Fiscal welfare

The term 'fiscal welfare' was coined in 1958 by Richard Titmuss, a British social policy adviser and scholar who become the first professor of social administration at the London School of Economics. In 'The social division of welfare: some reflections on the search for equity ' (1958), Titmuss highlighted the fact that much political discussion and academic scholarship focused on a narrow understanding of social policy and redistribution, by considering only the direct provision of social benefits and services by the state, which he referred to as 'social welfare'. Yet other forms of 'collective interventions to meet the needs of the individual and/or to serve the wider interests of society' (Titmuss, 1958, p. 42) also exist but receive less attention, namely 'occupational welfare' (see Chapter 33) and 'fiscal welfare'.

While occupational welfare refers to more private forms of employment-based social benefits provided through collective agreements or by employers, fiscal welfare corresponds to a specific type of state intervention through the use of the tax system to offer preferential tax treatment to given groups and/or for specific purposes. In practice, occupational welfare schemes are often subsidized through tax incentives -and therefore are also to some extent dependent on state intervention and financing. Thus, public or 'social welfare', although the most visible, is not the only route through which the state redistributes resources for social policy purposes. Not only do social, occupational and fiscal welfare represent different modes of redistribution, but also the redistributive profiles of these different systems differ, with fiscal and occupational schemes generally favouring higher income earners. Therefore, contrary to widespread misconceptions and the prevailing public discourse conveying an image of an 'all-pervasive Welfare State for the working classes' (Titmuss, 1958, p. 37), Titmuss highlighted the fact that the welfare state redistributes not only towards the poor, but also towards the rich. The coexistence of these three different systems of welfare provision underpins a social division of welfare, where not only the visibility, but also the legitimacy and the distributive outcomes of these different systems vary substantially.

Sixty years after Titmuss' seminal essay, fiscal welfare still very much remains the 'black box' of the welfare state, with both the public discourse and scholarly research remaining squarely focused on 'social welfare' despite the growing importance of fiscal (and occupational) welfare schemes. Yet there are good reasons to open this black box, whether one is interested in unveiling the distributive preferences and politics of state intervention for social policy purposes and the distributive profile of a given welfare state, in analysing the impact of this social division of welfare on the support or division of loyalties of the population towards the welfare state, or in analysing some of the processes of welfare reform that are under way. 2

WHAT IS FISCAL WELFARE?

Family tax allowances, tax relief on private pension or private health care insurance contributions, childcare tax credits, in-work tax benefits, tax reductions for the purchase of household and care services are examples of fiscal welfare. These schemes have in common the fact that they deliver a benefit through the tax system, rather than in the form of direct cash transfers or services. Although not a direct budgetary expenditure, they represent a tax expenditure for the state, in the form of revenue forgone.

This notion of tax expenditure was coined by North American tax scholars in the late 1960s to describe the various 'departures from the normal tax structure … designed to favour a particular industry, activity or class of persons [in the form of] permanent exclusion from income, deductions, deferrals from tax liabilities, credits against tax, or special rates' equivalent to government spending for favoured activities or groups' (Surrey and McDaniel, 1985, p. 3).

Although there has been some debate around what constitutes the 'normal tax structure', the concept of tax expenditures is now widely accepted and most OECD countries publish yearly lists of their main tax expenditures. Reporting tax expenditures and their impact on state revenues has also become a requirement for EU member states since 2011. However, reporting techniques and what is considered as a departure from the normal tax structure may vary from country to country. For instance, while in France the quotient familial and quotient conjugal constitute a favourable tax treatment of families with children and of married couples respectively, these are considered as integral to the French tax system rather than as a departure from it and are thus not reported as tax expenditures (see also [START_REF] Sinfield | Fiscal welfare[END_REF].

Tax expenditures extend well beyond fiscal welfare, however, as not all tax expenditures fulfil a social policy purpose -tax expenditures can be used to support a specific industry for example. For the purpose of social policy analysis, the concept of social tax expenditure (STE), which refers to 'social spending delivered as tax breaks' (Stebbing and Spies-Butcher, 2010, p. 586), has been put forward. Morel et al. (2019aMorel et al. ( , 2019b) ) have further expanded the definition of STEs to consider not only tax breaks akin to social spending, but also other forms of tax allowances such as reductions or exemptions in social security contributions, or valueadded tax (VAT). Indeed, lowered social security contributions can represent a form of social transfer (which can be targeted towards employers or employees). But most importantly, they argue, taking this wider lens is crucial if we are interested in understanding the impact of the growing recourse to tax expenditures on welfare state institutions. This is because tax expenditures affect not only the provision, but also the funding available for social policy. Indeed, especially in countries where social security contributions are an important source of welfare funding, targeted reductions or exemptions on these contributions amount to diminishing the available funding for social welfare.

The OECD has coined the term tax breaks for social purposes (TBSPs) defined as social benefits provided through the tax system and which can perform 'the same policy function as transfer payments which, if they existed, would be classified as social expenditures' (for example, child tax credits) or which aim 'at stimulating the private provision of benefits' (such as tax allowances on private health insurance contributions) (Adema et al., 2011, p. 29). The OECD's database on TBSPs, which has been built up since 2001, is the only comparative database on fiscal welfare to date, but the data collected are problematic on several accounts, plagued as they are by problems of data harmonization, missing data and arbitrary decisions at the national level, since the data are collected through a questionnaire sent to the relevant administrations in thirty-three countries. Also, the parameters used in defining TBSPs are quite restrictive and many items fall outside the scope of what is reported under TBSPs, not least data on tax benefits related to pensions which are systematically reported separately, as 'memorandum items', because of the OECD's own concerns with comparability (since different calculation rules are used in different countries). Furthermore, national case studies show that the OECD's data largely underestimate the reality. Thus, [START_REF] Zemmour | Les dépenses socio-fiscales ayant trait à la protection sociale: état des lieux[END_REF] has shown that in the case of France, even when using the same parameters, the OECD underestimates reality by 50 per cent. [START_REF] Sinfield | Fiscal welfare[END_REF] also highlights a similar under-reporting in the case of the UK.

The problems with the OECD data are also found at national level, where the cost of tax expenditures is often poorly monitored both over time and in terms of the number of tax expenditures actually accounted for. Although it is difficult to get a clear picture of the precise cost of STEs in different countries, the OECD (2010) and European Commission ( 2014) reports indicate that EU member states make ample use of tax expenditures with a wide variety of aims including employment creation, supporting private pension savings, family support, promoting home ownership, etc. The OECD report calculates that tax expenditures amount to between 0.26 and 5.21 per cent of gross domestic product depending on country and year with Canada, the United States and the United Kingdom being the largest spenders.

In the US, the use of STEs is indeed extensive and has been highlighted by several scholars who show how these tax expenditures contribute to 'the hidden welfare state' [START_REF] Howard | The Hidden Welfare State: Tax Expenditures and Social Policy in the United States[END_REF], 'the divided welfare state' [START_REF] Hacker | The Divided Welfare State: The Battle over Public and Private Social Benefits in the United States[END_REF], 'the welfare state nobody knows' [START_REF] Howard | The Welfare State Nobody Knows: Debunking Myths about US Social Policy[END_REF] or 'the submerged state' [START_REF] Mettler | The Submerged State: How Invisible Government Policies Undermine American Democracy[END_REF]. In this context, an important debate has emerged regarding whether tax expenditures should be considered equivalent to welfare spending and should therefore be included when measuring the 'size' of the welfare state.

Some scholars have argued that when tax expenditures are taken into account, the US welfare state becomes more comparable to European welfare states in size (e.g. [START_REF] Hacker | The Divided Welfare State: The Battle over Public and Private Social Benefits in the United States[END_REF][START_REF] Howard | Is the American welfare state unusually small?[END_REF][START_REF] Albert | What the European and American welfare states have in common and where they differ: facts and fiction in comparisons of the European social model and the United States[END_REF]. For others (notably [START_REF] Prasad | Tax "expenditures" and welfare states: a critique[END_REF]) such an accounting approach fails to consider the fact that direct public expenditures and tax expenditures represent qualitatively very different forms of redistribution. As Esping-Andersen had already highlighted in his seminal Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (1990), such a quantitative approach assumes that all spending counts equally, failing to provide any qualitative assessment of how the money is spent, for what purpose and with what outcomes. For Prasad, the term 'tax expenditure' itself is misleading because it conveys the idea that the state is spending, when in fact tax expenditures correspond to revenue forgone by the state. Equating the two, Prasad (2011, p. 254) argues, leads to the paradoxical result that an increase in tax expenditures (e.g. a decrease in tax revenue) is measured as an increase in state intervention in social policy. Admittedly, from the perspective of beneficiaries, whether the state gives you a dollar, or refrains from taking a dollar from you, makes you a dollar richer either way. Both methods could be argued to increase the beneficiary's welfare. Yet, there is something unsettling about the equation, since, as Prasad (2011, p. 254) notes, 'it requires us to argue that not taking equals giving, that is, that the state's not taking tax revenues from citizens equals giving them welfare spending'.

This reasoning is problematic in that it disregards the fact that the collection of taxes increases the state's capacity to redistribute wealth and the pooling of risk. Forgoing taxes, on the other hand, arguably leads to a decrease in state capacity to redistribute resources and to a privatization of risk. Indeed, individuals can enjoy tax breaks when they engage in designated behaviour only, such as contributing to a private health care plan or pension fund, for instance, or purchasing a house. Only those who can both make the initial investment -which assumes that all individuals have both the knowledge and the financial means to make that investment -and who are liable to pay taxes, can benefit from the tax allowance. This can lead to a privatization or re-privatization of collective risk-sharing and to much more segmented forms of risk-pooling -with important distributive implications.

A specific dimension of this segmented form of risk-pooling has been particularly well highlighted in the US literature. Indeed, what the various studies mentioned above have in common is the way they shed light on the division that characterizes American social policy between public welfare programmes on the one hand, and tax-supported, private welfare schemes on the other. As Hacker (2002, p. 11) points out, 'these alternative approaches are scarcely identical, and in fact, … their political and distributional characteristics differ substantially'.

THE POLITICS OF FISCAL WELFARE

With respect to the political characteristics, both Hacker and Howard have shown how the politics of policy expansion have differed substantially for public welfare programmes and tax breaks supporting private benefits respectively. While the creation or expansion of large-scale public programmes has traditionally faced a hostile environment in the US and been subject to close public scrutiny, the creation or expansion of tax policies encouraging private benefits, by contrast, has occurred through more subterranean political and judicial processes, facing fewer veto points and subject to less democratic and public scrutiny. This would appear to be linked to the more discreet and less traceable nature of tax instruments compared to traditional public welfare instruments. This, Hacker (2002, p. 44) argues, has allowed 'policies to pass that would not survive if subjected to the bright light of political scrutiny or the cold calculations of accurate budgeting'. [START_REF] Hacker | The Divided Welfare State: The Battle over Public and Private Social Benefits in the United States[END_REF] and [START_REF] Faricy | Welfare for the Wealthy: Parties, Social Spending, and Inequality in the United States[END_REF] have shown how partisan politics affect the choice of direct government spending versus tax expenditures, with Democrats favouring the former and Republicans the latter, not least because these different policy instruments can be harnessed to target divergent socio-economic groups. Hacker further argues that Republicans' preference for STEs stems not only from the fact that they provide direct rewards to conservative interests but also because they build up a private sphere of benefits that can stand as an alternative to public programmes, which fits well with their long-term goal of curtailing expanded government provision.

Indeed, [START_REF] Hacker | The Divided Welfare State: The Battle over Public and Private Social Benefits in the United States[END_REF], but also [START_REF] Morgan | The Delegated Welfare State: Medicare, Markets, and the Governance of Social Policy[END_REF], has shown how the development of STEs has strengthened the role of private actors, leading to a delegation of authority from the state to private actors. This has taken place partly through the lobbying work of private interest groups, but it has also proven politically expedient in terms of enabling governments to support social programmes in a context where public opinion favours limited state intervention.

The delegation of authority from the state to private actors is compounded by a transfer of responsibilities from the ministry of social affairs to the ministry of finance. Surrey had argued in 1970 that tax incentives are generally inferior to direct subsidies as a means to achieving social goals, not only because they are less equitable, since they benefit persons in high tax brackets most, but also because they are more difficult to administer since they are handled by tax committees and administrative agencies which have little expertise in non-tax social policy [START_REF] Surrey | Tax incentives as a device for implementing government policy: a comparison with direct government expenditures[END_REF]. Since then, other scholars have argued that this is precisely what makes STEs attractive -they do not require the set-up of heavy and costly bureaucracies to handle benefits since they are processed directly through the tax administration. It also means that such tax policies can be used to bypass traditional social policy actors in reform processes. Instead, relatively new actors such as finance ministry administrations are often involved in the design and management of STEs. This is likely to bear consequences, as finance ministry officials are often primarily sensitized to the issue of budget balancing while social policy objectives come into consideration only as secondary and even contradictory aims.

Beyond the different politics and visibility of welfare schemes based on direct public transfers versus benefits provided through the tax system, another element American scholars have highlighted is the different level of legitimacy that tends to be associated to them: while public welfare programmes are subject to much political debate and contestation, and their recipients viewed as dependent on the state, there is much less debate about social benefits received in the form of tax advantages, and beneficiaries are not considered as receiving state benefits even if the tax advantage received in effect amounts to a direct transfer. By and large, what much of the literature points to, is the fact that fiscal welfare is 'welfare for the wealthy' [START_REF] Faricy | Welfare for the Wealthy: Parties, Social Spending, and Inequality in the United States[END_REF]. Thus, although American scholars do not refer to Titmuss and to the term 'fiscal welfare', they substantiate Titmuss' observation regarding the social division of welfare.

The introduction in 1975 and subsequent expansions of the earned-income tax credit (EITC), which provides income support to low-income earners, both confirms and disproves some of the above arguments in that it provides an example of a tax benefit that is highly visible, that redistributes towards the poor, and that has benefited from bi-partisan support. Admittedly, it differs somewhat from other tax allowances as this is a refundable tax benefit -amounting in effect to a direct cash transfer. In fact, both the OECD and Prasad consequently consider it not as a tax expenditure but as a direct expenditure. Still, it provides an interesting example of the politics of fiscal welfare and some insight into the growing recourse to social tax instruments in other countries also. Indeed, the EITC shows how such a tax instrument could be mobilized to respond to differing objectives, thus allowing for bi-partisan support. For Democrats, it allowed targeting the working poor and expanding social transfers towards this group. For Republicans, this tax allowance allowed keeping socially acceptable the deregulation of the labour market and development of low-paid work.

This activation logic, based on 'making work pay', later developed in European welfare states, with the introduction of similar in-work tax credit schemes by both Left and Right governments in the UK in 1999 (Working Families Tax Credit), in France in 2001 (Prime pour l'Emploi) or in Sweden in 2007 (Jobbskatteavdrag) as well as family tax benefits conditional on employment such as in Hungary or in the Czech Republic. By making social transfers conditional on work, and rewarding the take-up of low-wage work, such schemes aim less at decommodification than at recommodification, thus also gaining support from employers. From a normative perspective, these different schemes also signal the greater deservingness of those who accept to work, even for wages below subsistence level, compared to those who remain inactive. As Clegg (2015, p. 10) has noted in the case of the introduction of the Working Families Tax Credit in the UK, New Labour aimed at signalling that 'recipients of in-work support have a different, and superior standing to recipients of "welfare"'. At the same time, it enabled New Labour to expand support towards the working poor while still respecting their 1997 election pledge to remain within the very tight spending plans of their Conservative predecessors [START_REF] Clegg | The demise of tax credits[END_REF]. Indeed, it would appear that, at least in the European context, STEs have also provided a means to expand social policy in times of fiscal austerity, by making it possible to bypass accountability rules (not least under the Maastricht criteria). This is because budgetary control instruments almost always consist of a formal control of public expenditures, rather than a control of the overall balance. Therefore, whereas there is a binding ceiling on public expenditures, the level of tax revenue considered in the budgetary bill has the legal status of a mere prevision. The revenue loss that STEs involve will simply be considered lost in the gap between tax prevision and tax collection. Poor monitoring of tax expenditures has further increased their attractiveness. This has been changing recently, however, with the renewed fiscal surveillance applied in the EU since the 2012 crisis, and tax expenditures are increasingly taken into account in budgetary processes. A European Regulation adopted in 2011 prescribes yearly detailed reporting of tax expenditures and their impact on state revenues in member states.

REFORMING THE WELFARE STATE BY STEALTH?

Expanding social policy in times of fiscal constraint seems to be the exception rather than the rule, however. More often than not, STEs have been introduced in order to support the development of private social insurance schemes and services. This is particularly the case in the field of pensions, and to a lesser extent in health care, which are policy sectors that represent very large shares of total public social expenditure, making them the focus of governments' efforts to curb spending.

In this context, STEs have been used to encourage the development of private insurance schemes and to reduce the reliance on public insurance programmes, through stimulating either the supply or demand of private welfare schemes [START_REF] Hughes | Financing pensions by stealth: the Anglo-American model and the cost and distribution of tax benefits for private pensions[END_REF][START_REF] Naczyk | Tax incentives and the rise of private retirement accounts in France: institutional features and political drivers[END_REF]. A longstanding feature of countries such as the United Kingdom or Ireland, STEs in the field of pensions are also found in countries such as the Netherlands where they represent the largest tax expenditure item [START_REF] De Deken | The rise of occupational and voluntary schemes and its consequences for the financial and social sustainability of welfare provision[END_REF]. STEs have been introduced more recently in countries where the demand for private insurance is crowded out by generous mandatory public insurance, through tax subsidies to employers to invest in occupational plans, or tax breaks to individuals investing in private pension schemes (e.g. Epargne-pension in Belgium; Riester Rente in Germany; PERCO and PERP in France), thus shaping previously non-existent private markets. STEs have also been used to encourage individuals to invest in private schemes in countries that have implemented multi-pillar pension schemes (e.g. Poland since the late 1990s - [START_REF] Polakowski | Hidden welfare state in Poland? Fiscal welfare in the context of permanent austerity[END_REF].

The use of STEs can also contribute to diverting earmarked public resources towards private schemes. In France for instance, employers' participation in collective private social insurances (health and/or pensions) can be partly exempted from contributions to mandatory social insurance schemes. This allows a partial transfer of public resources to private schemes: a share of labour cost, which should accrue to public social security funds through social contributions, is diverted to a private insurance scheme. In 2011, the resources diverted from social security to private insurance schemes amounted to at least €7.8 billion for health insurance and €1.3 billion for pensions, corresponding to 25 per cent of the total contributions paid into supplementary private health schemes and 10 per cent of the total contributions paid into supplementary pension schemes (Morel et al., 2019a;[START_REF] Zemmour | Les dépenses socio-fiscales ayant trait à la protection sociale: état des lieux[END_REF].

As such, STEs appear as an ideal tool for governments to mobilize in a 'layering technique' (Streeck and Thelen, 2005) to discreetly and progressively transform well-entrenched policies. Instead of frontally retrenching public social programmes (with a potentially high political cost), STEs provide the less disruptive means of progressively steering the public demand for social protection towards private programmes, through tax subsidies ('privatization by stealth'). This transfer of resources from public schemes to private insurance schemes can also ultimately amount to a 'starve the beast' strategy. This trend towards a privatization of risk, while still limited in scope in countries that have introduced such tax subsidies within the past two decades, is worth monitoring to grasp the institutional transformations that are under way, not least as such schemes benefit private actors that have a strong vested interest in maintaining and expanding these policies, which, as the American scholarship has shown, induces important policy-feedback effects.

FISCAL WELFARE AND REDISTRIBUTION

Another reason why the development of STEs and the ensuing institutional transformations of the welfare state are worth monitoring is linked to the specific distributive effects of such policies and transformations.

American scholars have highlighted the heavy distributional skew of tax breaks for private benefits in favour of wealthier households. In countries such as the United Kingdom and Ireland where tax expenditures for private pensions are important, these have proven to have clearly anti-redistributive effects (e.g. [START_REF] Hughes | Tax expenditure on occupational pensions in Ireland: relevance, cost and distribution[END_REF]. In France, the benefits of the private individual supplementary pension plan PERP increase greatly with income and the scheme has also been used as a fiscal optimization tool for wealthier households [START_REF] Carbonnier | Do savers respond to tax incentives? The case of retirement savings[END_REF]. Likewise, the tax credits on the purchase of care and household services that have been introduced in a number of countries, not least France and Sweden, heavily benefit higher income earners [START_REF] Morel | Servants for the knowledge-based society? The political economy of domestic services in Europe[END_REF]Carbonnier and Morel, 2015).

While most studies focus on the distributive effects of a specific policy scheme only, little is known regarding the overall distributive effects of STEs. [START_REF] Avram | Who benefits from the "hidden welfare state"? The distributional effects of personal income tax expenditure in six countries[END_REF] has carried out an analysis of the distributional consequences of two types of tax expenditures, that is, tax allowances and tax credits present in the personal income taxation legislation of six European countries. Here, tax credits are defined as provisions that directly reduce the initial (gross) tax, while tax allowances are benefits that reduce the taxable income of the taxpayer. 3 She finds that tax credits are found to be generally progressive and especially more progressive compared to tax allowances. On the contrary, tax allowances are generally regressive. While useful, it should be noted that information about many types of tax expenditures is lacking and that the figures for total tax allowances and total tax credits are in all likelihood an underestimation, as acknowledged by the author.

The development of the micro-simulation model EUROMOD, which allows simulating the effects of European tax and benefit systems using data from EU-SILC for twenty-eight EU countries [START_REF] Sutherland | EUROMOD: the European Union tax-benefit microsimulation model[END_REF]) is a step in the right direction as it can be used to produce data on the budgetary cost and distributive effect of many STEs benefiting households or subsidizing their consumption of social services, also taking into account the progressivity of the tax system (e.g. [START_REF] Avram | The distributional effects of personal income tax expenditure[END_REF][START_REF] Barrios | The Fiscal and Equity Impact of Tax Expenditures in the European Union (No. 2016-01[END_REF]. Here too, lack of accountability for many tax expenditures, and therefore lack of reliable data, makes it difficult to get a precise picture of the overall distributive effects. While useful, what is problematic with this approach, however, is that it fails to reflect on the differing nature of the different instruments, and how this affects redistribution more generally.

In many ways such an approach comforts the argument that is often made that while fiscal welfare disproportionately benefits those who are better off, it is justifiable since these schemes represent the counterpart to public benefits that disproportionately target the less well-off. It is just two different means towards a similar aim (for example, protecting against old age, or in case of sickness, etc.). If one is to assess the overall distributive effects of the welfare state, fiscal welfare should be put into balance with the size and redistributive effects of public welfare. This approach, however, fails to recognize how this social division of welfare is crucial to understanding the political dynamics of welfare state redistribution.

For one thing, the varying visibility and legitimacy of the different forms of welfare affect the political support for the welfare state, by undermining the possibility for cross-class alliances in support of the welfare state. This can both affect the capacity to raise revenue to finance public welfare when the more wealthy feel they have no real stake in it (cf. [START_REF] Korpi | The paradox of redistribution and strategies of equality: welfare state institutions, inequality, and poverty in the Western countries[END_REF] and effectively reduce available resources because of the revenue forgone through tax allowances. As discussed previously, this can in fact be part of an active government strategy to reduce the scope of public welfare. Already in 1978 Sinfield had highlighted the interdependence between fiscal, occupational and social welfare, showing how the British Conservative government had been encouraging growth in fiscal and occupational welfare at the same time as it held still or even ran down the public provision (Sinfield, 1978, p. 139). The development of tax allowances for private pension or health care schemes across a range of European countries seems to go in that direction also.

Secondly, fiscal and social welfare benefits, even when pursuing similar recognized needs, tend to be qualitatively different both in terms of the value of the benefit itself and in the way it is administered, with STEs often offering greater freedom of choice in terms of the services that can be obtained coupled to a lack of social control since there are no means and needs-tested conditions attached, the only action required to benefit from them is to fill in a line on the tax form. Not only are fiscal welfare schemes exempt from the kind of social control that public welfare schemes are sometimes subject to, there is also no possibility for the state to control the cost of STEs any given year since its final cost, in the form of revenue forgone for the state, is entirely dependent on the extent to which individuals choose to avail themselves of a given scheme. Some schemes have been used very little when first introduced because of lack of knowledge of their existence, but their cost later explodes years down the line when the scheme itself is hardly remembered by any state bureaucrat or politician. This means that STEs can have unforeseen and uncontrollable effects on public finances, which can contribute to further reducing state capacity to invest in collective forms of welfare provision. Furthermore, it is not necessarily the case that STEs actually fulfil their social aim. There is evidence in a number of countries that tax allowances for private pension plans for example have not been particularly successful in encouraging overall savings for retirement, but that instead they have been used as tax optimization schemes. There is also evidence of a lack of cost-effectiveness of some tax benefit schemes because of important windfall effects (taxpayers are rewarded for engaging in behaviour they would have engaged in anyway).

CONCLUSION

The distributive effects of fiscal welfare and their effects on the political dynamics of welfare state redistribution would be enough to question their very existence. Already in 1970, Surrey discussed the reasons that tax expenditures are inferior to direct subsidies as a means to achieving social goals, debunking many misconceptions about the asserted virtues of tax incentives and highlighting instead their many vices. Some of his insights seem to be increasingly shared by supra-national organizations such as the OECD and the European Commission. In its 2014 report on Tax Expenditures and Direct Taxation in EU Member States, the European Commission (2014, p. 3) notes for instance that 'While tax expenditures may be motivated by relevant economic or social goals, they are not necessarily the most cost-efficient instrument and may, in some cases, lead to severe economic distortions. Such preferential treatment could alternatively be provided through government spending or granted through direct regulation.' Yet, while there seems to be growing awareness of some of the problems associated with fiscal welfare, lessons from the United States tend to indicate that once in place, STEs are particularly difficult to retrench due to the powerful interest groups they create.

NOTES

This chapter owes much to the work carried out with Chloé Touzet and Michaël Zemmour (cf.Morel et al., 2019a and 2019b).

See also[START_REF] Sinfield | Analyses in the social division of welfare[END_REF] for a powerful analysis of the use of the 'Social Division of Welfare' framework for assessing changes on social policy and society.

Other sources refer to these two types of schemes as tax reductions and tax deductions respectively.