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H Epappoyn tou EAdxiotou Eyyunpévou Eicobn-
Hatos otnv EAAd6a: Mia a§i1oAéynon ané th okoma
TOV ENAYYEAHATIOV TV KOIVWVIK®OV UNNPECIOV

Avbpéas Oepawvas, [Tavemotripuio lNeAonovvrioou

Mavos Znupiddkns, EOvik6 kar Kanobiotpiakd lMavermotiuio ABnvav

ABSTRACT

In contrast to the growing literature on the
effectiveness of Minimum Income Schemes
(MIS) in alleviating poverty and social exclu-
sion, evaluation studies on the Greek case are
scarce. This study explores the effectiveness of
the Guaranteed Minimum Income (GMI) in
Greece concerning three dimensions: a) ad-
equacy, b) accessibility, and c) enabling. To this
end it draws on the findings of 250 quantita-
tive questionnaires completed by social services
professionals responsible for its delivery at the
local level throughout the country. The findings
reveal a picture of ineffectiveness of the Greek
GMTI in addressing poverty and social exclusion.
The informants present a rather pragmatic
view, that GMI is measure that is “better than
nothing” in turbulent times. In terms of acces-
sibility, they are quite skeptical regarding sever-
al issues, such as the reliability of applications’
assessment, its fair distribution, the extent to
which prospective beneficiaries can easily get it
as well as the transparency of eligibility criteria.
In addition, they express a more discouraging
view regarding GMI's ability in reducing both
undeclared work and unemployment and they
think that it doesn't give incentives to work.

MEPIAHWH

e avtiBeon pe v au€avopevn BiBMoypagia oxe-
UKG PE TNV ANOTEAECHATKOTNTA TWV OXNUATWY
ENAXIOTOU €1000AUATOS WS MPOS TNV avakoupion
and ™ QTWOXEIQ KAT TOV KOIVWVIKO AnOKAEIoUO, O1
PEAETES aGI0AOYNONS y1a TNV eMNVIKA nepintwon
glvan ondvies. H napoloa pehétn digpeuva v
anoteAeopaukonta tou EAdxiotou Eyyunpévou Ei1-
o0odhpatos (E.E.E) otnv EMAda og tpe1s Siaotdoers:
a) endpkeia, B) npooBaoipdtnta kai y) evepyonoi-
non. Ma to okond autd Baoiletan ota euphyata
250 NOCOTUKWY EPWTINUATOAOYIWY MOU GUUMANPD-
Bnkav and enayyeAUaties KOWWVIKWY UNNPESIV
nou sfvar unguBuvor yia tn dievépyeld Tou o€ To-
mko enfnedo o€ 6GAn T xpa. Ta euphyata ano-
KOAUMTOUV 10 €1KOVA avanOoTeAeopauKOTNTas s
EMNVIKNS NEPTNTWONS Gty avVTPETDMOoN NS PTo-
X€10S KA1 TOU KOIVWVIKOU anokAgiopou. O1 cUppE-
TEXOVIES OTNV €pEUvVa Napouaiddouy Uia PAMov
peahioukn anoyn, 6u to E.E.E anoteAef éva petpo
nou gival «kaAUtepo and to tinota» oe SUCKOAOUS
Ka1pous. Xe 6,1 dpopd v npooBaciydtnta, ivan
OPKETA EMPUAAKTKOT oxeukd pe NOMd {nthuata,
onws n aglomotia tns a&loAdynons Twv AITNCEWY,
n 6ikain katavopn tou, o Babuds otov onoio o1
unoyn@1o1 G1ka1oUxol Yrnopouv va To anoKthoouv
€UKOAa KaBs Kar ws Npos tn O1aQAveId Twv KPi-
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Future research should expand the study of the  tpiwv emieGipdtntas. Emniéov, ekppalouv ia

effectiveness of GMI to the actual (or poten- mo anoBappuvtkn Anown OXEUKE pE TV 1KAVO-

tial) beneficiaries of the Program. nta tou E.E.E va peidver tooo v abhiwn ep-
yaoia 600 ka1 v avepyia kol motetouv ou Oev
biver kivntpa yia epyacia. H yeMovukn épeuva Ba
MPENE1 va ENEKTEIVET TN JEAETN TNS ANOTENEOUATIKO-
ntas tou E.E.E otous npaypatikous (h duvnuikous)
Sikatouxous tou lMpoypduparos.

KEY WORDS: Guaranteed Minimum Income, AEEEIZ-KAEIAIA: EAdxioto Eyyunuévo Ei066n-
poverty and social exclusion, social services, pa, QTOXEIA KA1 KOIWWVIKOS ANOKAEIOUOS, KOTVW-
Greece. VIKES unnpeaies, EAGSa.

1. Introduction

he aim of this exploratory paper is to shed light in the implementation of Guaranteed Mini-

mum Income (hereafter GMI) in Greece in the context of turbulent times (Greve, 2023).
Drawing on primary administrative data and on the findings of 250 quantitative questionnaires
completed by key informants (social workers and professionals) responsible for the implementa-
tion of the GMI in the so called “Community Centers” (hereafter CCs) throughout the country,
the article focuses on its social impact with respect to three dimensions: a) adequacy, b) acces-
sibility, and c) enabling.

Greek GMI is an example of Minimum Income Schemes (hereafter MIS), often referred to as
“last safety nets”, which should be available and accessible for everybody in need of income sup-
port to avoid poverty and social exclusion and which are rule tax-financed and means-tested. Fur-
thermore, it forms part of the so called “third generation” social assistance programs (Kazepoy,
2011), which combine the provision of income support with supportive social services and work
reintegration programs for the beneficiaries (Clegg, 2013).

In recent years, MIS have been at the center of political and academic interest for several in-
terrelated reasons. Initially, interest in MIS stemmed from their importance as an indicator of the
ultimate social rights guaranteed by national welfare states (Leibfried, 1992) and of the extent
of public commitment to social justice and social cohesion (Bahl et al., 2011). At the same time,
they have been identified, at the EU level, as a main component of the route towards a more
social Europe (Cantillon, 2019).

More importantly, however, the resurgence of this interest is closely linked to the wider
debate on the restructuring of welfare states in the context of the successive crises (financial,
Covid 19, inflationary) of recent years, under the growing influence of neoliberalism (Farnsworth
& Irving, 2018). The gradual strengthening of the latter has led to a continuous residualization
of social policy (Cantillon and Lanker, 2012) with an emphasis on the establishment of new ‘last
resort’ institutions for the management of extreme poverty (Kazepov and Sabatinelli, 2006). Un-
der these circumstances, it's not striking that one of the main features characterizing the reforms
that took place during the great recession in the countries of the Southern European model,
which were disproportionately affected by the effects of the crisis, was the extension of income
maintenance support, beyond the scope of traditional contributory social insurance programs
(Perez & Matsaganis, 2019; Lalioti and Koutsampelas, 2021).
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Against this backdrop, Greece was the late comer with respect to the introduction of a gen-
eral and nationwide MIS (2017). Its introduction goes hand in hand with the restructuring of the
wider welfare system towards a liberal/residual direction in the context of the implementation of
the bail out programs (Papatheodorou, 2015; Dimoulas, 2017). Hence, supranational actors, such
as the European Commission, the IMF, and the World Bank, played a significant role, pushing
for the promotion of the required institutional reforms and offering technical assistance for its
implementation (Matsaganis, 2018).

Having said that, this paper seeks to contribute to the fast-growing literature on the evalua-
tion of MIS. It combines the descriptive use of primary and secondary sources with the collection
and processing of primary quantitative data to explore the views of professionals involved in the
implementation of the Greek GMI at the local level, regarding its impact in alleviating poverty
and social exclusion, in terms of adequacy, accessibility, and its enabling character. Hence, it aims
to add to the few evaluation studies on the effectiveness of the Greek GMI in fighting these
phenomena (Sakellaropoulos et al., 2019).

Following this introduction, the next sections include a review of the relevant literature; the
methods used and research results. Conclusions summarize the key findings, discuss the limita-
tions and strengths of the study and end with future research directions in the area of social
service provision.

2. Literature review
0ver the past decades, literature on the effectiveness of MIS in alleviating poverty and social ex-
clusion is fast growing and largely characterized by the dominance of quantitative approaches
(Gabos and Tomka,2022; Almeida et al.,2022, Eichhorst et al.,2023). Relevant studies mostly focus
on three main issues: (a) adequacy (i.e. how generous the benefits are to guarantee a minimum
standard of living), (b) accessibility, in terms of coverage and the issue of non-take up, and (c) the
enabling character of MIS (i.e. the extent that they also include the delivery of inclusive labor mar-
ket policies and access to high-quality social inclusion services) (see e.g. Almeida et al. 2022 and
SPC and European Commission, 2022 for an overview of the performance of MIS and associated
issues in EU countries).

A noticeable exception is a large-scale EU study that took place between 2012 and 2015 and
adopted a mixed methodology to evaluate the impact of member states MIS on the live courses
of deprived individuals (Frazer & Marlier,2016).

In addition, there are a few single country studies, that employ qualitative research strate-
gies to offer more ‘in depth’ interpretation of the impact of MIS, based on the perceptions of the
beneficiaries (see for example for the Spanish case Estepa-Maestra and Roca,2018). In some (rare)
cases, single country studies try to assess MIS by analyzing the perceptions of key informants
(social workers of regional and local administrations) (Estepa-Maestra and Roca,2017).

The review of the relevant literature reveals mixed results. On the rather complex issue of
adequacy! most studies show that, over the last years, it has declined in most MS with a few
exceptions (Gabos and Tomka,2022; SPC and European Commission,2022). This downward trend
is largely due to the difficulty of adequate financing, especially in countries with high public debt
(Cantillon, et al.,2018; Noél,2019).

In addition, they indicate a clear pattern across EU countries. In the Scandinavian and con-
tinental countries, MIS tend to be close to the AROP line (over 65%), Mediterranean and Bal-
tic countries show an average adequacy (between 40% and 65%), while most eastern European
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countries have a low adequacy level (below 40% of the AROP line). More specifically, a European
Commission’s study shows that in 2018 only Ireland and the Netherlands provided levels of mini-
mum income above the 60% poverty line (European Commission,2020). Gabos and Tomka (2022),
found - across all household types - that the MGI of out-of-work households does not reach the
60% national poverty threshold in almost any European country, while about half of them (almost
exclusively Western European ones) reach the 40% threshold?. In the same vein, an SPC and Eu-
ropean Commission (2022) study sawed that, for the income year 2019, adequacy was highest in
the Netherlands, Ireland and Italy, where the level of benefits of single-adult households exceeded
or was very close to 90 %—100 % of the 60% poverty line, while at the lower end, the minimum
income in Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary was below 20 % of the poverty threshold.

Finally, Almeida et al. (2022) found that more than half of the EU countries provide MI amounts
that are not sufficient in relation to an extreme poverty criterion (e.g., Bulgaria, Romania, Latvia, the
Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary), while on the other hand, Ireland, Germany, the Netherlands,
Denmark, Finland and Malta are the countries that provide the highest proficiency (over 120%
for a single adult). As expected, the adequacy levels decrease for all countries when considering a
standard poverty criterion (60% poverty line). According to this criterion, only four countries show
adequacy levels close to 100% (Ireland, Germany, the Netherlands, and Denmark).

On the issue of accessibility of MIS, it mostly depends mainly on coverage and the issue of
non-take up. As regards the former, it can be measured as the ratio between the population eli-
gible for the MIS scheme and the population in poverty conditions (Figari et. al.,2013). Relevant
literature also provides a mixed picture across countries. Figari et al. (2013) show that the cover-
age rate of the AROP population varies from around 20% in Austria, Denmark, and Germany to
around 70% in Poland, while improving substantially when using an extreme poverty threshold
(40% of the national equalized median income). Frazer and Marlier (2016) highlight that in 2015
16 EU countries out of 27 present MIS with eligibility conditions ensuring ‘fairly comprehensive'
coverage, with the rest 8 countries (Bulgaria, Greece, Spain, Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Portugal, and
Romania), presenting a very limited coverage. According to the findings of the EMIN project, cov-
erage was low in certain countries, due to income thresholds to qualify for MIS that are extremely
low, often below 40% of median income which is the absolute poverty line (Makinen,2018:16).

In a similar vein, Almeida et al. (2022) found that the coverage of MI schemes is quite het-
erogeneous across countries, yet insufficient in most of them, with less than half of the popula-
tion in extreme poverty covered by these schemes. Overall, most countries fail in covering most
of the population in extreme poverty, with only eight countries depicting coverage rates above
50%. Moreover, certain population groups are excluded, or their benefits are lower than in the
general population (e.g., a large part of the working-age population young people, immigrants,
asylum seekers, the homeless and the Roma) (Makinen,2018).

Non-take-up is also seen as a serious problem that is not adequately addressed. It refers to
an incomplete benefit receipt among those who are eligible to claim the same benefit (Raitano,
etal.,2021). Relevant studies converge on the fact that it varies between 40% and 60%, depend-
ing on the schemes and countries studied, while also underlying that the risk of non-take-up is
particularly high for certain social groups (women, couples, young people, people with a low
educational level and migrants, etc. (Frazer and Marlier,2009; Dubois and Ludwinek,2015). A
recent comparative study in four MS (Belgium, Denmark, Netherlands, Finland) and the United
Kingdom corroborates previous findings, by showing that the non-take-up of minimum income
schemes typically ranges around 30 % to 50 % of the eligible population (Marc, et al.,2022). In
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most cases, the non-take-up is found to be related to lack of information, administrative deficien-
cies (Daigneault and Macé,2019), social stigma (EAPN,2020), but also on the expected benefit
amounts (Arrighi et al.,2015).

Finally, another important component of MIS concerns their enabling character, which is
their ability to support beneficiaries to return to the labor market and to avoid social exclusion of
those unable to work (2nd and 3rd pillar of MIS). As regards the former, activation requirements
are generally combined with monetary incentives to ensure that work pays and active labor
market policy provision (ALMPS) to ease the transition to the labor market (SPC and European
Commission,2022). Moreover, all MIS in Europe combine activation measures with increased
conditionality, which links benefits to participation in activation programs or to work acceptance
(van Lanker and Farrel,2018:18, Coady et al.,2021). Natili (2020) shows that the strictness of
the activation function may vary across countries, since some may focus on ‘positive’ incentives
according to an ‘enabling perspective’ focusing on labor market integration, while others may
stress the role of 'negative incentives' in a 'workfare perspective'. According to Immervoll and
Knotz (2018) Malta, Switzerland, and Slovenia have the strictest conditions for jobseekers while
Iceland, Bulgaria, and Greece have the most relaxed.

Concerning the effectiveness of their activation function, MIS show a rather limited success
due to several factors such as the poor quality of services available, lack of tailoring of services
to beneficiaries’ profile, low coverage of activation measures, ineffective targeting, strict condi-
tionality problems, lack of cooperation and coordination between employment services, social
services and institutions that provide income support, etc. (Frazer,2018:19-20; SPC and European
Commission,2022).

As regards the latter, all MIS combine the receipt of income support with the provision of a
wide range of additional social services to support and empower beneficiaries for social participa-
tion and labor market inclusion. These include education/vocational training, free school meals
childcare, in-kind benefits for education and participation, healthcare/health insurance social
counselling and psychological services social services, social assistance services, energy tariffs, etc.
(Frazer and Marlier,2016). Yet, such benefits tend to be difficult to assess, since they are some-
times granted on a discretionary basis, they are not well covered by available policy lever indica-
tors, while the information provided by the Member States in MISSOC or to the OECD country
fiches does not offer sufficient details on their design (SPC and European Commission,2022).

2.1 The Greek setting

In contrast to the rapidly growing international literature, evaluation studies of the Greek GMI
are scarce. In addition, they have been carried out during the first stages of GMI implementation
and have not considered the effects of recent crises (Covid 19 and inflation) on the intensity of
poverty and social exclusion (Raitano, et al.,2021) in the Greek population. Yet, they converge on
the fact that the GMI cannot provide a decent standard of living to the beneficiaries, its enabling
character is problematic (Sakellaropoulos et al.,2019), bureaucracy is a serious obstacle, while its
impact on poverty reduction is extremely limited (Ziomas et al., 2017).

Moreover, it suffers from low coverage among its intended and potential beneficiaries, since
almost 60 percent of said households do not apply for it (Hellenic Court of Audit, 2021). The
eligibility criteria are so low that they end up favoring those who evade taxes or are employed in
forms of undeclared work (Spyridakis, 2020).
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If the above are combined with several administrative deficiencies, such as problems in the
cross-checking and verification of the data of beneficiaries, lack of coordination procedures, the
lack of interconnections within the program's information system, and the lack of systematic
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms (Lalioti and Koutsampelas,2021; Hellenic Court of Au-
dit,2021), then the GMI's overall social impact on individuals’ lives is limited, as many beneficia-
ries continue to adopt the same coping strategies (Sakellaropoulos et al.,2019).

2.2. The current study

According to the literature presented above, this study is one of the few single country studies
trying to assess the MIS by analyzing the perceptions of social services professionals at the local
level (see for example Estepa-Maestra and Roca, 2017). To our knowledge, this is the first research
effort in Greece to be based on a nationwide representative sample of professionals working
on the implementation of GMI throughout the country. Moreover, it attempts to offer a more
updated evaluation of the Greek GMI that covers the entire period of its nationwide operation
(2017 to date) in a context of multiple crises.

The overarching research question of the study is: how effective is the Greek GMI in terms
of adequacy, accessibility and its enabling character?

3. Methodology

he main research question concerns the social impact of GMLI, in terms of adequacy, accessibil-

ity, and its enabling character. The chosen methodological approach combines the descriptive
use of primary and secondary quantitative sources with the collection and processing of primary
guantitative data. Regarding the former, apart from reviewing existing evaluation and administra-
tive studies, data were drawn from EU SILC database, to show the incidence of poverty and social
exclusion in Greece. Regarding the latter, a quantitative survey was conducted that was based on
questionnaires sent and completed by social workers and other professionals all over the country.
In order to respond to the research questions, the cross-sectional research design was used which
is implemented when researchers’ goal is to identify how beliefs, practices and knowledge about
an issue are distributed in a sample and whether correlations can be brought to light. A random
sample among the 335 CCs was used and the response amount was 250 questionnaires. Hence,
we consider that the research complies with the criterion of generalization as the response rate is
more than 50% (Bryman,2016). The sample consists of young people, with a relatively high level of
education, half of whom are single and the other half married, most of whom don't have children.

A questionnaire was constructed and structured around the main concepts of the research.
In particular, the main aim was to operationalize the three main evaluation dimensions (a) ad-
equacy (how sufficient the GMI was for the beneficiaries), (b) accessibility (how accessible the
GMI was for the beneficiaries), and (c) enabling (how much it empowered them and mobilized
them to find a job).

Participants’ written accounts were analyzed by following the Thematic Network Analysis
(TNA) as it is implemented by Jennifer Attride-Stirling (2001). Coding in TNA is composed of three
analytic stages which correspond to three different levels of abstraction. First, Basic Themes code
the most basic or lowest-order data fragments related to the research questions. Second, Basic
Themes are grouped into Organizing Themes in which similar issues are clustered. Third, Global
Themes are super-ordinate themes that encompass the principal metaphors in the data as a
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whole. They are macro themes that summarize and make sense of clusters of lower-order themes
abstracted from and supported by the data. In TNA analysis process is productive, but without
completely canceling the flexibility of interacting with the data. This means that researchers can
begin the process of analysis by constructing a book of codes (template) in which the axes of
organization of the material are recorded.

Finally, the main limitations of the study should be noted. First, it draws exclusively on the
views and perceptions of social services professionals. Second, the results are based on the col-
lection and processing of quantitative data mostly. Third, the current study would have benefited
from including street-level bureaucrats and decision makers as well. Future research should rep-
licate the study taking into account these dimensions. Despite these limitations, the findings of
this quantitative study expand knowledge in this crucial area and have significant theoretical and
policy implications.

4. Data presentation
4.1 Adequacy

Adequacy of the Greek GMI is measured, by using the typical measure of comparing the maxi-
mum benefit amount to the poverty threshold (Raitano et al,2021, SPC and European Commis-
sion,2022). According to the latest EU SILC data (2022 based on 2021 incomes), the median
equalized income for Greece was 793€ per month*. Hence, the standard poverty threshold (60%
of the median) for this year was 476€ per month while the extreme poverty threshold (40%)
was 317€ per month. Given that the GMI total amount for a single person to cover all its needs,
including housing costs, food, utilities, or other essential needs is up to 200€, it proves ineffec-
tive in eliminating poverty, either according to a standard poverty criterion (42% of the standard
poverty threshold), or even according to the extreme poverty criterion (63% of the extreme pov-
erty threshold). In comparative terms, Greek GMI shows a moderate adequacy (between 40%
and 65% of the standard AROP line), lying between the Scandinavian and continental countries
on the one hand and the Eastern countries on the other (Frazer and Marlier, 2016, Natili, 2020).
This picture is quite compatible with the results of primary quantitative research. On average, the
participants of the sample are not very convinced that the GMI contributes effectively to the fight
against poverty and access to a decent living, as can be seen in Figure 1 where it appears that their
placement is in the middle of the scale, whose one pole is 1=not at all and the other 10=fully.

Figure 1: Average opinions on GMI's effectiveness in eliminating poverty

GMI gives access to decent living standards

44 ]

GMI is a powerful means for fighting poverty 52 ]
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Also, the findings analysis based on participants' comments and suggestions to the open ques-
tion of the questionnaire, showed that the governance of its implementation makes it deficient in
view of specific social categories. For instance, due to the hostels’ shortage, mainly in the regional
peripheries of the country, the homeless are pushed to find costly shelters and in that case, they
cannot pay the rent even if they get the housing benefit. In addition, there are many long-term
unemployed (including the homeless) who as soon as they find a job, they should also try to keep it
as the work ethic of GMI requires. This is a somehow strange precondition, if not very strict, for one,
by getting a job he/she is not anymore entitled to GMI benefit. Yet, this does not mean that this job
will last forever. It should be also noted that the Public Employment Service (hereafter D.YP.A) does
not train unemployed people on how to keep and go on with their jobs as it just finds employment
and its role ends at this point.

To this it must be added that as soon as somebody is dismissed from his job, he must wait up
to six months to be able to receive the GMI as his/her incomes are shown as lacking for six months
back. So, for six months he remains with zero income. Some change needs to be made so that this
gap can be filled so that those who lose their job would be able to join the program from the first
month. To overpass this bureaucratic obstacle social services professionals suggested a few amend-
ments such as the increase of the significance of income criteria, the immersion into voluntary
work as a condition for joining the GMI program, the more flexible inclusion and support criteria
for single-parent families and the homeless as well as more strict ownership control based on com-
bined cross-checking mentioned above.

Being that as it may, social services professionals understand that potential beneficiaries try
to do whatever they can to cheat the system either by not declaring that they work or by declaring
as belonging to single parent families while living in different houses. And this is due to the GMI's
financial inadequacy in meeting the real needs of real people. The composition of the household
set apart there are people who while they have no income, have inherited a house where they live
and exceed the real estate criteria set by the GMI rules. Certainly, none wishes to break the law
but, in this case, the social services professionals emphasized that there exists an out of the need
daily and repeated injustice which at the end may end up in illegality and delegitimization of the
whole project. Yet, this is up to the State, that is, several public services should be coordinated and
interfaced, so that possible law breakers may be spotted. On the other hand, should social benefits
be better the tendency for law evading would have possibly been minimal or zeroed. For instance,
for a single-family household to be viable 200€ per month is not enough to pay rent, electricity,
and water and to be fed properly when food distribution all over the country is highly problematic
especially with repeated delays.

Moreover, an effective governance of the program would include the following: GMI should
only be provided by social scientists working in economic sections of welfare departments. They
should be charged with a specific number of applicants or beneficiaries to develop a more holistic
approach. The GMI should be approved by standard full-time social services professionals and not
by non-standard ones who happen to rotate to other colleagues (and who cannot be held respon-
sible for any possible fraudulent handling as well). At the same time, it cannot be given, although
it should be, to certain vulnerable groups such the Roma, the homeless etc. (Makinen,2018). This
is because it has been wrongly designed to apply to typical households whose members are not
moving, and they seek permanent residence.

As for the Roma people especially, just the registration done by the social services profes-
sionals of the centers at the start is not enough. An official registration list should be made by the
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Municipality along with a marking of shanty residents that will be enriched periodically. This is of
utmost importance because there is not a single rule for all settlements and in that case, it hap-
pens that some are beneficiaries, and some are not at all. Monitoring should anyway take place for
this purpose. What is being done so far is that the same people who make the applications, check,
and support at the same time!! So, many people who really need it and do not work informally
are thrown out of the benefit. Finally, not all who get pensions from other States or work abroad
and appear only to apply are checked. This means that that they grab the place of somebody else’s.
Despite these drawbacks almost all respondents agreed that the GMI should be continued because
itis a necessary and quite effective program. As Figure 2 shows, most of the participants’ responses
are above the value 7 in the scale.

Figure 2: Average responses to the question “Is GMI a necessary and effec-
tive program and should be continued?”
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4.2 Accessibility

For the purposes of this study, coverage of the Greek GMI is measured by calculating the ratio
between the beneficiaries of the GMI scheme and the population in extreme poverty conditions
(Almeida et al.,2022). According to the typically used extreme poverty measure in the EU (40%
of median disposable income), extreme poverty in Greece was 6.7% in 2022 (based on 2021 in-
comes), the fifth highest rate after Romania, Spain, Latvia, and Italy. Considering that the Greek
population, according to the last census (2021) was 10,482,487 million?, it follows that the ex-
treme poor amounted to 670.000 people. As shown in Figure 3, the number of GMI beneficiaries
in 2021 ranged between 398 and 523 thousand people, or an annual average of 428,611 thou-
sand. Consequently, the coverage rate for this year reached 63.8%, which confirms the findings
of previous studies (Hellenic Court of Audit,2021; World Bank,2019).
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Figure 3: Number of GMI beneficiaries, 2021 (per month)
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Considering that poverty and social exclusion are expected to rise in the consequent years
(2022 and 2023) due to the accumulative effect of successive crises (Covid 19, energy, inflationary,
etc.) (Raitano, et al.,2021), it's quite surprising that, according to official administrative data, the
number of GMI beneficiaries in the respective years is gradually decreasing, to reach at the lowest
level (336.966 thousand) in April 2023 (Figure 4).

Figure 4: The evolution of GMI beneficiaries, January 2021-April 2023
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Research findings, presented in figure 5, show that the social services professionals of CCs are
quite skeptical regarding a number of dimensions concerning the accessibility of GMI including the
reliability of applications’ assessment, its fair distribution, the extent to which prospective benefi-
ciaries can easily get it as well as the transparency of their eligibility (Dimoulas, 2018). Yet, they
seem to be almost unanimously certain that the GMI is addressed to all legally settled residents of
the country without discrimination, that is, they believe that such a thing happens, and this fact is
an exception regarding its application.

Figure 5: Accessibility dimensions of GMI by potential beneficiaries
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Being that as it may, social services professionals in CCs seem to depict a rather kaleidoscop-
ic view on the issue. One of the problems noted focuses on the technical aspect of the platforms,
a fact strangely to happen in so-called digitalization times. Due to repeated malfunctions the
beneficiaries often cannot be properly served (whether with the interface with D.YPA., or with
Public Power Corporation (D.E.I), etc.) and as a result many lose their assistance.

At the same time, it is not unusual social services professionals to meet strong disagree-
ments about the supporting documents and the conditionalities upon assistance getting since
many beneficiaries-to-be take it for granted that they must receive it and by the time the income
criteria are announced along with the necessary documents, they become frustrated due to re-
peated bureaucracy. On top of these, there are many freelancers and farmers whose income is
very difficult to be checked because they do not declare it in the tax services and as soon as the
social services professionals undertake the initiative to proceed with checking by themselves, al-
though not being accountants, either they object to the supporting documents or provide other
ones aiming at pausing the monitoring process.

However, they do assume this role time and again due to this administrative drawback. In
this case social services professionals commented that it would be more appropriate and logical
the thorough and intensive cross checking of personal belongings of the applicants as well as
the establishment of networking between several public offices to locate as much as possible
potential law breakers. In other words, participants show distrust towards accessibility. In Figure
6 a summative variable is created composed of the items which tap participants’ beliefs on how
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accessible the GMI by beneficiaries is. It is shown that participants’ responses are not homo-
geneous since almost half of the responses are below the value 6 of the scale. This means that
participants feel distrust towards the accessibility of the GMI.

Figure 6: Distrust related to the fair GMI accessibility
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4.3 Enabling

The answers to the question of whether the GMI enables beneficiaries and activates them in the
labor market are somehow more discouraging as figure 7 shows. One can observe that according
to the social services professionals the GMI does not help to reduce both undeclared work and
unemployment. In addition, it does not give incentives to work while they seem to be ambivalent
as to whether it ensures beneficiaries’ access to qualitative social services.

Figure 7: Enabling and activation rates of GMI towards the labor market
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Moreover, they hold the view that those who have been receiving the GMI for many years
tend to develop a passive stance towards life. This is a condition that does not help beneficiaries
either in their exit from unemployment or in their effective mobilization towards the labor mar-
ket. Hence, effective immersion in the labor market presupposes several combined measures from
the employment services in the first place. In this connection, the D.YPA must modernize its em-
ployment programs for the inclusion of GMI beneficiaries in jobs according to their qualifications.
Along with that there should be mandatory training seminars for GMI's to receive professional
training that will effectively contribute to finding a job.

There were many answers converging to the same idea, that the same people have been
taking GMI benefits for some years now and this is, if anything, at least a failure of the program
to the extent that these beneficiaries do not work. For this reason, social services professionals
suggested that there should be a limit to the period someone receives the GMI, a kind of condi-
tionality enriched with simultaneous efforts for job finding, as is the case with the unemployment
benefit. This is because the GMI operates at the risk of reproducing the “inactivity trap” phe-
nomenon. In other words, people especially of productive age and able to work, are considered
as relying on the benefits and do not even enter the job search process. Considering this, social
services should design suitable motives for GMI's to be active in looking for job as well as to avoid
informal employment.

On the other hand, the relationship between GMI and undeclared work is a common secret
and, in many aspects, a “conspiracy” of silence among those involved. It is mainly due to the po-
litical and bureaucratic inertia of State apparatus and to be bypassed as a problem social services
professionals said that more intensive and additional cross-checks regarding residence details,
guest card, residence permits (especially European citizens) and income sources are needed. In
that way the GMI will and should be continued and expanded for those who really need it.
Hence, there must be safeguards, like those mentioned, put in work to monitor those who are
not entitled to it, fiscally in the first place. It is necessary the State to find ways to block from the
GMI those who work with undeclared income or entrepreneurs who always declare a loss, since it
is a common secret that they do not always need it. At this point it is necessary to point out that
a great many beneficiaries are forced to work informally to continue to be subsidized by the GMI.
In case they work and remain unemployed for a long period of time, which can often be up to six
months, they are left without income since they may not be entitled to the GMI as mentioned.
Therefore, they remain trapped in a regime of undeclared work. Here the State should intervene
regulating the labor market in the first place as this is the biggest problem since the beneficiaries
choose either to remain unemployed or to work illegally.

In addition, social services professionals were very sharp in saying that there must simulta-
neously be an improvement in the provision of the FEAD® services. The parts involved (companies,
regional units, and municipalities) must ensure that the product they distribute to the beneficia-
ries arrives in excellent condition. In the opposite case, the beneficiary and its human dignity are
belittled and devalued. The phenomenon of poor-quality products distribution due to their poor
maintenance is not rare. In addition, better support, and interface with the D.YPA. concerning
the (re)integration of the unemployed into the labor market is urgently needed. It should be
mentioned that not all municipalities have employment advisors, the older social services profes-
sionals either do not have the relevant know-how or they have not been trained through seminar
schemes and/or do not want to deal with the GMI. Mismanagement of the FEAD has been often
took place due to the irrelevance of the social services professionals of the D.YP.A resulting in the
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pausing of income support without that being the fault of the beneficiary. Finally, an interface
with EFKA® would be helpful to draw and monitoring immediately and in real time, salaries, etc.

Respondents rank in a similarly moderate and skeptical manner whether the GMI provides
One Stop Shop services, whether IT databases are effective, and whether agency coordination is
adequate, confirming the findings of previous evaluation studies (Lalioti and Koutsampelas,2021;
Hellenic Court of Audit,202). As one can see in Figure 8, the average responses are 6.5, 6.2 and
5.5 for these three questions, that is, slightly above the middle of the scale.

Figure 8: Average responses for GMI effective services
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For most of them, the basic function that must be regulated regarding the GMI concerns
its core mission. The social services professionals of the sample made it clear in their comments
that each case should be examined holistically and not being instead part of an impersonally
structured bureaucratic mechanism. For instance, there are cases where applicants happen to
have the highest percentage of belongings above the accepted levels which, however, cannot be
sold because either it is mortgaged or in debt. Yet, the owners being either pensioners or salaried
ones are deemed by the system as not beneficiaries when, as mentioned above, a great many
people are tax evaders and work informally.

On the other hand, there is an issue with the time one starts to get the GMI that is the
time he/she is considered as being in productive age. In this connection, there many cases where
the GMI is given to people by the time they start their “productive years” so to speak and they
become slowly passive recipients of a benefit which turns them into inactive labor figures. In sum
the main axes of responses by the social services professionals of CCs can be clustered as follows
in the Figure 9. It is clearly shown that GMI improvement may come from the income checking,
the administrative service delivery improvements, an effective yielding income method and the
essential link to the labour market.
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Figure 9: Social services professional’s proposals for improving GMI imple-
mentation

5. Conclusion

he aim of this study was to explore the social impact of GMI in Greece drawing on the findings

of quantitative questionnaires completed by key participants (social workers and professionals)
responsible for its implementation in the so-called “Community Centers” throughout the country.
Research findings corroborate results of previous studies revealing a picture of ineffectiveness of
the Greek GMI in addressing poverty and social exclusion in terms of adequacy, accessibility and
enabling of beneficiaries.

Social service professionals consider that in terms of adequacy GMI is quite ineffective.
Instead of taking into account the real condition of potential beneficiaries’ life it relies on su-
perficial, bureaucratic and unchecked criteria resulting in below the absolute poverty assistance
reproducing thus both the poverty and the involuntary inactivity trap. Hence, although in general
terms, the participants of the research are not negative towards GMI they consider that it is a
‘better than worst’ measure which needs immediate improvement.

Regarding the issue of accessibility, social service professionals are highly skeptical. Their
particular concern relates to the reliability of applications’ assessment, the fair distribution of
GMI, the extent to which prospective beneficiaries can easily get it as well as the transparency
of their eligibility. In addition, they seem to be ambivalent as to whether it ensures beneficiaries’
access to qualitative social services.

Finally, as far as the issue of enabling is concerned they express a more discouraging view
regarding GMI's ability to reduce both undeclared work and unemployment and they think that
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it does not give incentives to work. On the contrary, GMI's structure pushes beneficiaries either in
the realm of inactivity or in the trap of informal economy. This is because in a fully uncertain life
context, the most certain material base becomes the GMI. Thus, instead of activating the actual
or potential beneficiaries it turns them into micro-managers of State provisions.

In general terms, the participants of the research are not negative towards GMI. However,
they consider that in order GMI be more effective it should be re-designed to become more task
oriented by focusing on real poor through reframing and reorganizing its implementation struc-
ture. Hence the systematic monitoring and cross checking of the potential beneficiaries through
networking with other public offices, the essential connectivity with labor market, the inclusion
of more social categories, like the homeless, the improvement of the services delivery along with
the facilitation of access, would make it more efficient and effective in terms of implementation.

This is necessary since the potential beneficiaries are neither a homogenous social group
nor do they adopt a seemingly passive attitude towards their involuntary path to vulnerability.
In other words, should the processes social services professionals very aptly described remain un-
changed, a new revolving ‘culture of poverty’ will be created and reproduced with the unwitting
assistance of the central administration.

Notes

1. The adequacy of MIS is very difficult to measure. Yet, it is typically assessed by comparing the
maximum benefit amount to a 'poverty' threshold (or better, an adequacy benchmark) for model
families. For a discussion see Raitano, et. al.,2021; SPC and European Commission,2022, p.9.

2. The ones below the 40% threshold are mostly Central, Eastern and Southern European coun-
tries.

3. Statistics | Eurostat (europa.eu)

4. Census2022_GR.pdf (statistics.gr)

5. The Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived
6. Unified Social Security Agency
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