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Abstract 
Atkinson’s idea of a participation income draws attention to the various ways in which people partake in society. Current discussions on social participation go beyond paid work – also focusing on volunteering, education, and caregiving to kin. With the idea of the participation income, various forms to contribute to society can be highlighted and acknowledged. This article investigates how the idea of a participation income is reflected in Danish, Finnish, German and Dutch social policies. Findings show that elements of a participation income are incorporated in active labour market policies in all countries: Denmark adopted a narrow focus on paid work, Finland seeks tailor-made solutions for the long-term unemployed, Germany reformed many policy areas to achieve a better activation, and the Netherlands acknowledge a wide range of social participation forms. These country-differences highlight that governments can adopt the idea of a participation income to achieve the focus they desire. 
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction
Anthony Atkinson’s seminal article ‘The case for a participation income’ drew our attention to the importance of social participation. Social participation describes how people partake in society and contribute to it. According to Atkinson, they can do this, for example, through paid work, volunteering, education, and caregiving for children and frail kin.§ The remarkable aspect of this enumeration is the range of activities covered, which underlines that individuals can contribute to society through more than just paid work. This perspective is important nowadays as unemployment persists, the significance of especially women’s unpaid care work is acknowledged, and the retirees’ social contributions through volunteering and grandparental childcare become more visible. Acknowledging this range of activities allows social policies to adapt to social change if they value the different ways in which individuals contribute to society.2 
A crucial aspect of Atkinson’s idea is that certain social rights are tied to social participation. In other words, participation income is for those who participate in society. With this approach Atkinson defines a society as the group of people who participate in it, meaning he understands society as a living and active unit that thrives on the contributions of its members. Anybody who is part of this group can derive social benefits from it. As such, Atkinson’s approach clearly contrasts with the ideas of legal citizenship and social membership by residence, which have come under close scrutiny lately in the wave of the European refugee crisis. However, the idea of tying social rights to social participation comes with one major caveat: it can be hard to implement. Many of the abundant activities that constitute social participation are hard to measure, to document and to monitor, which makes it a very challenging task to implement a participation income in a functioning welfare state. Thus, it is the very same feature that makes Atkinson’s idea current and relevant that also creates obstacles to its implementation.3 
This articles studies how the idea of a participation income is introduced in four European countries: Denmark, Finland, Germany, and the Netherlands. These countries incorporated the idea of a participation income to different degrees, focusing on different aspects of Atkinson’s concept. The present article traces which aspects of the participation income were introduced, and which activities the choices highlight. The analysis is based on official documents including working group reports, government proposals and final legislative documents. It draws conclusions on the degree the countries have adopted ideas from Atkinson’s participation income by analysing which population groups are acknowledged by the choices made, and which population groups remain unacknowledged in their activities. These conclusions show which value profile governments possess, and which social cleavages persist in populations. Using these insights, the article presents a differentiated assessment of the opportunities of and constraints on implementing a participation income. 

The participation income across countries 
The idea of a participation income is reflected in a series of European welfare state reforms since the 1990s. These reforms called ‘Active labour market policies’ support social benefits recipients to return to work. To reach this aim, they combine enabling instruments with sanctions, for example employment and training services with eligibility conditions and workfare practices. Although none of the countries included in this study implemented the participation income in a pure way, like Atkinson suggested, all countries incorporated elements of a participation income into their Active Labour Market Policies. Denmark, Finland, Germany and the Netherlands have a long history of Active Labour Market Policies despite the fact that they represent different types of welfare states. Denmark and Finland represent the encompassing social-democratic welfare state model while Germany is an example of the conservative type. The Dutch welfare state falls somewhere between the two. The following paragraphs describe how elements of the participation income in each of these countries.4 
In the beginning of the 1990s, Denmark implemented a series of labour market reforms denoting a shift from passive to active labour market policies. The reforms tightened the eligibility for unemployment benefits, decreased benefit periods, and introduced workfare elements into unemployment insurances and other social policies. The reforms emphasized reciprocity between the citizens and society, which was coined as a ‘right and duty principle’. The reasoning was that individuals had a right to income support as long as they were willing to work and actively searched for jobs. In return, society was obliged to assist job-seekers in improving their job prospects. To implement these ideas, the municipalities received a spectrum of laws, tools and initiatives that they could use to reintegrate the unemployed into work or into education or training. The main goals are to reintegrate the unemployed into the labour market as fast as possible and to maintain the workforce needed within Denmark. As a part of the reform labour market regulation was dismantled making it easier to “fire and hire”. Because of its combination of flexible regulations with social security, the Danish model is coined ‘flexicurity’.5
Since the mid 1990’s, the Finnish public discourse promoted the idea of activation with the catch phrase ‘work is the best social security’. The Finnish activation policies emphasize the unemployed persons’ skills and motivation and they justify activation through reciprocity, making the participation in activation measures a norm and moral responsibility. In 2001, the Rehabilitative Work Act was introduced in an effort to re-integrate the long-term unemployed into the labour market and to improve their life management skills. Between 2008 and 2013, the government piloted a full employment model in the municipality of Paltamo, where all unemployed person where guaranteed work with minimum salary. However, the participants did not succeed in finding jobs in the open labour market and the municipality failed to create new jobs. The idea of a participation income resurfaced in the inclusive social security model, which was piloted in six municipalities in 2014. This model offers work-related activities to the long-term unemployed, stating that such activities increase the welfare of excluded people better than a passive acceptance of social benefits. In 2016, the Prime Minister’s Office commissioned a report on how a participation income could be implemented in Finland.6
The German Hartz-reforms of 2003-2005 included elements of the participation income in labour market and unemployment regulations. The centre piece of this reform package was a group of ‘laws for modern services at the labour market’. These laws restructured the federal employment agency and the unemployment benefits, the assistance offered to the unemployed, and work regulations. The reform created more work opportunities within the labour market though a deregulation of temporary work, part-time work and self-employment. This deregulation aimed to make working for even a few hours more financially rewarding for individuals and to remove hiring barriers for the employers. Additional, the reforms created more work opportunities outside the labour market. Such work opportunities arose with the introduction of 1-Euro-Jobs, which are work opportunities for the long-term unemployed in areas that benefit society as a whole, against a minimal fee. Simultaneously, the reforms made it harder to not grip the work opportunities. The merging of unemployment benefits and social assistance increased the contact between the unemployed and employment agencies, and the new regulations made it easier for employment agencies to sanction non-compliance with activation efforts. This option was fortified by a tighter definition of suitable jobs, labelling a wider geographical area and a broader range of jobs as acceptable.7
In the Netherlands, the idea of a participation income is strongly reflected in the civil community jobs. These jobs were introduced to the Dutch social assistance legislation in 2012. They are built on the idea of reciprocity, where solidarity received from the community demands a civic contribution to society in return. In line with Atkinson’s argument, the Dutch government suggested that everybody contributes according to their abilities and that they take responsibility for their own lives and for society. Thus, the primary goal of civic community jobs is less to re-integrate the unemployed into the open labour market, but rather to have them contribute to society in return for the social assistance benefits received. The civil community jobs became further installed with the Participation Act of 2015, which required all municipalities to develop policies governing them. In the framework of these policies, reintegration plans are developed for the social assistant claimants. The plans specify which requirements the claimants have to fulfil to receive social assistance, and which sanctions will be introduced if the requirements are not fulfilled. The requirements can be non-remunerated activities that serve the community, which can be presented in the form of participation placements.8 

Forms of social participation acknowledged 
Atkinson’s idea of a participation income draws attention to the wide range of activities that constitute social participation. The countries studied in this article introduced elements of the participation income in different ways, thereby highlighting different understandings of what constitutes social participation as a condition for social security. All countries have in common that they define paid work as social participation, and that they see people who do not work for pay as those individuals whose social participation needs to be established. Moreover, all countries defined the target group for the participation income as those of working age. In principle, all social assistance claimants aged 18+ years in Denmark, Germany and the Netherlands are required to work without a wage as a compensation for the benefit. In Finland there is no such arrangement but a working aged claimant can lose part of the benefit if they refuse to participate in activation programs. Exemptions apply to those with limited work capability. This definition implies that retirees and individuals with limited work capacity are excluded from the reciprocity mechanism, which demands a contribution to society in exchange for benefits received.  
The forms of social participation acknowledged differ slightly across countries. Among the countries included in this study, the Netherlands recognize the biggest variety of activities, Denmark the smallest one, with Germany falling in the middle (see Table 1). All countries consider caregiving as a form of social participation in granting family policy benefits, by they treat it differently in activation policies. The biggest difference in the treatment of caregiving is between Denmark, which only allows for parental leave from the social participation obligation against a reduced amount of unemployment benefits, and the Netherlands, who accept caregiving for children and for older people as a form social participation. Caregiving is not considered as social participation in the current Finnish legislation. However, the proposed model for participation income in Finland includes caregiving. 6
Like caregiving, also volunteering is treated differently across countries. In Denmark it is not considered a form of social participation, in the Netherlands it is, in Germany the 1-Euro-jobs are so low-paid that they resemble volunteering, and in Finland the activities suggested within the Rehabilitative Work Act can include elements of voluntary work. In the proposed participation income model voluntary work plays a central role. Finally, further education can also be considered social participation. Such a designation of further education is self-evident in Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands, and it can be negotiated for the individual unemployed person within the framework of the Finnish Rehabilitative Work Act.9 

Table 1: Overview of the forms of social participation acknowledged, by country
	
	Denmark
	Finland
	Germany
	The Netherlands

	Paid work
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Caregiving
	No
	Currently no
	Possible
	Yes

	Volunteering
	No
	Possible
	Quasi
	Yes

	Further education
	Yes
	Possible
	Yes
	Yes



Discussion and conclusion
Atkinson’s idea of a participation income was an attempt to render the basic income a politically more salient option for future minimum security. To do this, he unified the approach setting universal social protection and inclusion as the goal of welfare states with the approach declaring increased socially productive behaviour of adult citizens as the goal. As a side-effect, Atkinson opened the floor for debates on what social participation is and how it can be recognized and rewarded in welfare states and more specifically activation policies and basic social security benefits. This articles explores how elements of the participation income were introduced in Denmark, Finland, Germany, and the Netherlands. It highlights which activities were counted as social participation in these countries and which valuations stand behind these choices. 
Findings showed that the understanding of social participation is centred on paid work: elements of a participation income were introduced in the framework of active labour market policies, paid work is considered a form of social participation in all countries, and the people who need to find alternative forms of social participation are the unemployed. Caregiving was not generally considered a form of social participation in all countries, although with country-differences exists. Only the Netherlands consider caregiving to older people in addition to childcare, and in Denmark taking a parental leave reduced the amount of unemployment benefits. Considering that it is mainly women who provide care to children and older people, we can conclude that the participation income elements implemented consider the situations of both men and women, but they respond better to the living situations of men.10 Another form of social participation considered is volunteering. Volunteering is considered in all countries except Denmark, even though in Finland and Germany it is only considered as a means to get the long-term unemployed used to work again. Thus, in these countries it has an instrumental function. The final form of social participation considered is education. Again, the activity is valued as such only in the Netherlands, whereas it is considered as an instrument to facilitate the employability of the unemployed in all other countries. 
In a country-comparative perspective, Denmark stands out because of its narrow focus on work re-integration; Finland because of its tailor-made reintegration plans, which can include diverse forms of social participation; Germany because of its diverse reform approaches to achieve work reintegration and social participation; and the Netherlands because of their wide range of social participation forms considered. These country-differences signal that it is possible to implement elements of a participation income in social policies, even in the framework of different welfare state types. The country-differences observed underline that a narrowly defined participation requirement and strict enforcement brings the participation income closer to a workfare program.11 In contrast, a wider definition of social participation leads to a greater acknowledgement of the different activities that people engage in and of gender-differences in social participation. The same applies to relationship between participation income and universal basic income: the wider the range of activities awarded with participation income, the closer the model comes to basic income.
Taken together, Atkinson’s idea of a participation income provides an alternative a starting point to basic income for turning society into a lively group of interacting individuals, and for striking a balance between welfare state benefits and contributions. As a side-effect, it also provides an opportunity to adapt to social change and highlight activities that receive growing attention and acknowledgement in society, such as caregiving and volunteering. Depending on how the participation income is implemented, it can lean more towards realizing its social potential or towards being a tool for reintegrating the long-term unemployed into the labour market. This versatility ensures that the participation income can continue to inspire policymaking across countries for a long time to come. 
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