

𝛽0𝑗 = 𝛾00 + 𝛾01(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾02(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇0𝑗  

𝛽1𝑗 = 𝛾10 + 𝛾11(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾12(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇1𝑗 

𝛽2𝑗 = 𝛾20 + 𝛾21(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾22(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇2𝑗  

𝛽3𝑗 = 𝛾30 + 𝛾31(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾32(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇3𝑗  

𝛽4𝑗  = 𝛾40 + 𝛾41(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾42(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇4𝑗  

𝛽5𝑗 = 𝛾50 + 𝛾51(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾52(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇5𝑗  

𝛽6𝑗 = 𝛾60 + 𝛾61(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗) + 𝛾62(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗) + 𝜇6𝑗  
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Mixed Model 

 

𝜂𝑖𝑗 = 𝛾00 + 𝛾01(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑖) + 𝛾02(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑖) + 𝛾10(𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛾11(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗 ∗ 𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾12(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇𝑗 ∗ 𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛾20(𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾21(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗 ∗ 𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾22(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇 ∗

𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾30(𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾31(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗 ∗ 𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛾32(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇 ∗ 𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾40(𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾41(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗 ∗ 𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛾42(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇 ∗ 𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾50(𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾51(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗 ∗

𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾52(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇 ∗ 𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾60(𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 

𝛾61(𝐷𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑀𝑂𝑗 ∗ 𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 𝛾62(𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐼𝑉𝐸_𝑇 ∗ 𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗) + 𝜇0𝑗 + 𝜇1𝑗 ∗

𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐷𝐸𝑅𝑖𝑗  + 𝜇2𝑗 ∗ 𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐼𝑇𝐴𝐿𝑖𝑗 + 𝜇3𝑗 ∗ 𝐷𝐸𝐺𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑗 + 𝜇4𝑗 ∗ 𝑊𝑅𝐾𝑆𝑇𝑖𝑗 + 𝜇5𝑗 ∗

𝐻𝑂𝑀𝑃𝑂𝑃𝑖𝑗 + 𝜇6𝑗 ∗ 𝐻𝐻𝐶𝑌𝐶𝐿𝐸𝑖𝑗 

where: 

𝜂𝑖𝑗= the logarithm of the odds ratio for the ith household in the jth country 

𝛾00= the logarithm of the odds ratio for all households in countries 

𝛾10 ~ 𝛾60 = the coefficients of fixed effects of level-1 variables 

𝜇0𝑗= the between-group error variance; a normal distribution is assumed; and the 

variation is equal to 𝜏00 

 

The hierarchical structure datasets made as SPSS files, and HGLM was conducted by 

HLM 8 software. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Descriptive results 

The total sample in level-1/individual was 18,183, and level-2/state was 25 countries. The 

total sample consisted of 8,917 (49%) males and 9,266 (51%) females. The number of 

individuals who were married was 10,504 (57.8%) and the number of those who were not 

married, including divorced, widows, never married, and separated was 7,679 (42.2%). Less than 

a third of the sample reported a low level of education (32.7%), medium level of education was 

44%, and with less than a quarter (23.3%), reporting high. Employment status at the time of data 

collection was composed of three categories, full-time (n = 13,895, 76.9%), part-time (n = 1,940, 

10.6%), and less than part-time which included retirees, students, full-time homemakers, and job 

seekers (n = 2,348, 12.5%). The average working hours for the sample was 41.45 (Standard 

Deviation [SD] = 10.39) per week. As mentioned earlier, the targeted population in this study 

was the working poor. Thus, the reference working hours was over 40 hours per week, which 

included overtime work. On average, there were 2.82 (SD = 1.37) number of household 

members; with no children in the household reporting the highest category (60.8%); 1 child 

(12.6%,), 2 children (15.8%), and 3 or more children in the household (10.8%.). Thus, the typical 

family composition in this study was the single household type, with no children. Regarding 

level-2/state-level sample size, there were 25 countries, and a mean decommodification score of 

30.89 (SD = 6.21); the mean of ALMPs expenditure of GDP was .628% (SD = .399). Descriptive 

patterns in individual-and state-level variables are described in Table 7.  
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Table 7. Descriptive results for variables of interest 

Characteristics N %, Mean (SD) 

Level-1: individual/householder 18,183  

Gender   

Male 8,917 49.0 

Female 9,266 51.0 

Marital    

Married 10,504 57.8 

Not married 7,679 42.2 

Education level   

Low 5,937 32.7 

Medium 8,002 44.0 

High 4,244 23.3 

Current Employment status   

Full-time 13,895 76.9 

Part-time 1,940 10.6 

Less than part-time 2,348 12.5 

Number of household member 18,183 2.82 (1.37) 

Number of children in household   

0 11,052 60.8 

1 2,303 12.6 

2 2,873 15.8 

3 or more 1,955 10.8 

Working hours per week 18,183 41.45 (10.39) 

Working poor status   

Working poor 2,009 11.1 

Non-working poor 16,174 88.9 

Level-2: state 25  

Decommodification 25 30.89 (6.21) 

ALMPs 25 .628 (.399) 

Note. Decommodification indicates decommodification score which includes social insurance 

and pension system decommodification scores, and ALMPs indicates ALMPs expenditure of 

GDP 

 

Level of the working poor 

The following is a description of the working poor rate by country and illustrated in 

Figure 3. The mean value of the working poor rate in all countries was 11.11% (SD = 4.34). Italy 

had the highest levels of the working poor rate among the 25 countries (18.3%), with Belgium 

having the lowest (3.7%). Consistent with Esping-Andresen (1990) welfare regimes typology, 

conservative-corporatist welfare regimes provide generous social insurance programs by 
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occupations. Western European countries had lower levels of the working poor rate compared to 

the overall mean. Overall, English speaking countries, such as Australia (15%), United Kingdom 

(12.2%), United states (18.2%), and New Zealand (11.4%), as well as Southern Europe 

countries, Spain (14.3%), Portugal (15.6%) and Italy (18.3%) have relatively higher levels of the 

working poor than non-English speaking countries, such as France (8.7%), Germany (9.6%), and 

Austria (6.3%). In contrast the Northern Europe countries, such as Denmark (7.7%), Norway 

(5.8%), Sweden (6.8%), and Finland (6.1%), have comparatively lower levels of the working 

poor than English speaking and Southern Europe countries. Within Eastern Europe, Hungary has 

the lowest rate of the working poor (7.2%), with Lithuania having the highest levels of the 

working poor (16.8%). Correspondingly, there are a wide deviation of the working poor rate 

within Eastern European countries. This might be because Eastern European countries have 

undergone welfare state characteristics, and transitions after the collapse of the former Soviet 

Union. Further, because Eastern European countries have varied welfare regimes and 

geopolitical alignments, it is debatable whether they can fit one generalized welfare regimes 

typology.  

Figure 3. The working poor rate by country (%) 
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Figure 4 described the working poor rate by welfare regimes. The social democratic 

welfare regimes had the lowest rate of the working poor among the 5 welfare regimes20 (6.7%). 

As mentioned in the literature review, social-democratic welfare regimes encourage citizens 

participation into the labor market by providing a decent quality of childcare service (Bergh, 

2014). Consequently, individuals and families are able to spend much time in the labor market, 

and more likely to have relatively higher income level than workers in other welfare regimes. On 

the contrary, Southern Europe welfare regimes had the highest rate of the working poor 

(16.07%), as well as liberal welfare regimes at 14.24%. A discussion as to why the Southern 

European countries and English-speaking countries have high working poor rate and their 

corresponding individual and state factors are discussed on page 80. The conservative welfare 

regimes had relatively lower working poor rates (7.4%) than liberal, Southern Europe, and 

Eastern Europe welfare regimes. The expected reason was that conservative welfare regimes 

focus on employees and support a high level of male household’s salary, and they uphold relative 

job stability. The employees in conservative welfare regimes are likely to maintain a decent 

standard of living even after losing their job, compared to an employee in the liberal, Eastern 

Europe, and Southern Europe welfare regimes. Eastern Europe welfare regimes had 12% of the 

working poor rate.  

 

 

 

 
20 Esping-Andersen’s welfare regimes typology categorizes into three types of welfare regimes (e.g., social 

democratic, conservative-corporatist, and liberal welfare regimes). However, Arts & Gelissen (2010) argue that even 

though his original three-worlds typology has empirical and descriptive value, a case can be made for extending the 

number of welfare state regimes as four or even five (e.g., including Southern and Eastern Europe welfare regimes). 

Therefore, the welfare regimes typology was categorized into the 5 welfare regimes in this study. 
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Figure 4. The working poor rate by welfare regime21 (%) (by Esping-Andersen22) 

 

Decommodification  

As mentioned in the previous chapter, high decommodification scores refer to having 

relatively generous social insurances and pension systems. Although an employee may lose their 

job, they still can maintain their living standard. Decommodification score is described by each 

country in Figure 5. Overall, the mean of decommodification scores in the 25 countries was 

30.89 (SD = 6.21). Norway had the highest (44.98), and Spain had the lowest (20.79). The 

Northern European countries had relatively higher decommodification scores, Finland (40.23), 

Sweden (36.71), and Denmark (34.75) than other countries in Europe. The English-speaking 

countries, such as United states (22.72), Australia (22.82), New Zealand (25.15), and United 

 
21 Liberal welfare regimes included Australia, New Zealand, United Kingdom, United States, and Japan. 

Social-democratic welfare regimes included Norway, Denmark, Finland, and Sweden. Conservative-corporatist 

welfare regimes included Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, and Switzerland. Southern Europe welfare regimes 

included Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Latvia. Southern Europe 

welfare regimes included Italy, Spain, and Portugal.  
22 In this study, Japan is only one country from East Asia. Thus, it is difficult to be categorized into East 

Asia welfare regime. According to Esping-Andersen (1990), there is a marginal role of state and low public 

expenditure in terms of share GDP spent in Japan. Therefore, Japan is categorized into liberal welfare regimes by 

Esping-Andersen (1990), and also this study categorized Japan as liberal welfare regimes.    
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Kingdom (22.99), had comparatively lower decommodification scores. Within the Western 

European countries, Belgium (38.59) had the highest score, while Germany (29.08) had the 

lowest score. As identified in the levels of working poor, English speaking countries had higher 

levels of the working poor and lower decommodification scores, while Northern European 

countries had lower levels of the working poor and higher decommodification scores.  

There is a high variation in the level of the working poor, and decommodification scores, 

particularly, it was wider within the Eastern European countries. The highest decommodification 

scores in Eastern European countries was Slovenia (34.76), while the lowest decommodification 

scores in Eastern European countries was Slovakia (24.49). As mentioned above, within Eastern 

Europe countries, there was a heterogeneity compared with other welfare regimes countries. 

Next, decommodification scores in Portugal was higher (35.57) than the overall mean 

decommodification scores, however, the level of its working poor was relatively high (15.6%).  

Figure 5. Decommodification score by country 

 

The decommodification score was composed of three components which were 

unemployment, sickness, and pension system scores. Governments institute unemployment 
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programs as cash benefits to compensate for lost wages after a lay-off. Sickness programs are 

pay outs as cash benefits for the loss of earnings due to illnesses. Pension systems provide 

resources to former workers who retired or reached the retirement age. The decommodification 

score was calculated based on programs (unemployment and sickness), and pension generosity. 

Table 8 described decommodification scores by each country. The mean of each program was 

9.24 (SD = 3.05) for unemployment insurance, and 10.01 (SD = 3.81) for the sickness insurance. 

Pension was 11.64 (SD = 2.59). Norway had the highest decommodification score in 25 

countries and the highest unemployment insurance decommodification score (16.05). 

Switzerland (13.66), Finland (12.18), and Portugal (12.10) had relatively higher unemployment 

program decommodification score, while Poland (3.61) had the lowest unemployment score in 

the 25 countries. Italy (5.41), New Zealand (5.68), and Japan (5.71) had relatively lower 

unemployment scores.  

About sickness program, the score in United States was 0. This means that the United 

States has no sickness program to compensate its citizens for lost wage due to sickness. Although 

the United States showed a medium level of unemployment program among the 25 countries, its 

decommodification scores was low because of a lack of sickness programs. All laborers in 

United States depend on a private sickness and accident insurances. As a consequence, an 

employee in the United States can find it difficult to maintain a sufficient standard of living if 

they are unemployed due to illness or accident. It is still a matter of a public debate whether to 

introduce sickness insurance for workers in the US. Slovenia had the highest sickness program 

score among the 25 countries, (15.61), followed by Finland (15.50), Norway (15.37), and 

Sweden (14.17), which are Northern European countries. The English-speaking countries had a 

below average sickness program score., Australia had 5.19, United Kingdom had 5.51, and New 
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Zealand had 4.06. Overall, the sickness program score in Eastern European countries were 

relatively higher compared to English-speaking countries and Southern European countries.  

About pension scores, the results were different as compared with the patterns of other 

programs scores. The mean of all countries was 11.64, SD = 2.59, which was the highest in the 

components of decommodification scores. Belgium (16.20), and New Zealand (15.41), had 

higher pension scores among the 25 countries. Even though Northern European countries and 

Western European countries had comparatively higher pension scores, English-speaking 

countries: United States (11.05), United Kingdom (11.76), and Australia (11.06), as well as East 

Asia: Japan (14.21), and Southern European countries: Portugal (14.31) and Italy (13.25) also 

had above or around average of pension scores. Thus, developed countries seem to have a 

relatively generous old-age pension system compared to the less developed Eastern European 

countries. However, Eastern European countries had relatively lower pension score. For 

example, Slovenia (7.16), Slovakia (8.32), and Hungary (8.39) had below average of pension 

scores. As parallel with the previous results, the deviation of pension scores within Eastern 

European countries was greater than within Northern European, Western European, Southern 

European, and English-speaking countries.  

Table 8. Decommodification score by programs and pension 

Country Unemployment Sickness Pension Decommodification 

Norway 16.05 15.37 13.56 44.98 

Finland 12.18 15.50 12.86 40.54 

Belgium 10.73 11.67 16.20 38.59 

Sweden 11.46 14.17 11.08 36.71 

Portugal 12.10 9.15 14.31 35.57 

Switzerland 13.66 10.48 11.17 35.32 

Austria 8.27 13.07 13.68 35.01 

Slovenia 11.99 15.61 7.16 34.76 

Denmark 9.75 11.91 13.09 34.75 

Czech Republic 11.54 10.91 10.99 33.45 

Latvia 11.63 12.11 9.52 33.26 
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Country Unemployment Sickness Pension Decommodification 

France 8.39 8.77 15.07 32.23 

Hungary 9.82 12.74 8.39 30.95 

Estonia 7.95 10.07 11.92 29.94 

Germany 9.08 11.10 8.90 29.08 

Lithuania 6.47 10.15 11.64 28.25 

Japan 5.71 7.77 14.21 27.69 

Italy 5.41 7.98 13.25 26.61 

Poland 3.61 11.74 10.28 25.64 

New Zealand 5.68 4.06 15.41 25.15 

Slovakia 6.96 9.21 8.32 24.49 

UK 5.71 5.51 11.76 22.99 

Australia 6.54 5.19 11.09 22.82 

United States 11.67 .00 11.05 22.72 

Spain 8.65 6.00 6.14 20.79 

 

Figure 6 elucidated the decommodification score by welfare regimes. Overall, the mean 

decommodification scores in the 25 countries was 30.89 (SD = 6.21). As mentioned in the 

literature, Esping-Andersen (1990) argues that Social-democratic welfare regimes have high 

decommodification score, conservative-corporatist welfare regimes have medium 

decommodification score, and liber welfare regimes have low decommodification scores. The 

results in this study parallels Esping-Andersen’s welfare regimes typology. Social-democratic 

welfare regimes (39.25, SD = 4.52) had the highest decommodification scores in all welfare 

regimes. Liberal welfare regimes (24.27, SD = 2.16) had the lowest decommodification score. 

Each country in liberal welfare regimes had comparatively lower decommodification scores than 

the countries in social-democratic and conservative welfare regimes. Conservative-corporatist 

welfare regimes (34.05. SD = 3.58) had the second highest decommodification scores in the five 

welfare regimes. Eastern Europe welfare regimes (30.09, SD = 3.75) had the third highest, and 

Southern Europe welfare regimes (27.66, SD = 7.44) had the fourth highest. The results indicated 

that social-democratic welfare regimes still have relatively generous social insurance programs 

as compared with welfare regimes countries. Further, social-democratic welfare regimes had the 
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lowest number of the working poor and were likely to maintain a decent standard of living with 

less than the average labor market dependency. The decommodification with social transfers 

allows the worker to opt out of the labor market after finding a decent job, or maintain a living 

standard during a job seeking, or hospitalization periods. It affects the changing the incidence of 

the working poor as well as the composition of the working population (Eurofound, 2017).      

Figure 6. Decommodification score by welfare regime (mean) 

 

ALMPs 

The ALMPs expenditure are public expenditures as a percentage of GDP. Figure 7 

described levels of ALMPs expenditure in the 25 countries. The mean value of ALMPs 

expenditure in the 25 countries was .63% of GDP (SD = .40). Denmark (2.02%) had the highest 

ALMPs expenditure level of GDP among the 25 countries, while United States (.13%) had the 

lowest ALMPs expenditure level among countries with the highest GDP. Just like 

decommodification scores, Northern European countries had comparatively higher, and above 

average ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP. For example, Sweden had 1.11%, Finland had 1%, 

and Norway had .61% of GDP. The liberal welfare regime countries had relatively lower and 

below average on ALMPs expenditure level of GDP, Australia had .32%, United Kingdom had 
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.39%, Japan had .28%, and New Zealand had .30%. Overall, Eastern European countries had 

below average on ALMPs expenditure level as a percentage of their GDP. Estonia had .22%, 

Lithuania had .31%, Czech Republic had .32%, Slovakia had .33%, Slovenia had .51%, and 

Latvia had .55%. Within Eastern European countries, Hungary (.63%) and Poland (.69%) were 

above average on ALMPs expenditure level of GDP. In Southern European countries, Spain 

(.90%) had the highest, and above the overall mean on ALMPs expenditure level of GDP, 

whereas Italy (.43%) is the lowest in three Southern European countries and Portugal (.57%) had 

below the average on ALMPs expenditure level of GDP. The results regarding ALMPs 

expenditure were similar to the results for decommodification scores. It means that countries 

with high decommodification scores also had high ALMPs expenditure, such as Denmark and 

Sweden. Northern European countries and Western European countries invest hugely in ALMPs 

than English-speaking countries, and Eastern and Southern European countries (Martin, 2014). 

Figure 7. ALMPs expenditure of GDP by country (%) 

 

Table 9 described the ALMPs expenditure by subset components. ALMPs expenditure 

was composed of six components; Public employment services and administration (.16%, SD = 
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.09), training (.18%, SD = .18), employment incentives (.11%, SD = .11), sheltered and 

supported employment and rehabilitation (.09%, SD = .13), direct job creation (.06%, SD = .09), 

and start-up incentives (.02%, SD = .04). The data show that Denmark (.39%) had the highest 

investments on public employment services and administration, Latvia (.04%), and United States 

(.04%), were among the lowest invested in public employment services and administration 

among the 25 countries. Denmark also invested a large portion of its budget in training service 

(.68%), while Slovakia had the lowest investment on training services (.01%). Sweden had the 

highest investments on employment incentives (.50%): Portugal and English-speaking countries: 

United states, New Zealand, Australia, and United Kingdom had lowest investment on 

employment, .01% respectively. Denmark invested a large portion of budget in sheltered and 

supported employment and rehabilitation (.64%), but Japan, Estonia, Hungary, Slovenia, and 

Latvia invested 0% in sheltered and supported employment and rehabilitation. Hungary had the 

highest investment on direct job creation (.38%), while Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, 

and Estonia invested 0% of GDP in direct job creation. Finally, Spain had the highest investment 

on start-up incentives (.12%). This could mean that Spain is more likely to encourage and 

support self-employment, compared with other countries. Overall, Northern European and 

Western European countries focused on training services. Southern and Eastern European 

countries focused on employment incentives, and direct job creation. Even though their whole 

ALMPs expenditure was low, English-speaking countries focused on public employment 

services and administration. The results indicated that the features in ALMPs can differ by 

country or welfare regimes.   
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Table 9. ALMPs expenditure of GDP by subset components (%) 

Country PES Training EI SSR DJC SI ALMPs  

Denmark .39 .68 .31 .64 .00 .00 2.02 

Sweden .27 .10 .50 .22 .00 .02 1.11 

France .30 .33 .07 .11 .20 .05 1.06 

Finland .17 .51 .12 .09 .09 .02 1.00 

Germany .38 .27 .09 .03 .05 .08 .90 

Spain .16 .19 .26 .08 .09 .12 .90 

Austria .18 .50 .05 .03 .04 .01 .81 

Belgium .20 .16 .15 .13 .07 .00 .71 

Poland .09 .04 .21 .21 .04 .10 .69 

Hungary .09 .05 .10 .00 .38 .01 .63 

Norway .13 .21 .10 .17 .00 .00 .61 

Switzerland .11 .20 .07 .21 .00 .01 .60 

Portugal .13 .38 .01 .04 .01 .00 .57 

Latvia .04 .25 .05 .00 .21 .00 .55 

Slovenia .11 .12 .09 .00 .13 .06 .51 

Italy .10 .15 .14 .01 .01 .02 .43 

UK .31 .02 .01 .01 .04 .00 .39 

Slovakia .10 .01 .10 .03 .01 .08 .33 

Czech  .11 .04 .05 .08 .04 .00 .32 

Australia .18 .02 .01 .07 .03 .01 .32 

Lithuania .08 .07 .09 .02 .05 .00 .31 

New Zealand .12 .11 .01 .05 .01 .00 .30 

Japan .06 .03 .12 .00 .07 .00 .28 

Estonia .09 .05 .06 .00 .00 .02 .22 

US .04 .04 .01 .03 .01 .00 .13 
Note. PES = Public employment services and administration, EI = Employment incentives, SSR = 

Sheltered and supported employment and rehabilitation, DJC = Direct job creation, SI = Start-up 

incentives   

 

Figure 8 depicted the ALMPs expenditure by welfare regimes. The findings on ALMPs 

expenditure of GDP were very similar with the results of decommodification scores and were 

consistent with Esping-Andersen welfare regimes typology. The mean of ALMPs expenditure 

per GDP was .63% (SD = .40). Social-democratic welfare regimes had the highest expenditure of 

their GDP on ALMPs among the five welfare regimes (1.19%, SD = .60), while liberal welfare 

regimes (.29%, SD = .10) had the lowest expenditure of GDP on ALMPs. Conservative-

corporatist welfare regimes had the second highest expenditure of GDP on ALMPs (.82%, SD = 
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.18), and Southern Europe welfare regimes had the third highest expenditure of GDP on ALMPs 

(.64%, SD = .24). Eastern Europe welfare regimes had .45% (SD = .17) of GDP on ALMPs 

expenditure. ALMPs were composed of six subset components that included, job training, 

employment incentives, and start-up incentives for the self-employed. As mentioned above, each 

country or each welfare regime had a different feature of ALMPs expenditure. For example, 

Northern European countries focused on training service, and Southern European countries 

focused on employment incentives. Therefore, the Northern European countries provide 

opportunities to find a job or be a job seeker, while Southern European countries provide 

incentives or cash transfers to those who are seeking work.  

Figure 8. ALMPs expenditure of GDP by welfare regimes (%) 

 

Decommodification and ALMPs 

Figure 9 illustrated the plots of the decommodification scores against ALMPs among 

GDP expenditure levels in 25 countries. It can be interpreted as follows. The countries in the first 

quadrant had above average decommodification scores, and above average ALMPs expenditure 

levels of GDP. Countries in the second quadrant had above average decommodification scores 
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and below average ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP. The countries in the third quadrant had 

below average decommodification scores and below the average ALMPs expenditure levels of 

GDP. And the countries in the fourth quadrant had below average decommodification scores, 

and above the average ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP.  

In the first quadrant, there were Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Belgium, Austria, and 

France. These countries are more likely to have a generous cash-nexus benefits, or social 

transfers, and high expenditures on service-nexus policies for the working poor. In the second 

quadrant were Norway, Portugal, Switzerland, Slovenia, Czech Republic, and Latvia. These 

countries are more likely to have generous cash-nexus benefits or social transfer, but they are 

less likely to have service-nexus policies for the working poor. In the third quadrant were 

Estonia, Lithuania, Japan, Italy, New Zealand, Slovakia, Australia, United Kingdom, and United 

States. These countries are less likely to have generous cash-nexus benefits or social transfer and 

service-nexus policies for the working poor. In the fourth quadrant were Germany, Poland, and 

Spain. These countries are less likely to have generous cash-nexus benefits or social transfer, but 

they are more likely to have service-nexus policies for the working poor. Hungary was located 

exactly in the middle of plots. It means Hungary had average level of decommodification score 

and ALMPs expenditure.  
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Figure 9. Decommodification score and ALMPs expenditure by countries 

 

Note. 1. Australia; 2. Austria; 3. Belgium; 4. Denmark; 5. Finland; 6. France; 7. Germany; 8. 

Italy; 9. Japan; 10. Norway; 11. Switzerland; 12. United Kingdom; 13. United States; 14. Czech 

Republic; 15. Estonia; 16. Hungary; 17. Lithuania; 18. Poland; 19. Slovakia; 20. Slovenia; 21. 

Spain; 22. Sweden; 23. Latvia; 24. Portugal; 25. New Zealand  
 

 

Figure 10 illustrates the plots the decommodification scores against ALMP expenditure 

by five welfare regimes. The results were clearly divided. Two welfare regimes hold the first 

quadrant and three welfare regimes were at third quadrant. These results indicated that social-

democratic welfare regimes had high decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditure levels 

of their GDP. Thus, the social-democratic welfare regimes were more likely to provide both 

generous cash-nexus benefits, and service-nexus policies to the working poor. As described in 
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the literature review section, decommodification includes cash-nexus benefits, which is a 

passive-perspectives policy because cash-nexus benefits focus on protective perspectives based 

on social rights. In contrast, ALMPs, which include service-nexus policies are considered active-

perspectives policy because ALMPs are to improve the ability and function of the unemployed—

individuals out of work—in order to return them to the labor market that can boost economic 

competitiveness, such as labor market training, public employment services, and subsidized 

employment (Boone & Van Ours, 2004; Crépon &Van Den Berg, 2016; Hudson & Kühner, 

2012; Huo et al., 2008). Therefore, the social-democratic welfare regimes seem to provide both 

generous active and passive policies for the working poor. Also, conservative-corporatist welfare 

regimes were more likely to have generous cash-nexus benefits and service-nexus policies for 

the working poor. In contrast, Liberal, Eastern Europe, and Southern Europe welfare regimes 

were at the third quadrant which had low decommodification score and ALMPs expenditure 

level of GDP. Within the third quadrant welfare regimes had some deviation. The common 

features of the three welfare regimes were that they were less likely to provide both passive and 

active policies for the working poor. In other words, liberal regimes, Eastern Europe, and 

Southern Europe welfare regimes countries were less likely to have generous cash-nexus benefits 

and service-nexus policies for the working poor. This result was related to the previous result 

which the working poor rates in the social-democratic and conservative-corporatist welfare 

regimes was low, while the working poor rates in the rest of three welfare regimes were higher. 
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Figure 10. Decommodification score and ALMP expenditure by welfare regimes 

 

Note. 1. Liberal welfare regimes; 2. Conservative-corporatist welfare regimes; 3. Social-

democratic welfare regimes; 4. Eastern Europe welfare regimes; 5. Southern Europe welfare 

regimes  
 

 

Figure 11 elucidated the working poor incidence by quadrant. The countries in the first 

quadrant (6.55%) included Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Belgium, Austria, and France which had 

the lowest working poor rates in all quadrant countries. The countries in the second quadrant 

(9.41%) included Norway, Portugal, Switzerland, Slovenia, Czech Republic, and Latvia which 

had the second lowest working poor rates. The countries in the fourth quadrant (13.33%) 

included Germany, Poland, and Spain which were the third lowest working poor rates. Finally, 

the countries in the third quadrant (14.88%) included Estonia, Lithuania, Japan, Italy, New 

Zealand, Slovakia, Australia, United Kingdom, and United States which had the highest working 
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poor rates. The working poor rates in the countries with high decommodification scores was 

slightly lower than in the countries with high ALMPs expenditure level of GDP. As expected, 

decommodification would affect the odds of being working poor in the 25 countries. 

Figure 11. The working poor rate by quadrant (%) 

 

The current study surmised that there is a correlation between decommodification, 

ALMPs, and working poor rate in the following manner. See Table 10.  

     Table 10. Correlation between decommodification, ALMPs, and the working poor rate 

 Decommodification ALMPs Working poor rate 

Decommodification 1 .395 −.762** 

ALMPs .395 1 −.501* 

Working poor rate −.762** −.501* 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)  

*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)  

 

The correlation results indicate that decommodification scores and the working poor rates 

were negatively correlated (γ = −.762, p < .01). That is, higher decommodification scores 

correlated to lower incidence of the working poor. Also, ALMPs expenditure and the working 

poor rate were negatively correlated (γ = −.501, p < .05). That is, high ALMPs expenditure 

correlated to the lower incidence of the working poor. The correlation table indicated that the 
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state-level variables were statistically significantly correlated to the incidence of the working 

poor. This study identified the relationships between decommodification, ALMPs expenditure, 

and the odds of being the working poor using HGLM.  

HGLM 

Unconditional model. The unconditional model only included the dependent variable, 

that was the odds of having a working poor status in order to examine the model fit. Table 11 

described the results of unconditional model. 

Table 11. Results of the HGLM analysis: unconditional model 

 Coefficient Standard error Odds-ratio t-value 

Fixed effects     

Intercept -2.048831*** 0.095984 0.128886 -21.345 

Random effects Variance component    

Intercept 0.21196***    

N (individual) 18,183    

N (state) 25    

*p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 

Based on the results, the ICC value was calculated as below; 

ICC = 
0.212

0.212+(𝜋2/323) 
≈.0606 

Approximately 6% of the total variation in the odds to have a working poor status could 

be explained by differences between the 25 countries. In contrast, 93.94% of the total variation in 

the odds to have a working poor status could be explained by differences between the 

individual/household factors. Variance within groups was larger than variance between groups 

due to small ICC value. Generally, if ICC value is close to 0, multilevel modeling does not need 

to identify the hierarchical structure data. The reason is that lower ICC values mean that there is 

comparatively small variance between countries or groups. According to Nezlek (2008), 

 
23 𝜋2/3 = 3.289 
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however, “there is little or no between groups variance in a measure does not mean that the 

relationship between this measure and another measure is the same across all groups, something 

that is assumed if one conducts and analysis that ignores the grouped structure of the data” (p. 

857). Therefore, the study conducted HGLM using hierarchical structure data even with a low 

ICC value. 

Conditional model. Table 12 described the results in conditional model 1, model 2, and 

model 3, which was analyzed using HGLM. The current study used the value of Variance 

Inflation Factor (VIF) to determine whether the independent variables shared a substantial degree 

of collinearity. The findings showed that the all VIF values in independent variables were lower 

than 324. It meant there were no multicollinearity problems. The purpose of model 1 was to test 

the relationships (fixed-effect) between level-1 variables and the dependent (outcome) variable. 

With regard to individual factors (household level) in model 1, gender, marital status, education 

level, current work status of a householder, and the number of children were significant factors 

associated with the odds of being the working poor. More specifically, female householders (p = 

.038) were 1.12 times more likely to be in the working poor group than male householders. The 

odds-ratio of being the working poor for "not married" householders were 1.66-fold more likely 

to have the odds than "married" householders (p < .001). The highest educational background of 

householders was negatively associated with the odds of being the working poor (p < .001). 

Statistically speaking, householders with a medium- or high-level of education were less likely to 

become the working poor than their counterparts with low-level of educational background. 

The employment status of householders was a significant predictor for the odds of being 

in the working poor group (p < .001), i.e. householders with full-time employment were 

 
24 A VIF value that is greater than 10 usually indicates a multicollinearity problem (Abu-Bader, 2011). 
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statistically significantly less likely to be the working poor than the householders who have part-

time, less than part-time work. The number of children in a household was a statistically 

significant factor related to the odds of being the working poor (p < .001), i.e. the greater the 

number of children one has, the greater the odds of being the working poor. The number of 

household member positively affects the odds of being in the working poor group, but it was not 

statistically significant (p = .234). 

Next, the random effects in model 1 was statistically significant, and variance component 

value decreased, compared with the variance component in the unconditional model. It means 

that there was a between-countries variance in the measure. The decreased variance component 

value means that ICC value of model 1 decreased compared with the unconditional model. ICC 

value of model 1 was .057, and ICC value of unconditional model was .0607. Therefore, it 

showed that explanation power of model 1 was improved from the unconditional model. This 

result can be interpreted to mean that the effects of state-level on the odds of being working poor 

was significantly associated with the independent variables (family composition and socio-

economic status of householders) in level-1, τ00 = .20, 𝜒2(24) = 382.84, p < .001. The test of the 

random effect in model 1 indicated that the odds of being the working poor within the level-1 

variables varied significantly across level-2.  

Conditional model 2 added level-2 units which included decommodification scores and 

ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP. This model assumed the influence on the odds of being the 

working poor can be different by the countries, but the differences by country assumed that 

decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP were associated. The results 

of fixed effects in model 2 were parallel with model 1. Decommodification scores (P = .047) 

were negatively associated with the odds of being working poor status, while ALMP expenditure 
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(P = .904) was not a statistically significantly factor for the odds being in the working poor 

status, even though it affected negatively the odds of being the working poor. Model 2 added the 

independent variables in level-2 unit. Therefore, random effects in model 2 indicated that 

variance component was decreased. As a result, ICC value of model 2 was .052. It decreased as 

compare with the ICC value of model 1 (.057). Therefore, it showed that explanation power of 

model 2 was improved rather than the model 1.  Decommodification scores and ALMPs 

expenditure were well explained the variance of odds of being working poor and statistically 

significant (τ00 = .18, 𝜒2(22) = 344.39, p < .001).  

The conditional model 3 tested a main effect of the individual- and state-level variables 

on the dependent variable as well as the cross-level interaction between level-1 and level-2 on 

the dependent variable. Householder’s gender (p = .037), marital status (p < .001), educational 

background (p < .001), employment status (p < .001), and the number of children in household 

(p < .001) were statistically significant factors associated with the odds of being the working 

poor. Especially, female householders and single householders were more likely to become the 

working poor than male householder and householders with a partner. Educational background 

was negatively associated with the odds of being the working poor. Householders with high-

education level were less likely to become the working poor than those with medium- and low-

education level. Householders with full-time employment and less children were less likely to 

have the odds of being the working poor. However, the number of people in a household member 

(p =.670) was not statistically significant associated with the odds of being the working poor.  

In the state-level variables, decommodification scores had a statistically significant 

negative relationship with the odds of being the working poor. Especially, increasing 1 point of 

decommodification score (p = .018)  was expected to reduce a state’s average odds of being the 
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working poor by factor of .978 (𝑒−0.022), which was equivalent to a 2.2% reduction in a state’s 

average odds of being the working poor. It supported that Northern and Western European 

countries with high decommodification scores had relatively lower incidence of the working 

poor, while English-speaking countries including Japan with low decommodification scores had 

comparatively higher levels of the working poor. Statistically speaking, decommodification 

which included social insurance programs and pension system was likely to reduce the odds of 

being the working poor. However, the ALMPs expenditure level of GDP (p =.829) was not a 

statistically significant factor.  

The cross-level interactions between state-level variables and individual-level variables 

were included in order to investigate whether the relationship between socio-demographic 

factors and the odds of being the working poor depended on the welfare state characteristics. 

There were three statistically significant the cross-level interactions between level-1 and level-2. 

Firstly, between decommodification and gender (P = .047) had statistically significant interaction 

effects on the odds of being the working poor. It means that the female householders were more 

likely to become the working poor. However, high decommodification score and gender 

negatively interacted with the odds of being the working poor. It indicated that the female 

householders were less likely to have the odds of being the working poor with high 

decommodification scores of the country they lived. Secondly, between decommodification and 

employment status (P = .043) had statistically significant the interaction effects. However, 

coefficient value (𝛾41 = .02, P = .043) in cross-level interaction effects decreased as compared 

with the main effect (𝛽4𝑗 = .45, P < .001). It means high decommodification scores decreased the 

odds of being the working poor in those who had part-time employment and those who were not 

in workforce. It indicated that more generous unemployment and sickness programs, and pension 
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system can reduce the odds of being the working poor in part-time and less than part-time group. 

Lastly, between ALMPs and the number of children (P = .025) had statistically significant 

interaction effects. Even though ALMPs were not statistically significant factors in main effects, 

ALMPs with the number of children in the household on the interaction effects were proven to 

be significant factors associated with the odds of being the working poor. Especially, coefficient 

value (𝛾62 = −.20, P = .025) in cross-level interaction effects decreased as compared with the 

main effect (𝛽4𝑗 = .22, P < .001). It means high ALMPs expenditure decreased the odds of being 

the working poor in the greater number of children in a household. It can be interpreted that more 

ALMPs expenditure can reduce the odds of being the working poor in the greater number of 

children in household group than other socio-demographic groups.  

ICC value of model 3 was .049. It decreased as compare with the ICC value of model 2 

(.052). Therefore, it showed that explanation power of model 3 was improved rather than the 

model 2. ICC values decreased from the unconditional model to the full model in this study. This 

finding showed that explanatory power of models was increased. 
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Table 12. HGLM results: conditional model 

Parameter Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Fixed effects Coeff SE OR Coeff SE OR Coeff SE OR 

Intercept −2.31*** .10 .10 −1.94*** .16 .14 −2.14*** .06 .12 

Level 1  

Gender .12* .06 1.12 .12* .06 1.13 .12* .05 1.13 

Marital status .51*** .05 1.66 .50*** .06 1.66 .46*** .05 1.58 

Education level -.88*** .04 .42 -.87*** .04 .42 −.79*** .04 .46 

Current work status .54*** .04 1.72 .54*** .04 1.72 .45*** .04 1.56 

Number of members .04 .03 1.04 .03 .03 1.04 .04 .04 1.04 

Number of children .23*** .04 1.26 .23*** .04 1.28 .22*** .04 1.24 

Level-2  

Decommodification    −.04* .16 .96 −.02* .01 .98 

ALMPs    −.02 .28 .98 .04 .18 1.04 

Interaction          

Deco × female       −.02* .01 .98 

Deco × work status       .02* .01 1.02 

ALMPs × children       −.20* .09 .82 

Random effects SD Var 𝜒2 SD Var 𝜒2 SD Var 𝜒2 

Intercept .45 .20 382.84*** .43 .18 344.39*** .42 .17 207.80*** 

Gender       .32 .10 68.88*** 

Marital status       .30 .09 58.91*** 

Education level       .18 .03 44.78** 

Current work status       .22 .05 60.71*** 

Number of members       .40 .16 196.00*** 

Number of children       .40 .16 143.20*** 
Note. Coeff: Coefficient, SE: Standard error, OR: Odds ratio, Deco: Decommodification, children: number of children, SD: Standard deviation, 

Var: Variance component  

*p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001
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Considering the findings from HGLM, individual- (i.e., gender, education level, marital 

status, employment status, and number of children in household) and state-level factors 

(decommodification) influenced the working poor status in the 25 welfare states. Therefore, the 

findings statistically supported to two research hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION  

The purpose of this study was to identify the influencing factors of the working poor in 

the 25 welfare states. This chapter includes a discussion of major findings as related to the 

literature on the welfare states characteristics, welfare regimes typology, and mechanism of the 

working poor at the individual- and state-levels. Also included is a discussion on the implication 

for social work practice and policy. The chapter concludes with the limitations and future 

direction of the study, and a brief summary.  

Primarily, the discussions revisit the two research questions: 

1. What are individual-level factors (e.g., gender, education, marital status, family 

composition, and current employment status) affecting the likelihood of being the 

working poor?  

2. What are state-level factors (e.g., decommodification and Active Labor Market 

policies) affecting the likelihood of being the working poor? 

The study aimed at identifying the influencing factors for the working poor status in the 

welfare states. It uses the hierarchical structure data composed of individual- and state-level data, 

thus it used multilevel modeling analysis. The utility of multi-dimensional approaches 

differentiated this study from other works and approaches that have been done on studying the 

working poor. Most studies have been case studies on individual countries, and are limited based 

on region, and often are single level studies (Caputo, 2007; Cheung et al., 2016; Halleröd et al., 

2015; Marx et al., 2012; McDonald, 2017; Pradella, 2015; Swaffield et al., 2018; Torraco, 2016).  
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Interpretation of the Findings 

The study hypothesized that the individual and state characteristics affected the odds of 

being the working poor. Here individual characteristics were measured by socio-demographic 

factors, such as, gender, education level, current work status, marital status of householder, and 

family compositions. The state characteristics were measured by decommodification related to 

social insurance and pension system; and ALMPs, which is related to service-nexus policies. The 

interpretation of the findings described as follows.  

Firstly, the current study hypothesized that individual-level factors, such as gender, 

education, marital status, number of household members, number of children in household, and 

current employment status would significantly affect the likelihood of being the working poor. 

The findings from this study showed that the odds of being in the working poor group was 

significantly associated with the socio-demographic features of the householder. The female 

head of household, single head of household, lower education level, less than part-time job, and 

having more children in household were significant factors associated with the odds of being the 

working poor. Such findings support the Crettaz’s theory about the composition of the 

mechanism of the working poor. 

Next, this study hypothesized that state-level factors, such as decommodification and 

ALMPs would significantly affect the likelihood of being the working poor. This study revealed 

that decommodification levels were significantly associated with the odds of being the working 

poor. That is, increasing decommodification score can decrease the odds of being the working 

poor. However, ALMPs expenditure of GDP was not statistically significant factors associated 

with the odds of being the working poor. Furthermore, the results regarding the working poor 

rates were that the incidence of working poor was higher in countries and welfare regimes which 
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had lower decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditures, and higher levels of GDP. The 

findings in the current study indicated that the odds of being the working poor is determined by 

state characteristics. Northern European countries which can be categorized into social-

democratic welfare regimes had high decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditure with 

lower the working poor rates. In contrast, English-speaking countries which can be categorized 

into liberal welfare regimes had low decommodification scores and ALMPs expenditure with 

higher the working poor rates.  

Thirdly, the cross-level interaction effects in HGLM were able to identify that certain 

social policies on a state-level were significantly associated with specific socio-demographic 

groups, such as single mother with many children. The cross-level interaction results are as 

follows. The female householder was less likely to be the working poor with high 

decommodification scores, as well as having part-time, and less than part-time laborer. They are 

also less likely to be the working poor with high decommodification scores, and higher ALMPs 

expenditure reduced the odds of being a working poor in households with larger number of 

children. That is, if a country has a generous social welfare system with accompanied social 

policy, the odds of being in the working poor and the working poor rates would be reduced. In 

this sense therefore, the current findings were consistent with Esping-Andersen’s welfare 

regimes typology. 

Implications for Social Work Practice and Policy 

Another key welfare state debate in social work practice focuses on how welfare benefits 

and services can be designed and delivered in ways that empower and enable the marginal 

citizens. Based on the findings, a social policy designed on an integrated model where macro-

factors, also known as upstream factors, are linked, with the micro factors, i.e. downstream 
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factors that affect the well-being of individuals is needed. Macro-level risk factors in the last 

several decades have experienced structural changes, such as changing family structures and the 

impact of industrialization. These changes which have included the growth in the service 

industry, have increased the participation of the women in employment, for example. However, 

they never addressed other unintended consequences such as meeting the childcare needs as 

women go back to work. Other areas that were not quite addressed are the care for the elderly, 

especially as baby boomers come of age. According to OECD (2019), a proportion of women 

who are in part-time employment out of all employed women was 25.4%, while for men the 

proportion was 9.4% in 2018. As a consequence, women are inherently more likely to work part-

time jobs, have increased job instability, and often employed in low-skilled workforce.  

In addressing macro-level risk factors, it is essential to change structural or institutional 

level factors. These changes could include encouraging women to enter the labor market by 

improving their labor participation through childcare supports. A good welfare system would 

address childcare responsibilities and elderly care supports by providing financial help. These 

could take the form of in-kind and cash benefits policies. To support women’s earning power, 

educational supports such as providing subsidies for job trainings could go a long way. Providing 

day-care vouchers to support families, or single parent households would provide some needed 

cushion. In addition, expanding compulsory education for children aged 3 to 5 would ensure that 

children are given a head-start in life. As elderly care becomes more urgent, programs that 

provide subsidies for the care of this population are essential. Unfortunately, however, most 

subsidy or voucher programs for childcare services and elderly care focus on poverty without 

necessarily looking at a comprehensive approach in all areas involving all citizens. Therefore, 

the study suggests that income threshold of eligibility should be changed from relying on the 
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current official poverty line to a more livable income that can provide services to the working 

poor. 

The findings reveal that factors regarding human capital including employment status, 

educational backgrounds, affect the odds of being the working poor. Technological development 

has reduced certain job opportunities, such as the low-skilled manufacturing jobs resulting from 

globalization and the outsourcing of jobs to high labor, low wage countries. Correspondingly, 

low-educated, and low-skilled workers have high propensity to lose these jobs. Thus, the 

findings of the study show that being a female worker, low-skilled, or low-educated, increased 

the odds of being the working poor. Using strength-based, or solution-focused interventions can 

support female householders who may struggle with job instabilities. Solution-focused 

interventions focus clients’ attention on what is already working in their lives. It helps workers 

and clients identify strengths and resources that can be brought to bear on the current situation 

(Lindsey, 2000; Smith, 2006). Therefore, welfare benefits and services for female householders 

could be designed at a micro-level by utilizing the social work perspectives of strength based, or 

solution-focused interventions that put women’s needs at the center of intervention.  

In addition to this micro-level approach, the social welfare benefits and services can 

support females who are working poor. For example, income maintenance policy, such as earned 

income tax credit, children’s allowance, unemployment benefits from social insurance programs, 

and work incentives may be beneficial to improve income stability. Further, if childcare services 

are provided at a workplace, females, especially single mothers would be able to spend more 

time at work or earn higher wages. However, increasing work hours alone may not be sufficient 

because they would still remain below the poverty line due to their low wage earnings (McBain, 

2018). Therefore, the focus of policy for the part-time worker and single mother should be on 
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improving their human capital, and income, and employment security. ALMPs including job 

training can improve their human capital, job opportunity, job stability, and employment 

security. Also, income security can be facilitated by work incentives, increasing minimum wage, 

and tax credit through social insurance programs. The purpose of this study was not to 

recommend that all countries have a uniform social policy for the working poor, but rather, have 

a tailored country by country approach. Considering the findings that the odds of being the 

working poor can vary by the country, the welfare state characteristics of the 25 countries could 

differ. Due to different historical, political, cultural, and economic circumstances, it is critical 

that the solutions to addressing the working poor problem should also be different by design, and 

unique socio-economic environment.  

Finally, the findings confirm that decommodification is a significant factor associated 

with the odds of being the working poor. It explained the reason why cross-national variations in 

the incidence of the working poor exists cross the welfare states despite similar socio-

demographical features. Therefore, the study explains why Northern European and Western 

European countries, with higher decommodification scores, have relatively lower incidence of 

the working poor; while English-speaking countries, and Japan have lower decommodification 

scores and higher levels of the working poor. Decommodification and social transfers allow 

labor to opt out of the labor market to find better jobs and accrue sick leave, which can make a 

difference in the lives of the working poor. Although Esping-Andersen et al. (2002) argue that 

the social insurance and income maintenance principles of the old welfare states were not able to 

respond effectively to the new social risk; and that the structural unemployment, and the 

polarization of the labor market should be responded to by new methods and active aspects 

policies, such as service-nexus, incentive to work, and development of human capital. The 
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reason is that the work disincentives might be produced by high level of decommodification 

(Huo et al., 2008). That notwithstanding, there is a new world order that is being shaped by the 

emergence of novel Coronavirus (SARS-COV-2) caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome 

(COVID-19). It has created a huge public health concern with potential devastating effects on 

many countries. Over 16,812,755 cases globally have been recorded, and still rising, and more 

than 662,000 deaths have occurred as of July 2020 (World Health Organization, 2020). Many 

workers have lost their jobs due to social distancing and quarantine requirements, creating labor 

market segmentation and unprecedented job losses. In other words, a job opportunity for the 

laborer in the primary and secondary industry has not been created under the pandemics which 

can be called a brand-new social risk. Rather, the service-nexus principles of the new welfare 

states are not able to respond effectively to the brand-new social risk. Therefore, many countries 

can go back to big government, and they will try to overcome the new environment using state 

intervention with high public expenditure. Through the income maintenance policy, the 

government encourages the consumer spending, and then it enhances the possibility of 

tremendous expansion within the domestic market. Therefore, income maintenance especially 

basic income might be one of the ways for reducing the social risk under the new environment in 

the upcoming era.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although the study has made some significant contributions regarding the working poor, 

there are some limitations to discuss.  

First, the current study included selective countries (25 countries) to the analysis because 

of the availability of secondary data. However, other from East Asia (e.g., South Korea, Taiwan, 

and Singapore), South America, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia, and Africa may present 
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more comprehensive results as they have a large number of the working poor. SIED has a plan to 

release the expanded dataset regarding the East Asia countries (Social Policy in East Asia 

Dataset: SPEAD), which other researchers should consider utilizing various datasets for further 

studies. SPEAD will cover social insurance programs in Indonesia, South Korea, Philippines, 

Taiwan, Thailand and Vietnam. This dataset will also include information about social assistance 

and family benefits from low- and mid-income countries across the globe. Therefore, the more 

countries can and should be considered in a follow-up study if a publicly available data is 

released in the future25. Especially, Esping-Andersen argued that each welfare state had a unique 

state characteristic, and the welfare states could be clustered based on an empirical indicator. 

Thus, the pattern, and causality between state characteristics, social problems, and associated risk 

can be identified. That said, in Eastern European countries, there were different patterns of 

working poor incidences and state characteristics. Considering these findings, the regime 

typology ought to be expanded, with new countries in Eastern Europe, East Asia, Southern 

America, and Africa added as a follow-up study. Specifically, the welfare regimes typology 

should reflect the consequence of globalization and the social structural changes that have taken 

place as a reconfiguration of the geopolitical landscape. 

Secondly, the study identified the mechanism of the working poor based on Crettaz’s 

(2013) theory: (1) globalization, (2) deindustrialization, (3) technological changes, (4) changing 

family patterns, (5) Female labor market participation, (6) welfare state benefits and services, 

and (7) labor market regulations. With this approach, this study focused only on the welfare 

benefits and services, and labor market policy perspectives in a macro-level. Thus, future studies 

 
25 Various dataset resources have a plan to release or released a new dataset which includes a new country. 

For example, Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) has a plan to release the dataset which includes Egypt, Vietnam, 

Palestine, Laos, and Ivory Coast. 
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should include other macro-level perspectives that encompass globalization, deindustrialization, 

and technological changes. Especially, globalization, deindustrialization, and technological 

changes can explain the changes industry structure and the changing patterns of the working 

poor. Therefore, to identify the 3 mechanisms for the working poor using longitudinal analysis 

would be significant research in the future.  

Thirdly, the different features and development trajectories of ALMPs need to be 

identified in detail. ALMPs are composed of six components: (1) public employment services 

and administration, (2) job training, (3) employment incentives, (4) sheltered and supported 

employment and rehabilitation, (5) direct job creation, and (6) start-up incentives. The study 

identified the overall feature of ALMPs expenditure across the 25 countries. However, the 

findings in this study indicated that the feature of ALMPs expenditures had different in each 

country and welfare regime. It means that each country and welfare regime have different 

focused investments in ALMPs subcomponents. For example, social-democratic welfare regimes 

focused on job training and providing job opportunity, while Southern Europe welfare regimes 

focused on employment incentive especially start-up incentives for the self-employed in Spain. 

Therefore, the relationships between the odds of being the working poor and the unique feature 

of each 6 subcomponent of ALMPs need to identify in the follow-up study.      

Finally, in this study, characteristics of welfare states were defined as the two empirical 

indicators: (1) decommodification scores and (2) ALMPs expenditure. However, a function of 

welfare states goes beyond a representative of social rights (Kunißen, 2019). Especially, 

decommodification scores in Esping-Andersen’s (1990) welfare regimes typology 

underestimated gender-specific issues into account. Thus, a follow-up study should define and 

measure the various characteristics of welfare states using a variety of indices. For example, 
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family policy (e.g., replacement rate of child and family benefits), including childcare services 

can measure a recent welfare phenomenon, but decommodification and ALMPs indices may 

neglect this aspect of family policy. Also, welfare state characteristics can be measured using 

gender discrimination of labor market and employment status. In order to measure gender 

discrimination of labor market, defamilialization can be a good indicator. The concept of 

decommodification focuses on the labor market dependency, while the concept of 

defamilialization focuses on the family dependency. That is, many women financially depend on 

their—male—family members in traditional or patriarchal family structure. Therefore, many 

women are unable to commodify their labor force and should bear the major caring 

responsibilities in the family (Bambra, 2007; Chau & Sam, 2013). Defamilialization can be 

measured by: (1) relative female labor market participation rate, (2) maternity leave 

compensation for duration covered, and (3) relative female tertiary education attainment (Yu et 

al., 2015). Also, measuring welfare state characteristics is strongly affected by a type of dataset 

because each dataset has their own conceptualization of a certain variable. For example, 

replacement rates in Comparative Welfare Entitlement Dataset (CWED) and SIED are different 

because the both datasets have different calculation of taxes and the reference period of time in 

which a benefit is received (Bolukbasi & Ö ktem, 2018; Ferrarini et al., 2013; Wenzelburger et 

al., 2013). More specifically, the definitions of notional worker in the SIED and CWED are 

different. The notional worker in SIED defines as aged 30 with 10years work history, while 

CWED defines as aged 40 with 20years work history. For example, unemployment benefits 

duration in Austria is 30 weeks for aged 30, but the duration is 39 weeks if the worker is aged 40 

or older. Therefore, unemployment benefits duration in SIED is 30 weeks, and CWED is 39 
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weeks. Because it can affect the variation of decommodification scores, the follow-up study 

should consider datasets selection and various indicators for the welfare states research.    

Conclusions 

Traditionally, labor was an antidote of the poverty. However, labor has not prevented the 

poverty since the end of the 20th century. Due to this, the working poor issue has been 

reemerged over the world. This study, therefore, was to identify influencing factors the working 

poor across the 25 countries in a multidimensional perspective. This study hypothesized that 

individual characteristics and state characteristics would affect the odds of being the working 

poor. To ascertain these hypotheses, the study conducted HGLM, also known as multilevel 

modeling. Level-1, the individual level variables were composed of, family, socio-demographic 

factors of householders, and level-2, state level variables were composed of decommodification 

scores and ALMPs expenditure levels of GDP. The results from this study supported the research 

hypothesis; (1) Individual-level factors (e.g., gender, education, marital status, family 

composition, and current employment status) significantly affect the likelihood of being the 

working poor, and (2) State-level factors (e.g., decommodification and Active Labor Market 

policies) significantly affect the likelihood of being the working poor. Especially, the state 

characteristics and social policies decreased the odds of being the working poor which interacted 

with the socio-demographic factors. Therefore, the findings of this study contribute to identifying 

the cause and how to respond to the working poor issues in our society. 

Labor may have trouble to prevent being the working poor as well as poverty. However, 

state can prevent the working poor and reduce the magnitude of the working poor using an 

appropriate social policy. The policy for the working poor has altered from income maintenance 

policy (e.g., social insurance and pension systems) to an incentive to work (e.g., employment 
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incentives, job training, and rehabilitation) since 1980s (Pierson, 1995). However, the findings of 

this study identified that income maintenance policy is still significant for the working poor. 

Social policy focuses on redistribution a wealth from the fortunate-people to the unfortunate-

people. The key welfare state debate focuses on how welfare benefits and services can be 

designed and delivered in ways that empower and enable marginal citizens. The working poor 

still has a lack of resources for development human capital due to lower educational background 

and lower labor attachment. Therefore, state intervention through social policy should provide 

the both income maintenance and human capital development perspectives. The value of labor 

must be guaranteed and compensated through social policies and welfare states. 
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