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PART 1 — NEW INSIGHTS INTO SOCIAL INCLUSION

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Commission has a
duty to monitor social
progress in the EU.

The Social Situation
Report presents a
synthetic overview
through 17 statistical
portraits.

In-depth social monitoring
takes place through a
number of annual and
biennial reports.

Article 143 of the Treaty establishing the European Community requires the
European Commission to report every year on the progress that is being made in
achieving the EU's fundamental social objectives as spelled out in article 136,
namely to promote employment, better living and working conditions, the
dialogue between management and labour, the development of human resources
and to combat social exclusion. In addition, the Commission is invited to monitor
the demographic situation.

This Social Situation Report, as did the previous editions, presents key indicators
in 17 statistical portraits that address a range of social policy concerns for the
European Union: population; education and training; labour market; social
protection; income, social inclusion and living conditions; gender equality and
health and safety. Sixteen of the chosen twenty-five key indicators presented in
the portraits are among the Structural Indicators which are used in order to
monitor the progress towards the agreed targets based on the Lisbon Strategy
for growth and jobs.

However, the monitoring of social issues and progress towards the EU's social
policy objectives is a complex undertaking. It could not be done in this report
alone. There are various specific reports which examine the areas covered by the
statistical portraits in much more depth. These include notably

— the annual Employment in Europe reports and the joint employment reports
by the Commission and the Council;

— the biennial demography reports;

— the annual reports on equality between women and men;

— the biennial reports on Industrial Relations in Europe;

— and the annual joint reports on social protection and social inclusion.

A major review of key social indicators agreed within the context of the Open
Method of Coordination on social protection and social inclusion has been carried
out in 2008". Together, these reports constitute a comprehensive tool for
monitoring the social situation and social policies in the Member States of the
EU.

See Commission Staff Working Document Monitoring progress towards the objectives of the European Strategy

for Social Protection and Social Inclusion of 6 October 2008,
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/joint_reports_en.htm



This Social Situation
Report contributes to a
better understanding of
specific issues related to
social inclusion.

The focus is on the
effectiveness of benefit
systems in tackling
poverty among working-
age people and on the link
between low incomes and
social participation.

More than two-thirds of
people at risk of poverty
are of prime working age
and should therefore
derive their income mainly
from work.

This year's Social Situation Report has a specific focus on two aspects which are
related to social inclusion and notably the concept of active inclusion, which has
been identified as a key policy issue in the Commission's Renewed Social
Agendaz. Building upon recent statistical data obtained through the Community
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), it provides an insight into
the extent to which people of working age receive benefits from various schemes,
including social assistance The other issue considered in this report is
participation in various social activities, an aspect which the Committee of the the
Regions viewed as a central element of the active inclusion approachs. Thus, the
2008 Social Situation Report adds to the analysis on social inclusion issues
presented in the 2007 Report4, which tried to identify more precisely which
groups were most at risk of poverty5 in different Member States, how low
incomes were related to poor living conditions and to what extent social
disadvantages were transmitted from one generation to the next.

The 2008 Social Situation Report presents new evidence on those two issues
related to social inclusion. A first chapter examines the role of benefit systems in
tackling poverty among people of working age. It is an investigation into the
effectiveness of benefit systems in helping those people who do not manage to
earn enough income to stay above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold. The chapter
is based on recent data from the EU-SILC and it examines in particular whether
people who are affected by unemployment or low incomes do receive benefits. A
second chapter exploits the result of a special module of EU-SILC which
collected data on participation in social life and checks in particular whether
people below the risk-of-poverty threshold are prevented from participating in
social life to the same extent as people with higher incomes.

Receipt and take-up of benefits

Just over two-thirds of people at risk of poverty are either of prime working age
(25-59) or under 25 years of age living in the same household as someone of
prime working age. These households would normally be expected to derive an
adequate income from employment — contrary to households of older people who
would typically receive their income in the form of benefits paid by public and
private pension schemes. This chapter of the Report focuses on the households
of people of prime working age and aims at contributing to a better understanding
of how benefit systems alleviate poverty in those cases where people are unable
to derive an adequate income from employment. It provides some indications on
possible weaknesses in social safety nets in the Member States, but these would
have to be examined in much more detail through national studies.

of 2 July 2008.

Commission communication Renewed Social Agenda: Opportunities, Access and Solidarity, COM(2008) 412 final

However, the definition of active inclusion in the report, by the Committee of the Regions, differs somewhat from

that used by the Commission. Income support, including social assistance, constitutes the first pillar of the
comprehensive strategy put forward by the Commission to support the active inclusion of people excluded from
the labour market with inclusive labour markets and quality services being the other two constituent pillars (see
Commission Recommendation on the active inclusion of people excluded from the labour market, C(2008) 5737,
published in the Official Journal L 307, 18.11.2008 p. 11 and COM (2008) 639.

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=501&langld=en
The at-risk-of-poverty rate is defined as the percentage of the population with an equivalised disposable income of

less than 60 % of national median equivalised disposable income. “Equivalisation” of income means that income
is adjusted to take account of household size and composition and thus make it comparable across different
household types. For this, the so-called modified OECD equivalence scale is used, which assigns a weight of 1.0
to the first household member above 14, a weight of 0.5 to any subsequent household member above 14 and a
weight of 0.3 to each household member below 14.



In some Member States,
only a small proportion of
those who had been
unemployed received any
benefits...

... and in some cases
these benefits appeared to
be poorly targeted at
those most in need.

In the Nordic countries, a
significant proportion of
fully employed
households also received
benefits.

Having a low disposable
income does not
automatically imply risk of
poverty and benefit
agencies take other
resources of households
into account.

Low-income households
not receiving benefits
tend to experience slightly
less material deprivation,
suggesting that they are
less in need of benefits.

Not all people entitled to
benefits claim them; full
take-up could result in a
slight reduction in risk of
poverty rates.

The chapter starts by checking to what extent people who were unemployed did
actually receive benefits in 2005 (the latest income year for which EU-SILC data
were available when this report was compiled). There are considerable
differences across the Member States of the EU. In five Member States, fewer
than one in four people aged 25-49 who had been unemployed for most of the
year received an income benefit. Seven countries were at the other end of the
spectrum, with more than 90 % of these people receiving benefits. The average
for the EU as a whole was around six out of ten for people aged 25-49 and more
than seven out of ten for people aged 50-59 (a proportion of whom already
received old-age benefits).

These results reflect considerable differences in the design of benefit systems
which, particularly in the Southern and Eastern Member States did not seem to
reach many of those who were affected by spells of unemployment. Moreover, in
the Southern countries with low coverage, the proportion of benefit recipients was
higher among people above than below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which
suggests that benefit systems not only fail to provide a comprehensive safety net,
but that they are also not well targeted at those most in need.

The chapter pushes the analysis further by examining to what extent households
composed of prime working age people received benefits depending on their
employment status and income level. Typically, most households in which
everyone of working age was employed during the entire year did not receive any
benefits, even if their income was very low. However, in the Nordic countries, a
significant proportion of fully employed households did receive benefits,
suggesting that in-work benefits play an important role in complementing
inadequate earnings from work.

In practice, the need for benefits is assessed by the benefit agencies not only on
the basis of disposable income, but also takes into account other resources
available to the members of a low income household. Another indication that can
be used to examine the adequacy and effectiveness of benefit systems is,
therefore, material deprivation. The chapter looks at material deprivation
indicators, such as the ability to afford a car, a one-week holiday or to face
unexpected costs, and compares the level of material deprivation between those
people on low incomes who receive benefits and those who don't.

The results show that, for the EU as a whole, people on low incomes who do not
receive benefits experience less material deprivation than low-income people
who do receive benefits. This suggests that welfare systems do manage to target
benefits to some extent to those genuinely in need. However, in some Member
States, the differences are small or it may even be the case that low-income
people not in receipt of benefits suffer greater material deprivation than people
who do receive benefits. This suggests that there are holes in the safety net and
that benefits do not reach all those who are in need. Against the background of a
severe downturn of economic growth in the EU economies as expected for 2009,
this analysis provides a useful set of points to be checked about the effectiveness
of those safety nets.

Benefit systems may also become less effective if people who would be entitled
to benefits do not claim them. The extent of benefit take-up cannot be examined
on the basis of EU data. This chapter therefore looks at some national findings
on benefit take-up which estimate that, for some benefits, only about one third of
those entitled do actually claim them. It then presents some microsimulation
results based on EUROMOD which show that full take-up of benefits could lift
about 3 % of the population above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold in Poland and
between 0.5 and 0.7 % in Sweden, France and the United Kingdom.



A special module on
social participation was
carried out in 2006.

People below the risk-of-
poverty threshold attend
cultural and recreational
events half as often as
people above the
threshold.

Income below the risk-of-
poverty threshold does
not appear to deprive
people from maintaining
contacts with friends and
relatives.

The vast majority of
Europeans, even those
below the risk of poverty
threshold, report that they
can ask relatives, friends
or neighbours for help.

Only a small proportion of
Europeans patrticipate in
political, professional,
religious, recreational or
voluntary organisations.
Low incomes do appear to
be an obstacle.

A wider social network
goes with higher earnings,
but the direction of
causality remains unclear.

Social participation and social exclusion

The 2006 wave of the Community Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
contained a special module on social participation. The second chapter of this
Report presents some key findings from this module and explores in particular
the links between low incomes and participation in social life. Various dimensions
of social participation are considered, some of which typically entail financial
costs, others less so.

Not surprisingly, people on low incomes (below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold of
60 % of median equivalised disposable income), do not attend cultural or
recreational events (going to the cinema, a live performance or sports event) and
do not visit cultural sites as often as people with incomes above the poverty
threshold. Indeed these activities have a cost and low incomes would thus act as
a barrier. As a result, people at risk of poverty visit such events or sites about half
as often as people above the poverty risk threshold. The frequency of
participation is also linked, to some extent, to the average income level of a
Member State. However, low incomes appear to be less of a barrier for young
people (aged 16-24) than for middle-aged and older people. Moreover, the
participation gap between people below and above the at-risk-of-poverty
threshold differs considerably across countries, and in a few countries — Denmark
and Sweden — people on low incomes do not appear to be excluded to a great
extent from the events and activities under review.

Another form of social participation considered in this chapter are contacts with
relatives and friends. Here, incomes below the risk-of-poverty threshold certainly
do not appear to be an obstacle to meeting relatives and friends not living in the
same households. Particularly older people on low incomes tend to meet
relatives and friends more frequently than older people with higher incomes.
However, low-income people do seem to find it somewhat more difficult than
people on higher incomes to stay in touch with friends and relatives by telephone
or writing. Thus, from this angle, the risk of poverty assessed on the basis of
equivalised disposable income is not a strong indication of more general social
isolation.

An interesting result of the module is that, except in one Member State, the vast
majority of Europeans reported that they can ask relatives, friends or neighbours
for help. The proportion of people who feel that they can rely on help from others
is slightly higher for people with income above the risk-of-poverty threshold, but
even for those below it still exceeds 80 % for the EU as a whole as well as in
most Member States.

Participation in group activities such as political parties, trade unions,
professional associations, churches and religious groups, recreational or
voluntary organisations is generally low and exceeds 10 % only in the case of
recreational and church/religious activities. Whereas for church and religious
activities a higher level of participation can be observed for low-income people
than for people above the risk-of-poverty threshold, the reverse is true for
recreational activities. Middle-aged men and women with income above the
threshold are almost twice as active in recreational group activities as people
below the risk-of-poverty threshold. The participation gap between people below
and above the threshold is smaller for older women and younger people in
particular.

Finally, this chapter presents the results of an econometric investigation that tried
to establish whether there is a link between social participation and earnings.
Having a wide social network may increase an individual’s opportunities to find a
good job and to progress in it. On the other hand, being well paid also means that
one can afford to participate in a wider range of group activities, which typically
entail costs. The econometric analysis does indeed find a positive correlation
between participation in group activities — and hence wider social connections —
and earnings. However, it is not possible to ascertain whether this statistical link
also reflects a causal link, or to establish the direction of such a causal link.



Active inclusion requires
financial help as well as
personalised support.

To sum up, these findings tend to confirm the relevance of disposable income as
a synthetic indicator for social inclusiveness of European societies. People with
income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold of 60 % of median equivalised
disposable income as used in the Open Method of Coordination on social
protection and social inclusion do find it more difficult to engage in the social and
cultural life and participate in group activities. Although people with low incomes
can rely on strong networks of relatives, friends and neighbours for help in need
and social contacts, their more restricted access to wider networks could mean
that they have less access to employment opportunities in particular. This tends
to confirm the importance of personalised support through adequate active labour
market policies and access to basic services for those most excluded from work.
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TEIL 1 — NEUE ERKENNTNISSE ZUR SOZIALEN EINGLIEDERUNG

EINFUHRUNG UND ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die Kommission hat die
Aufgabe, die soziale
Entwicklung in der EU zu
verfolgen.

Der Bericht iiber die
soziale Lage in der
Européischen Union
vermittelt anhand von
17 statistischen
Ubersichten einen
zusammenfassenden
Uberblick.

Eine eingehende
Sozialberichterstattung
erfolgt in Form
verschiedener jahrlicher
bzw. zweijahrlicher
Berichte.

Gemal Artikel 143 des Vertrags zur Grindung der Europdischen Gemeinschaft
ist die Europadische Kommission verpflichtet, jahrlich einen Bericht lber den
Stand der Verwirklichung der in Artikel 136 genannten Ziele zu erstellen; es sind
dies: die Forderung der Beschaftigung, die Verbesserung der Lebens- und
Arbeitsbedingungen, den  sozialen Dialog, die Entwicklung des
Arbeitskraftepotenzials und die Bekdmpfung von Ausgrenzungen. Aufierdem ist
die Kommission gehalten, die demografische Entwicklung zu verfolgen.

Im neuen Bericht liber die soziale Lage in der Europdischen Union werden, wie
in den bisherigen Ausgaben, in 17 statistischen Ubersichten Schliissel-
indikatoren fur ein breites Spektrum sozialpolitischer Probleme in der
Europaischen Union vorgestellt: Bevolkerung, allgemeine und berufliche Bildung,
Arbeitsmarkt, soziale Sicherheit, Einkommen, soziale Eingliederung und
Lebensbedingungen, Gleichstellung der Geschlechter, Gesundheitsschutz und
Sicherheit. 16 der ausgewahlten 25 Schliisselindikatoren, die in den Ubersichten
vorgestellt werden, gehéren zu den Strukturindikatoren, die zur Uberwachung
der Fortschritte bei den im Rahmen der Lissabon-Strategie fiir Wachstum und
Beschaftigung vereinbarten Zielen herangezogen werden.

Die Verfolgung der sozialen Entwicklungen und der Fortschritte bei der
Erreichung der sozialpolitischen Ziele der EU ist jedoch ein komplexes
Unterfangen. Der vorliegende Bericht allein reicht dazu nicht aus. In
verschiedenen spezifischen Berichten werden die in den statistischen
Ubersichten angesprochenen Themen sehr viel eingehender untersucht. Hier
sind vor allem die folgenden zu nennen:

— der jahrlich erscheinende Bericht Beschéftigung in Europa und die
gemeinsamen Beschéftigungsberichte der Kommission und des Rates,

— die alle zwei Jahre vorgelegten Demografieberichte,
— die jahrlichen Berichte Uber die Gleichstellung der Geschlechter,
— die zweijahrlichen Berichte zu den Arbeitsbeziehungen in Europa

— und die jahrlichen gemeinsamen Berichte Uber Sozialschutz und soziale
Eingliederung.

Eine umfassende Bestandsaufnahme der sozialen Schllsselindikatoren, die im
Rahmen der offenen Koordinierungsmethode im Bereich Sozialschutz und
soziale Eingliederung vereinbart wurden, fand 2008 statt®. Zusammen bilden
diese Berichte ein umfassendes Instrument zur Beobachtung der sozialen
Situation und der Sozialpolitik in den Mitgliedstaaten der EU.

Siehe Arbeitsdokument der Kommissionsdienststellen Monitoring progress towards the objectives of the

European Strategy for Social Protection and Social Inclusion (Monitoring der von den Mitgliedstaaten erreichten
Fortschritte hinsichtlich der Zielsetzungen im Bereich des Sozialschutzes und der sozialen Eingliederung) vom 6.
Oktober 2008, http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/joint_reports_de.htm
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Der Bericht zur sozialen
Lage hilft, bestimmte
Probleme im Zusammen-
hang mit der sozialen
Eingliederung besser zu
verstehen.

Im Mittelpunkt stehen die
Wirksamkeit der Sozial-
leistungssysteme bei der
Verringerung der Armut
von Menschen im
erwerbsfédhigen Alter und
der Zusammenhang
zwischen niedrigem
Einkommen und sozialer
Teilhabe.

Mehr als zwei Drittel der
armutsgefdhrdeten
Personen sind im
Haupterwerbsalter, sollten
also ihr Einkommen
hauptséchlich durch
Arbeit erzielen.

Im Mittelpunkt des diesjahrigen Berichts zur sozialen Lage stehen zwei Aspekte
in Verbindung mit der sozialen Eingliederung und vor allem mit dem Konzept der
aktiven Eingliederung, das in der erneuerten Sozialagenda der Kommission’ als
politischer Schlusselbereich genannt wurde. Anhand aktueller Daten aus der
Gemeinschaftsstatistik iber Einkommen und Lebensbedingungen (EU-SILC)
zeigt dieser Bericht, in welchem Umfang Personen im erwerbsfahigen Alter
Leistungen verschiedener Art, einschlielllich Sozialhilfe, beziehen. Das zweite
Schwerpunktthema des Berichts ist die Beteiligung an verschiedenen sozialen
Aktivitdten, ein Aspekt, den der Ausschuss der Regionen als zentrales Element
der aktiven Eingliederung sieht®. Der Bericht zur sozialen Lage 2008 erganzt
somit die im Bericht 2007° dargestellte Analyse zur sozialen Eingliederung, bei
der versucht wurde, genauer zu definieren, welche Gruppen in den
verschiedenen Mitgliedstaaten am starksten armutsgeféuhrdet10 sind, welche
Beziehung zwischen Einkommen und schlechten Lebensbedingungen besteht
und in welchem Umfang soziale Benachteiligungen von einer Generation an die
nachste weitergegeben werden.

Der Bericht zur sozialen Lage 2008 enthalt neue Daten zu diesen beiden Fragen
im Zusammenhang mit der sozialen Eingliederung. Im ersten Kapitel wird die
Rolle der Leistungssysteme in der Armutsbekdmpfung bei Menschen im
erwerbsféhigen Alter untersucht. Dabei wird geprift, wie wirksam die Sozial-
leistungssysteme Menschen helfen kénnen, die nicht in der Lage sind, genug zu
verdienen, um sich Uber der Schwelle der Armutsgeféhrdung zu halten. Dem
Kapitel liegen aktuelle Daten aus der EU-SILC zugrunde. Es beschéftigt sich vor
allem mit der Frage, ob von Arbeitslosigkeit und niedrigen Einkommen betroffene
Personen Leistungen erhalten. In einem zweiten Kapitel werden die Ergebnisse
eines speziellen Moduls der EU-SILC ausgewertet, in dessen Rahmen Daten
Uber die Teilhabe am sozialen Leben gesammelt wurden. Vor allem wird
untersucht, ob Menschen unter der Armutsgefahrdungsgrenze daran gehindert
werden, im gleichen Umfang wie Personen mit héherem Einkommen am
sozialen Leben teilzuhaben.

Bezug und Inanspruchnahme von Leistungen

Gut zwei Drittel der armutsgefahrdeten Personen sind entweder im Haupt-
erwerbsalter (25-59 Jahre) oder sie sind unter 25 Jahre alt und leben mit einer
Person im Haupterwerbsalter im selben Haushalt. Von diesen Haushalten wird
generell erwartet, dass sie ein angemessenes Einkommen durch Beschéaftigung
erzielen — im Gegensatz zu Haushalten alterer Menschen, die ihr Einkommen
typischerweise in Form von Leistungen 6ffentlicher und privater Rentensysteme
beziehen. Das Kapitel befasst sich vor allem mit den Haushalten von Personen
im Haupterwerbsalter. Es soll zu einem besseren Verstdndnis der Frage
beitragen, wie Leistungssysteme in den Fallen Armut lindern, in denen
Menschen durch eine Beschéaftigung kein angemessenes Einkommen erzielen
koénnen. Daraus ergeben sich einige Hinweise auf mdgliche Schwachen in den
sozialen Sicherheitsnetzen der Mitgliedstaaten, die jedoch in nationalen Studien
noch sehr viel eingehender untersucht werden missen.

Mitteilung der Kommission Eine erneuerte Sozialagenda: Chancen, Zugangsmoglichkeiten und Solidaritét im

Europa des 21. Jahrhunderts, KOM(2008) 412 endg. vom 2. Juli 2008.

Der Ausschuss der Regionen definiert die aktive Eingliederung in seinem Bericht jedoch etwas anders als die

Kommission. Die Einkommensunterstiitzung einschlieRlich Sozialleistungen bildet den ersten Pfeiler der
umfassenden Strategie der Kommission zur Fdrderung der aktiven Eingliederung der aus dem Arbeitsmarkt
ausgegrenzten Personen, die beiden anderen Pfeiler sind integrative Arbeitsmarkte und qualitativ hochwertige
Dienstleistungen (sieche Empfehlung der Kommission zur aktiven Eingliederung der aus dem Arbeitsmarkt
ausgegrenzten Personen, K(2008) 5737, veroffentlicht im Amtsblatt L 307 vom 18.11.2008, S. 11, und

KOM(2008) 639.

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=501&langld=de )
Die Armutsgefahrdungsrate ist definiert als der Anteil an Personen, deren verfiigbares Aquivalenzeinkommen

weniger als 60 % des nationalen Durchschnittseinkommens betrégt. Zur Ermittiung des ,Aquivalenzeinkommens*
wird das Einkommen angepasst, um Unterschiede in Haushaltsgrofe und -zusammensetzung widerzuspiegeln
und somit vergleichbare Werte flir verschiedene Arten von Haushalten zu ermitteln. Dazu wird die so genannte
~modifizierte* OECD-Aquivalenzskala verwendet, nach der der erste Erwachsene ein Gewicht von 1,0 erhalt und
alle anderen Haushaltsmitglieder ab 14 Jahren mit 0,5 sowie Kinder mit 0,3 gewichtet werden.
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In manchen Mitglied-
staaten erhielt nur ein
kleiner Teil der Arbeits-
losen Leistungen...

... und in manchen Fiéllen
schienen diese Leistungen
nicht zielgenau auf die
Bediirftigsten ausgerichtet
zZu sein.

In den nordischen
Landern erhielt ein
erheblicher Anteil der
Haushalte, in denen
niemand arbeitslos war,
ebenfalls Leistungen.

Ein niedriges verfiigbares
Einkommen fiihrt nicht
zwangsléaufig zur
Armutsgefahrdung, und
die Sozialleistungstrdger
beriicksichtigen auch
andere Ressourcen der
Haushalte.

Einkommensschwache
Haushalte, die keine
Leistungen beziehen, sind
meist etwas weniger von
materieller Entbehrung
betroffen, was nahelegt,
dass sie Leistungen
weniger benétigen.

In dem Kapitel wird zunachst untersucht, in welchem Umfang Arbeitslose im Jahr
2005 (letztes Einkommensjahr, fiir das zum Zeitpunkt der Erstellung des Berichts
EU-SILC-Daten vorlagen) tatsachlich Leistungen bezogen. Hier bestehen
erhebliche Unterschiede zwischen den verschiedenen EU-Mitgliedstaaten. In
funf Mitgliedstaaten erhielt weniger als ein Viertel der Personen, die den grofiten
Teil des Jahres arbeitslos waren, eine Einkommensbeihilfe. In sieben Landern
am anderen Ende des Spektrums bezogen mehr als 90 % dieser Gruppe solche
Leistungen. Der Durchschnitt fur die EU insgesamt lag bei etwa 60 % der 25-49-
Jahrigen und Uber 70 % der 50-59-Jahrigen (von denen ein gewisser Anteil
bereits Altersleistungen bezog).

Diese Ergebnisse spiegeln erhebliche Unterschiede in der Konzeption der
Leistungssysteme wider, die offensichtlich vor allem in den sudlichen und
Ostlichen Mitgliedstaaten nicht viele der Personen erreicht haben, die von
zeitweiliger Arbeitslosigkeit betroffen waren. In den sudlichen Landern, in denen
insgesamt weniger Menschen durch das Leistungssystem erreicht werden, lag
zudem der Anteil der Leistungsempfanger bei Personen oberhalb der
Armutsgefahrungsgrenze hoher als in der Gruppe unterhalb dieser Schwelle.
Das deutet darauf hin, dass die Leistungssysteme nicht nur kein umfassendes
Sicherheitsnetz bieten, sondern dass es dariber hinaus an einer zielgenauen
Ausrichtung auf die Bediirftigsten fehlt.

Die Analyse geht einen Schritt weiter, indem sie untersucht, in welchem Umfang
Haushalte, die aus Personen im Haupterwerbsalter bestehen, aufgrund ihres
Beschaftigungsstatus und Einkommensniveaus Leistungen bezogen. In der
Regel erhielten Haushalte, in denen alle Personen im Erwerbsalter wahrend des
gesamten Jahres erwerbstatig waren, keine Leistungen, auch wenn ihr
Einkommen sehr niedrig war. In den nordischen Landern bezog jedoch ein
erheblicher Anteil der Haushalte, deren Mitglieder ausnahmslos erwerbstatig
waren, Leistungen, was darauf schlielen Iasst, dass Leistungen fir
Erwerbstatige zur Ergdnzung unzureichender Arbeitseinkiinfte eine wichtige
Rolle spielen.

In der Praxis bewerten die Leistungstrager den Beihilfebedarf nicht nur anhand
des verfugbaren Einkommens, sondern bericksichtigen auch andere
Ressourcen, die den Mitgliedern eines einkommensschwachen Haushalts zur
Verfligung stehen. Ein weiteres Kriterium, das bei der Untersuchung der
Angemessenheit und Wirksamkeit von Leistungssystemen herangezogen
werden kann, ist deshalb die materielle Entbehrung. Das Kapitel beschéftigt sich
mit Indikatoren fiir die materielle Entbehrung, z. B. ob sich eine Person ein Auto
oder eine einwdchige Urlaubsreise leisten bzw. fiir unerwartete Kosten
aufkommen kann, und vergleicht den Grad der materiellen Entbehrung von
einkommensschwachen Personen mit und ohne Beihilfeleistungen.

Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass — bezogen auf die EU insgesamt — Personen mit
niedrigem Einkommen, die keine Leistungen beziehen, weniger von materieller
Entbehrung betroffen sind als Personen, die Leistungen beziehen. Das lasst
darauf schlieRen, dass es den Sozialversicherungssystemen bis zu einem
gewissen Grad gelingt, mit Leistungen gezielt die wirklich Bedurftigen zu
erreichen. In manchen Mitgliedstaaten sind die Unterschiede jedoch gering, und
es kann sogar vorkommen, dass einkommensschwache Personen, die keine
Leistungen beziehen, starker von materieller Entbehrung betroffen sind als
Leistungsempfanger. Das lasst vermuten, dass das Sicherheitsnetz I6chrig ist
und dass die Leistungen nicht alle Bedurftigen erreichen. Vor dem Hintergrund
des fir 2009 erwarteten gravierenden Einbruchs des Wirtschaftswachstums in
der EU bietet diese Analyse eine Reihe nitzlicher Anhaltspunkte fir die
Wirksamkeit dieser sozialen Sicherheitsnetze.
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Nicht alle, die Anspruch
auf Leistungen haben,
beantragen sie auch; eine
volle Inanspruchnahme
kénnte die Armutsgeféhr-
dungsrate etwas
verringern.

2006 wurde ein spezielles
Modul ,,Soziale Teilhabe“
durchgefiihrt.

Menschen unter der
Armutsgefdhrdungsschwe
lle nehmen halb so oft an
Kultur- und Freizeitveran-
staltungen teil wie
Personen oberhalb dieser
Schwelle.

Einkommen unter der
Armutsgefdhrdungs-
schwelle scheinen die
Pflege von Kontakten mit
Freunden und Verwandten
nicht zu beeintrdchtigen.

Die iiberwiegende
Mehrheit der Européder
kann nach eigener
Aussage Verwandte,
Freunde oder Nachbarn
um Hilfe bitten.

Die Wirksamkeit der Leistungssysteme kann auch dann beeintrachtigt sein,
wenn Anspruchsberechtigte die Leistungen nicht beantragen. Der Umfang der
Inanspruchnahme von Leistungen lasst sich anhand von EU-Daten nicht
untersuchen. In dem Kapitel werden deshalb einige einzelstaatliche Erkenntnisse
zur Inanspruchnahme von Leistungen betrachtet, nach denen einige Leistungen
schatzungsweise nur von einem Drittel der tatsachlich Anspruchsberechtigten
beantragt werden. Daran anschlieRend werden einige Mikrosimulations-
ergebnisse auf der Basis von EUROMOD vorgestellt, die zeigen, dass eine volle
Inanspruchnahme der Beihilfeleistungen in Polen etwa 3 % und in Schweden,
Frankreich und dem Vereinigten Konigreich zwischen 0,5 und 0,7 % der
Bevdlkerung Uber die Armutsgefahrdungsschwelle heben kdnnte.

Soziale Teilhabe und soziale Ausgrenzung

Die Welle 2006 der Gemeinschaftsstatistik (ber Einkommen und Lebens-
bedingungen enthielt ein spezielles Modul zur sozialen Teilhabe. Im zweiten
Kapitel des Berichts werden einige Schlisselergebnisse dieses Moduls
vorgestellt und insbesondere die Beziehung zwischen niedrigem Einkommen
und der Teilhabe am sozialen Leben untersucht. Es werden verschiedene
Dimensionen der sozialen Teilhabe berlcksichtigt, von denen manche mehr und
andere weniger mit finanziellen Kosten verbunden sind.

Es Uberrascht nicht, dass Personen mit niedrigem Einkommen (unter der
Armutsgefahrdungsschwelle von 60 % des verfugbaren durchschnittlichen
Aquivalenzeinkommens) weniger Kultur- oder Freizeitveranstaltungen (Kino,
Theater, Konzert oder Sportveranstaltungen) und Kulturstatten besuchen wie
Personen mit einem Einkommen tber der Armutsschwelle. SchlieRlich sind diese
Aktivitdten mit Kosten verbunden, und niedrige Einkommen stellen ein Hindernis
dar. Deshalb besuchen armutsgefdhrdete Personen solche Veranstaltungen
oder Statten nur etwa halb so oft wie Personen oberhalb der Armuts-
gefahrdungsschwelle. Die Teilnahmehaufigkeit steht auch in gewissem Umfang
mit dem durchschnittlichen Einkommensniveau des Mitgliedstaats im
Zusammenhang. Niedrige Einkommen scheinen jedoch fir junge Menschen (im
Alter zwischen 16 und 24 Jahren) ein geringeres Hindernis darzustellen als fir
Menschen mittleren Alters und Altere. Zudem ist die Diskrepanz zwischen
Personen unter und Uber der Armutsgefahrdungsschwelle bei der sozialen
Teilhabe in den einzelnen Landern sehr unterschiedlich, und in einigen Landern
— Dénemark und Schweden — scheinen Menschen mit niedrigem Einkommen
nicht in grélerem Umfang von den untersuchten Veranstaltungen und Aktivitaten
ausgeschlossen zu sein.

Eine weitere Form der in diesem Kapitel betrachteten sozialen Teilhabe sind
Kontakte mit Verwandten und Freunden. Einkommen unter der Armuts-
gefahrdungsschwelle sind allem Anschein nach kein Hindernis, wenn es darum
geht, Verwandte und Freunde zu treffen, die nicht im selben Haushalt leben. Vor
allem é&ltere Menschen mit niedrigem Einkommen treffen Verwandte und
Freunde oft haufiger als altere Menschen mit héherem Einkommen. Fir
Menschen mit niedrigem Einkommen scheint es jedoch etwas schwieriger als fir
Personen mit héherem Einkommen zu sein, mit Freunden und Verwandten
telefonisch oder schriftlich in Kontakt zu bleiben. Unter diesem Gesichtspunkt ist
die anhand des verfliigbaren Aquivalenzeinkommens bestimmte Armuts-
gefahrdung demnach kein starker Indikator fir eine allgemeinere soziale
Isolation.

Ein interessantes Ergebnis des Moduls ist, dass — auf3er in einem Mitgliedstaat —
die Uberwiegende Mehrheit der Europaer angab, sie kbnne Verwandte, Freunde
oder Nachbarn um Hilfe bitten. Der Anteil der Personen, die das Gefiihl haben,
auf die Hilfe anderer zahlen zu konnen, ist bei Personen mit einem Einkommen
Uber der Armutsgefahrdungsschwelle etwas hoher, doch er liegt EU-weit und in
den meisten Mitgliedstaaten selbst bei den einkommensschwachen Gruppen
Uber 80 %.
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Nur ein kleiner Teil der
Europder arbeitet in
politischen, religiésen,
Berufs-, Freizeit- oder
Freiwilligenorganisationen
mit. Ein niedriges
Einkommen stellt hier
offenbar ein Hindernis dar.

Personen mit hoherem
Einkommen haben ein
groBeres soziales Netz,
doch es bleibt unklar, was
Ursache und was Wirkung
ist.

Fiir die aktive Einglie-
derung sind finanzielle
Hilfen, aber auch
personalisierte Unter-
stiitzung notwendig.

Die Beteiligung an Gruppenaktivitdten, z. B. in politischen Parteien, Gewerk-
schaften, Berufsverbanden, Kirchen und religiésen Gruppen, Freizeit- und Frei-
willigenorganisationen, ist generell niedrig und liegt nur bei den Freizeitaktivitaten
und kirchlichen/religiésen Aktivitaten Uber 10 %. Wahrend bei den kirchlichen
und religidsen Aktivitdten bei Personen mit niedrigem Einkommen eine hdhere
Beteiligung festzustellen ist als bei Personen oberhalb der Armuts-
gefahrdungsschwelle, ist es bei Freizeitaktivititen umgekehrt. Manner und
Frauen mittleren Alters mit einem Einkommen Uber dieser Schwelle sind fast
doppelt so oft in Freizeitgruppen aktiv wie Personen unter der Armuts-
gefahrdungsschwelle. Die Diskrepanz zwischen der Beteiligung von Personen
unterhalb und oberhalb der Armutsgefahrdungsschwelle ist besonders bei
alteren Frauen und bei jingeren Menschen geringer.

Abschlielend werden in diesem Kapitel die Ergebnisse einer 6konometrischen
Untersuchung zu der Frage vorgestellt, ob ein Zusammenhang zwischen sozialer
Teilhabe und Einkommen besteht. Ein umfangreiches soziales Netz kann die
Chancen auf eine erfolgreiche Stellensuche und einen beruflichen Aufstieg
verbessern. Andererseits bedeutet ein guter Verdienst auch, dass man an mehr
Gruppenaktivitdten, die in der Regel mit Kosten verbunden sind, teilnehmen
kann. Bei der Okonometrischen Analyse wurde tatsachlich eine positive
Korrelation zwischen der Teilnahme an Gruppenaktivitdten — und damit einem
gréReren sozialen Netz — und dem Verdienst festgestellt. Es lasst sich jedoch
nicht ermitteln, ob dieser statistische Zusammenhang auch eine kausale
Beziehung widerspiegelt, oder was dabei Ursache und was Wirkung ist.

Fazit: Diese Ergebnisse bestatigen im GroRen und Ganzen, dass das verfligbare
Einkommen ein relevanter synthetischer Indikator fir die Fahigkeit europaischer
Gesellschaften ist, soziale Ausgrenzung zu vermeiden. Fir Personen mit einem
Einkommen unter der (im Rahmen der offenen Koordinierungsmethode im
Bereich Sozialschutz und soziale Eingliederung verwendeten) Armuts-
gefahrdungsschwelle von 60 % des verfigbaren durchschnittlichen
Aquivalenzeinkommens ist es schwieriger, am sozialen und kulturellen Leben
teilzuhaben und sich an Gruppenaktivitaten zu beteiligen. Auch wenn Menschen
mit niedrigem Einkommen auf ein starkes Netz von Verwandten, Freunden und
Nachbarn zuriickgreifen kdnnen, wenn es um Hilfe in Notsituationen und soziale
Kontakte geht, kdnnte ihr eingeschrankter Zugang zu erweiterten sozialen
Netzen sich vor allem auf ihre Beschéaftigungschancen negativ auswirken. Dies
dirfte die Bedeutung der personalisierten Unterstitzung durch angemessene
aktive Arbeitsmarktpolitiken und Zugang zu grundlegenden Dienstleistungen flr
die vom Arbeitsmarkt am starksten ausgegrenzten Gruppen bestatigen.
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PARTIE 1 — DE NOUVELLES PERSPECTIVES SUR L'INCLUSION SOCIALE

INTRODUCTION ET RESUME

Le suivi de I'évolution de
la situation sociale dans
I'Union est un devoir de la
Commission

Le rapport sur la situation
sociale dresse un bilan
synthétique en dix-sept
portraits statistiques.

Un suivi détaillé de la
situation sociale assuré
gréce a une série de
rapports annuels et
biennaux.

En vertu de l'article 143 du traité instituant la Communauté européenne, la
Commission établit, chaque année, un rapport sur I'état d'avancement de la
réalisation des objectifs fondamentaux de I'Union en matiére sociale visés a
I'article 136, a savoir la promotion de I'emploi, 'amélioration des conditions de vie
et de travail, le dialogue social, le développement des ressources humaines et la
lutte contre les exclusions. Elle assure en outre le suivi de la situation
démographique dans la Communauté.

A linstar des précédentes éditions, le Rapport sur la situation sociale présente
des indicateurs clés au moyen de dix-sept portraits statistiques couvrant un
ensemble de domaines de politique sociale dans [|'Union européenne: la
démographie, I'éducation et la formation, le marché du travail, la protection
sociale, les revenus, l'inclusion sociale et les conditions de vie, I'égalité hommes-
femmes, ainsi que la santé et la sécurité. Seize des vingt-cing indicateurs clés
présentés dans ces portraits font partie des indicateurs structurels utilisés pour le
suivi de la réalisation des objectifs fixés sur la base de la stratégie de Lisbonne
pour la croissance et I'emploi.

Toutefois, le suivi de la situation sociale et des progrés réalisés sur la voie des
objectifs de politique sociale de I'Union constitue une entreprise complexe. Le
présent rapport, a lui seul, n'y suffirait pas. Divers rapports spécifiques traitent les
thémes couverts par les portraits statistiques de maniére beaucoup plus détaillée.
On citera notamment:

— le rapport annuel «L'emploi en Europe» et le rapport conjoint de la
Commission et du Conseil sur I'emploi;

— le rapport biennal sur la démographie;

— le rapport annuel sur I'égalité entre les femmes et les hommes;

— le rapport biennal sur les relations du travail en Europe;

— et le rapport annuel conjoint sur la protection sociale et l'inclusion sociale.

Les principaux indicateurs sociaux retenus dans le cadre de la méthode ouverte
de coordination sur la protection sociale et l'inclusion sociale ont été réexaminés
en 2008"". Ces rapports s'assemblent en un outil complet pour le suivi de la
situation et des politiques sociales dans les Etats membres de I'Union.

1"

Voir le document de travail de la Commission du 6 octobre 2008 intitulé Monitoring progress towards the

objectives of the European Strategy for Social Protection and Social Inclusion
(http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/joint_reports_fr.htm).
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Le présent rapport sur la
situation sociale aide a
mieux comprendre des
aspects spécifiques liés a
l'inclusion sociale.

L'accent est mis sur
I'efficacité des systémes
de prestations sociales a
lutter contre la pauvreté
dans la population en dge
de travailler et sur le lien
entre la faiblesse des
revenus et la participation
sociale

Plus des deux tiers des
personnes menacées de
pauvreté font partie de Ila
classe d'age la plus active
et devraient donc tirer
leurs revenus
principalement du travail.

Le rapport de cette année sur la situation sociale se concentre spécifiquement
sur deux aspects liés a l'inclusion sociale, et particulierement l'inclusion active,
qui constitue I'un des principaux enjeux stratégiques de I'agenda social renouvelé
de la Commission'. En s'appuyant sur des données récentes issues des
statistiques communautaires sur le revenu et les conditions de vie (EU-SILC), il
donne un apergu de la mesure dans laquelle les personnes en age de travailler
bénéficient de prestations par l'intermédiaire de différents dispositifs, dont I'aide
sociale. L'autre aspect abordé dans ce rapport est la participation a diverses
activités sociales, une dimension que le Comité des régions considére comme un
élément central de la stratégie pour l'inclusion active 3 Le rapport 2008 sur la
situation sociale compléte donc l'analyse des questions relatives a l'inclusion
présentée dans le rapport 2007™, qui tentait de déterminer plus précisément les
groupes les plus exposés au risque de pauvreté15 dans différents Etats membres,
la corrélation entre des revenus faibles et de mauvaises conditions de vie, ainsi
que la mesure dans laquelle les handicaps sociaux se transmettent d'une
génération a l'autre.

Le rapport 2008 sur la situation sociale présente de nouveaux éléments sur ces
deux aspects liés a l'inclusion sociale. Un premier chapitre examine le role des
systémes de prestations sociales dans la lutte contre la pauvreté dans la
population en &ge de travailler. Il analyse I'efficacité de ces systémes du point de
vue de l'aide aux personnes dont les revenus ne suffisent pas a les maintenir au-
dessus du seuil de risque de pauvreté. Ce chapitre s'appuie sur des données
récentes d'EU-SILC et cherche notamment a déterminer si les personnes au
chémage ou a faibles revenus pergoivent des prestations. Un deuxiéme chapitre
exploite les résultats issus d'un module spécial d'EU-SILC destiné a collecter des
données sur la participation a la vie sociale, et vérifie en particulier si les
personnes en dessous du seuil de risque de pauvreté sont empéchés de
participer a la vie sociale dans la méme mesure que ceux qui ont des revenus
plus élevés.

Perception de prestations et recours aux aides

Un peu plus des deux tiers des personnes menacées de pauvreté appartiennent
a la classe d'age la plus active (25-59 ans) ou ont moins de 25 ans et vivent dans
le méme ménage qu'une personne de ladite classe d'age. On pourrait s'attendre
a ce que ces ménages tirent des revenus suffisants du travail, contrairement aux
ménages composés de personnes plus agées, qui percoivent généralement leurs
revenus sous la forme de prestations de régimes de retraite publics et privés. Ce
chapitre du rapport se concentre sur les ménages composés de personnes
appartenant a la classe d'age la plus active et doit contribuer a mieux
comprendre la fagon dont les systémes de prestations sociales atténuent la
pauvreté dans les cas ou les revenus du travail sont insuffisants. Il donne des
indications sur de possibles lacunes des dispositifs de protection sociale des
Etats membres, lesquelles devraient toutefois étre analysées bien plus en détail
au moyen d'études nationales.

Communication de la Commission: «Un agenda social renouvelé: opportunités, accés et solidarité dans I'Europe

du XXI° siécle», COM(2008) 412 final du 2 juillet 2008.

La définition de l'inclusion active établie dans le rapport du Comité des régions différe toutefois quelque peu de

celle utilisée par la Commission. Les compléments de ressources, qui incluent I'aide sociale, constituent le
premier pilier d'une vaste stratégie élaborée par la Commission pour favoriser l'inclusion active des personnes
exclues du marché du travail, les deux autres piliers étant des marchés du travail favorisant I'insertion et I'accés a
des services de qualité (voir la recommandation de la Commission relative a l'inclusion active des personnes
exclues du marché du travail (C(2008) 5737, JO L 307 du 18.11.2008, p. 11) et la communication COM(2008)

639.

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=501&langld=fr
Le taux de risque de pauvreté correspond au pourcentage de la population dont le revenu équivalent disponible

est inférieur @ 60 % du revenu équivalent disponible médian au niveau national. Le «nivellement du revenu», qui
permet de déterminer le revenu équivalent, consiste a ajuster le revenu en tenant compte de la taille et de la
composition du ménage, pour permettre une comparaison entre les différents types de ménage. Pour ce faire, on
utilise «l'échelle modifiée de I'OCDE», qui assigne un poids de 1,0 a la premiére personne du ménage, de 0,5 a
chacune des autres personnes agées de 14 ans ou plus et de 0,3 a chaque enfant de moins de 14 ans.
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Dans certains Etats
membres, seule une petite
partie des chémeurs a
bénéficié de prestations...

... et ces prestations ne
vont pas toujours a ceux
qui en ont le plus besoin.

Dans les pays du nord de
I'Europe, une part
importante des ménages
dont les membres
occupent un emploi
bénéficie aussi de
prestations.

Un faible revenu n'est pas
nécessairement
synonyme de risque de
pauvreté, aussi les
organismes qui servent
les prestations tiennent-
ils compte d'autres
ressources des ménages.

Les ménages a faibles
revenus qui ne pergoivent
pas d'aides connaissent
généralement une
privation matérielle
légérement moindre, ce
qui indiquerait qu'ils ont
moins besoin de ces
prestations.

Ce chapitre commence par déterminer dans quelle mesure les personnes sans
emploi ont effectivement bénéficié de prestations en 2005 (soit la derniére année
pour laquelle il existait des données EU-SILC au moment de ['élaboration de ce
rapport). Les différences entre les Etats membres de I'Union sont considérables.
Dans cinq Etats membres, moins d'une personne sur quatre agée de 25 a 49 ans
et qui avait été au chémage pendant la majeure partie de I'année a bénéficié d'un
complément de revenu. A I'opposé, on trouve sept Etats membres ol plus de
90 % des personnes dans ce cas ont percu des prestations. La moyenne pour
I'Union dans son ensemble se situe autour de six personnes sur dix dgées de 25
a 49 ans et plus de sept personnes sur dix dans la population des 50-59 ans
(dont une partie bénéficiait déja de pensions de vieillesse).

Ces chiffres témoignent de différences importantes dans la conception des
systémes de prestations qui, notamment dans les Etats membres d'Europe
méridionale et orientale, semblent ne pas couvrir de nombreuses personnes
touchées par le chdmage. De plus, dans ces pays du sud de I'Europe, la
proportion de bénéficiaires de prestations était plus élevée chez les personnes
au-dessus du seuil de risque de pauvreté que chez celles étant en dessous, ce
qui semble indiquer non seulement que ces systémes assurent une protection
insuffisante, mais aussi que cette protection n'est pas ciblée sur ceux qui en ont
le plus besoin.

Ce chapitre approfondit I'analyse en examinant dans quelle mesure les ménages
composés de personnes des classes d'age a forte activité pergoivent des
prestations, en fonction de leur situation au regard de I'emploi et de leur niveau
de revenu. Généralement, la plupart des ménages dont tous les membres en age
de travailler ont occupé un emploi pendant toute I'année n'ont bénéficié d'aucune
prestation, méme si leurs revenus ont été trés faibles. Cela étant, dans les pays
nordiques, une part notable des ménages actifs a bénéficié de prestations, ce qui
indique que les prestations accordées aux travailleurs y contribuent sensiblement
a compléter les revenus de I'emploi lorsqu'ils sont insuffisants.

Dans la pratique, pour déterminer la nécessité d'une aide, les organismes qui
servent les prestations ne se fondent pas uniquement sur le revenu disponible,
mais aussi sur d'autres ressources dont disposent les personnes composant le
ménage. Une autre indication qui peut étre utilisée pour apprécier I'adéquation et
I'efficacité des systémes de prestations est donc la privation matérielle. Ce
chapitre s'intéresse aux indicateurs de privation matérielle, tels que la capacité a
acheter une voiture, a partir en vacances pendant une semaine ou a faire face a
des dépenses imprévues, et compare le niveau de privation matérielle entre les
personnes a faibles revenus qui bénéficient de prestations et celles qui n'en
percgoivent pas.

Les résultats montrent que, pour I'Union dans son ensemble, les personnes a
faibles revenus qui ne bénéficient pas de prestations souffrent moins de privation
matérielle que les personnes a faibles revenus qui pergoivent des aides. On peut
en déduire que les systémes d'aide sociale réussissent, dans une certaine
mesure, a cibler les prestations sur celles qui en ont réellement besoin.
Cependant, dans certains Etats membres, il arrive qu'il n'y ait que peu de
différences entre ces deux catégories, voire que les personnes qui ne pergoivent
pas d'aides souffrent d'une privation matérielle plus importante que les
bénéficiaires de prestations. On peut en déduire qu'il y a des failles dans le
systéme et que les prestations ne profitent pas a tous ceux qui en auraient
besoin. Dans le contexte de I'effondrement de la croissance économique de
I'Union européenne prévu en 2009, cette analyse met en lumiére une série
d'éléments qu'il sera utile d'examiner concernant I'efficacité de ces systémes de
protection sociale.
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Tous les ayants-droit ne
réclament pas leurs
prestations; le plein
recours aux prestations
pourrait se solder par un
léger recul des taux de
risque de pauvreté.

Un module spécial sur la
participation sociale a été
mis en ceuvre en 2006.

Les personnes qui sont
sous le seuil de risque de
pauvreté participent a des
manifestations culturelles
et de loisirs deux fois
moins souvent que celles
qui sont au-dessus de ce
seuil.

Un revenu en dessous du
seuil de risque de
pauvreté ne semble pas
empécher les personnes
concernées d'entretenir
des relations amicales et
familiales.

La grande majorité des
Européens, méme ceux
qui sont sous le seuil de
risque de pauvreté,
affirment pouvoir compter
sur l'aide de Ila famille,
d‘amis ou de voisins.

L'efficacité des systemes de prestations peut aussi étre altérée par le fait que des
personnes qui peuvent prétendre a des prestations ne font pas valoir leurs droits.
Le niveau de recours aux prestations ne peut étre déterminé sur la base des
données communautaires. Ce chapitre examine donc des données nationales sur
le taux de recours, dont il ressort que, pour certaines prestations, seulement un
tiers environ des personnes qui peuvent y prétendre les réclament effectivement.
Il présente ensuite les résultats de quelques microsimulations fondées sur
EUROMOD et qui indiquent qu'un taux de non-recours nul pourrait faire passer
environ 3 % de la population au-dessus du seuil de risque de pauvreté en
Pologne, et entre 0,5 % et 0,7 % en Suéde, en France et au Royaume-Uni.

Participation sociale et exclusion sociale

Les statistiques communautaires sur le revenu et les conditions de vie collectées
en 2006 contenaient un module spécial sur la participation sociale. Le deuxieme
chapitre du présent rapport expose quelques-unes des principales conclusions
tiréces de ce module et examine, en particulier, les liens qui existent entre un
revenu faible et la participation a la vie sociale. |l examine différentes dimensions
de la participation sociale qui, pour certaines, ont généralement un co(t financier,
tandis que pour d'autres, les implications financieres sont moindres.

Il n'est pas surprenant de constater que les personnes a faibles revenus (qui sont
en dessous du seuil de risque de pauvreté, qui correspond a 60 % du revenu
disponible équivalent médian) n'assistent pas a des manifestations culturelles ou
de loisirs (cinéma, spectacles ou manifestations sportives) ni ne se rendent sur
des sites culturels aussi fréquemment que celles dont le revenu est supérieur au
seuil de pauvreté. Ces activités ont en effet un colt, et la faiblesse des revenus
constitue donc un obstacle. Par conséquent, les personnes menacées de
pauvreté s'adonnent a ce genre d'activités deux fois moins souvent que celles qui
sont au-dessus du seuil de risque de pauvreté. La fréquence de participation
dépend également, dans une certaine mesure, du niveau de revenu moyen de
I'Etat membre. Toutefois, la faiblesse des revenus semble moins constituer un
obstacle pour les jeunes (les 16-24 ans) que pour la population d'age
intermédiaire et les personnes agées. Par ailleurs, I'écart entre les personnes qui
sont en dessous et celles qui sont au-dessus du seuil de risque de pauvreté varie
considérablement selon les pays, et dans certains Etats membres, comme le
Danemark et la Suéde, les personnes a faibles revenus ne semblent pas étre
exclues outre mesure des manifestations et activités en question.

Une autre forme de participation sociale examinée dans ce chapitre est celle des
relations amicales et familiales. Manifestement, un revenu en dessous du seuil de
risque de pauvreté n'empéche pas de rencontrer des membres de la famille et
des amis ne vivant pas dans le méme ménage. En particulier, les personnes
agées a faibles revenus ont tendance a voir leur famille et leurs amis plus
fréquemment que celles qui bénéficient de revenus plus importants. Cela étant, il
semblerait que les personnes a faibles revenus ont plus de difficultés a rester en
contact avec leurs amis et les membres de leur famille par téléphone ou par
courrier. Par conséquent, vu sous cet angle, le risque de pauvreté évalué a l'aune
du revenu équivalent disponible ne constitue pas un indicateur pertinent d'une
isolation sociale plus générale.

Un résultat intéressant qui ressort du module spécial est que, si I'on excepte un
Etat membre, la grande majorité des Européens affirme pouvoir compter sur
I'aide de la famille, d'amis ou de voisins. La proportion des personnes qui pensent
pouvoir faire appel a une aide extérieure est Iégérement plus élevée dans la
population dont le revenu est au-dessus du seuil de risque de pauvreté, mais
méme chez ceux qui sont en dessous de ce seuil, elle reste supérieure a 80 %
pour I'Union dans son ensemble, ainsi que pour la plupart des Etats membres.
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Une petite partie
seulement des Européens
participe a des
organisations politiques,
professionnelles,
confessionnelles,
récréatives ou bénévoles.
La faiblesse du revenu
apparait comme un
obstacle.

Des revenus plus élevés
sont synonymes de
réseau social plus étendu,
mais le lien de causalité
n'est pas clair.

L'inclusion active exige
des aides financiéres et
un soutien personnalisé.

La participation a des activités collectives comme celles de partis politiques, de
syndicats, d'associations professionnelles, d'églises et de groupes religieux,
d'organisations récréatives ou bénévoles, est généralement faible et ne dépasse
10 % que pour les activités récréatives et confessionnelles. Tandis que la
participation a des activités liées a la religion est plus importante chez les
personnes a faibles revenus que chez celles qui sont au-dessus du risque de
pauvreté, le résultat est inversé pour les activités de loisirs. Les hommes et les
femmes d'dge intermédiaire disposant d'un revenu au-dessus du seuil sont
quasiment deux fois plus actifs dans les activités récréatives collectives que la
population située sous le seuil de risque de pauvreté. Cet écart est moins
important, en particulier, pour les femmes agées et les jeunes.

Ce chapitre présente enfin les résultats d'une analyse économétrique qui a tenté
de déterminer s'il existait un lien entre la participation sociale et les revenus. Un
vaste réseau social peut permettre a un individu de trouver un emploi et lui ouvrir
des perspectives de carriére. Par ailleurs, un salaire élevé signifie que celui qui le
percoit peut se permettre de participer a une palette plus large d'activités
collectives, qui ont généralement un codt. De fait, I'analyse en question établit
une corrélation positive entre la participation a des activités collectives (et donc
un réseau social plus étendu) et les revenus. Cela étant, il n'est pas possible
d'affirmer que cette corrélation statistique traduit également un lien de causalité,
ni d'établir le sens d'un tel lien.

En résumé, ces observations tendent a confirmer la pertinence du revenu
disponible en tant qu'indicateur synthétique de l'inclusion sociale dans la société
européenne. Les personnes dont les revenus sont en dessous du seuil de risque
de pauvreté, fixé a 60 % du revenu disponible équivalent médian dans le
contexte de la méthode ouverte de coordination en matiére de protection sociale
et d'inclusion sociale, ont davantage de difficultés a participer a la vie sociale et
culturelle, ainsi qu'a des activités de groupe. Bien que les personnes a faibles
revenus puissent s'appuyer sur un solide réseau englobant famille, amis et
voisins, pour obtenir de l'aide et entretenir des relations sociales, leur accés plus
limité a des réseaux étendus pourrait, en particulier, limiter leurs perspectives
professionnelles. Cette conclusion tend a confirmer l'importance d'un soutien
personnalisé, grace a des politiques actives de I'emploi et a I'accés aux services
fondamentaux pour les personnes les plus éloignées du marché du travail.
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MAIN REPORT

1. RECEIPT AND TAKE-UP OF BENEFITS

This chapter aims to contribute to a better understanding of how effective benefit systems are in
alleviating poverty. It starts by checking the extent to which people who were unemployed actually
received benefits in 2005 (which is for most countries the latest income reference year for which EU-
SILC data were available when this report was compiled). There are considerable differences across
the Member States of the EU. In five Member States, fewer than one in four people aged 25-49 who had
been unemployed for most of the year received an income benefit. Seven countries were at the other
end of the spectrum, with more than 90 % of these people receiving benefits. The average for the EU
as a whole was around six out of ten. These results reflect considerable differences in the design of
benefit systems which, particularly in the Southern and Eastern Member States did not seem to reach
many of those who were affected by spells of unemployment. Moreover, in the Southern countries
with low coverage, the proportion of benefit recipients was higher among people above than below the
at-risk-of-poverty threshold, which suggests that benefit systems not only fail to provide a
comprehensive safety net, but that they are also not well targeted at those most in need.

The chapter pushes the analysis further by examining the receipt of benefits by the households of
people of prime working-age in relation to their employment status and income level. Typically, most
households in which everyone of working age was employed during the entire year do not receive any
benefits, even if their income is very low. However, in the Nordic countries, a significant proportion of
fully employed households do receive benefits, suggesting that in-work benefits (of whatever form)
play an important role.

The need for benefits is assessed not only on the basis of disposable income, but may take into
account other resources available to the members of a low income household. This reflects the fact
that annual income as such is not always a good measure of purchasing power. Another indication
that can be used to examine the adequacy and effectiveness of benefit systems is therefore in terms
of material deprivation. The chapter looks at material deprivation indicators, such as the ability to
afford a car, a one-week holiday or to face unexpected costs, and compares the level of material
deprivation between those people on low incomes who receive benefits and those who don’t. The
results show that, for the EU as a whole, people on low incomes who do not receive benefits
experience less material deprivation than low-income people who do receive benefits. This seems to
confirm, as indicated above, that annual disposable income is not necessarily a good measure of
purchasing power and suggests that welfare systems may be justified in not targeting solely on the
basis of low income. However, in some Member States, the differences are small or it may even be the
case that low-income people not in receipt of benefits suffer greater material deprivation than people
who do receive benefits. This suggests that there are holes in the safety net and that benefits do not
reach all those who are in need.

Benefit systems may also become less effective if people who are entitled to benefits do not claim
them. The extent to which this is the case cannot be examined on the basis of EU-level data. This
chapter therefore looks at some national findings on benefit take-up which estimate that, for some
benefits, only about one third of those entitled do actually claim them. It then presents some
microsimulation results based on EUROMOD which show that full take-up of benefits could lift about
3 % of the population above the poverty risk threshold in Poland and between 0.5 and 0.7 % in
Sweden, France and the United Kingdom.

In all Member States, the social protection system is intended to prevent people from falling into poverty and
to provide income support in times of need. This aim, in practice, is incorporated in the social welfare system
in very different ways in different countries, with a varying degree of focus on ensuring universal coverage. In
addition, the definition of what constitutes a minimal acceptable level of income varies markedly between
Member States, in large part in line with the overall level of income in the country. Accordingly, the
effectiveness of different systems in achieving the objective of poverty alleviation would need to be assessed
in terms of the specific way in which this is defined in the different countries concerned.

The way that minimum income levels are defined in Member States in minimum income guarantee systems is in
many cases not straightforward to interpret and to compare with actual income levels as indicated by household
surveys. This is essentially because such levels tend to vary according to family circumstances, accumulated
savings and other factors, so that there is rarely a unique level which represents the minimum. Assessing the
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At the same time, all Member States have accepted that the proportion of the population with low levels of
disposable income in relation to the national median is a meaningful measure of relative poverty and a primary
indicator of the risk of social exclusion. The level of income below which people are considered as being at
risk of poverty is conventionally set in the EU'" at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income.
This translates into markedly different amounts across countries in terms of both money income and
purchasing power, or the goods and services it is capable of buying. Member States have, accordingly,
committed themselves to monitoring this indicator with the aim of reducing the proportion concerned.
Although, therefore, the relative poverty rate as measured may not be the most appropriate means of
assessing the success of different national systems in alleviating poverty and social exclusion as these are
seen in particular countries, it still provides a useful guide to the effectiveness of policy in different countries.

The aim here is fourfold. It is, first, to examine the extent to which those at apparent risk of poverty, focusing in
particular on those who are unemployed, are in receipt of benefit in different Member States according to the
EU-SILC for the latest available year (2006) — or more, specifically, those who were unemployed for a time
during the preceding year (2005 for most countries18) and received benefit.

Secondly, it is to investigate the circumstances of those whose income, measured in equivalised terms, falls
below the 60 % threshold relative to the national median. To do this, the people concerned are divided into
three groups in terms of their income in 2005 (i.e. the year for which income details were collected in the 2006
survey wave, see also note to table 1 below) — those with income between 50 % and 60 % of the median;
those with income between 40 % and 50 % and those with income below this level'. For each group, the
main concern is to see to what extent the people in question were in receipt of benefit?® at all. If they were,
then the amount received was demonstrably insufficient to bring their income above the particular line set as a
threshold. If they were not, then they were either not eligible for support or they were eligible and did not claim
the support owing to them for whatever reason.

Thirdly, while it is not possible from the information available to distinguish clearly between the latter two
alternatives, it is possible to gain an insight into the financial circumstances of those involved by examining to
what extent they are able to afford particular items of expenditure which most people in society are able to buy
and whether or not they have financial problems. This at least should give an indication of the extent to which
the people concerned are materially deprived and, accordingly, in need of support, which, in turn, should
indicate how far the social welfare system in the country in question is failing to protect people from social
exclusion for whatever reason — whether because there are gaps in coverage or because of the inability,
unwillingness or lack of awareness of people to claim the support they are entitled to. By the same token, it
also gives an indication of the extent to which income in a given year is an unreliable measure of purchasing
power and, therefore, of the risk of poverty and deprivation.

The final aim is, fourthly, to examine the evidence on the non-take-up of benefit in the countries for which
information on this exists —i.e. on the basis of studies which have been carried out in recent years on this. The
concern here is to assess the relative number not claiming benefit and to explore how important the fact of
them not claiming is in explaining the number of people recorded as being at risk of poverty. Non-take-up, of
course, is a problem only for means-tested benefits, the receipt of which depends on individuals
demonstrating that their income and other assets are low enough to qualify them for support. Since, however,
in a number of countries, there is reliance on means-tested benefits to ensure that people do not fall below a
minimum level in terms of their income and living standards, the take up of benefit is of critical importance in
ensuring that the social protection system achieves what it is intended to in this regard.

The aim is to try to assess whether those not claiming the support they qualify for are likely to be above or
below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold in terms of their income. The evidence available rarely gives an
indication of this, but it is clearly key to any assessment of the effectiveness of the system concerned in
reducing the numbers at risk of poverty.

extent to which incomes in practice fall below minimum levels is a research project in itself and is beyond the
scope of the present analysis.
v The EU refers throughout to the 24 EU Member States for which microdata are available from the 2006 EU-SILC,
i.e. the 27 countries excluding Bulgaria and Romania, which were not covered by the 2006 survey and Malta for
which no microdata are available in the User’s Database.
For all countries but IE (moving income reference period 2005-2006) and the UK (income reference period 2006)
the relevant income and labour market status information in the EU-SILC 2006 wave refers to 2005. Household
composition and most other characteristics refer to the time of the survey.
More specifically, this means that they lived in a household whose income, including transfers and excluding
taxes and equivalised to adjust for differences in household size and composition, fell into one of the broad
ranges being examined.
All benefits are taken into account, including those paid at the household level, apart from family benefits and
housing allowances.
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The focus as far as possible is on those aged 25-59 in order to avoid — or at least minimise — the complication
in the upper age ranges of retirement pensions, which might come from either public or private schemes or
both, and the particular rules governing the payment of these, and, in the lower age ranges of young people
below 25, the rules applying to those who might be living at home or students (the latter are included to the
extent that they live in households with those aged 25-59 in the later sections of the analysis).

11. Payment of benefit to those at risk of poverty

The first issue addressed is the extent to which social protection systems in different countries provide income
support to individuals at risk because they are unemployed and so no longer have earnings from employment,
which is one of the primary functions of social protection systems. The EU-SILC gives an indication of this by
including information on both social benefits received and whether or not individuals were unemployed21
during the preceding year and if so for how many months. Although it is not possible to link the two pieces of
information — to know whether those who were unemployed received benefit because they were unemployed
rather than for some other reason — the two together at least give a maximum estimate of the proportion of the
unemployed for various lengths of time who received benefit.

In order to take account of differences between countries in the form of support provided, the receipt of benefit
is not confined to those benefits which are labelled to be for ‘unemployment’ but covers all social transfers
except family and child benefits, which in most countries are payable to everyone with children irrespective of
their employment status (though the amount paid might be larger if someone is unemployed).

The information collected by the EU-SILC in 2006 indicates that just over half (53 %) of those aged 25-49 in
the EU who reported being unemployed for between one and three months during the previous year also
reported receiving unemployment benefit, while a further 7 % received another form of benefit, either sickness
or disability benefit or an income maintenance benefit of some kind or both. Some 60 % of those concerned,
therefore, received at least one benefit during the year and some of these received two or more (Table 1).

Among those unemployed for 4 to 6 months 71 % received some form of benefit, but this still meant that a
significant proportion did not. Only 58 % of those unemployed for 7 to 12 months received benefit, leaving
over 40 % of those who had been unemployed for more than half the year not in receipt of any benefit at all.

The proportion receiving benefit varies markedly across countries. For those reporting up to 3 months of
unemployment, the relative number receiving benefit of some kind ranged from over 90 % in Germany,
Austria, the Netherlands and Finland to a third or less in Estonia, Greece, Italy, the United Kingdom and
Lithuania. Similarly, the proportion of those unemployed for 4 to 6 months receiving benefit was over 90 % in
the former group of countries plus Denmark, while it was under half in the latter group (except for lItaly) plus
Latvia, Poland and Portugal.

Moreover, whereas in a majority of countries more than 70 % of those unemployed for 7 to 12 months during
2005 were in receipt of benefits, it was under a quarter in the three Baltic States, Greece and Italy and only
just over a quarter in Poland and Cyprus. In these countries, therefore, the large majority of those unemployed
for more than half the year did not receive any benefit.

z Whether or not an individual was unemployed during the previous year refers to their own self- assessment which

may differ from the criteria applied by Member States when determining eligibility to unemployment benefit or
other forms of income support.
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Table 1: Spells of unemployment of those aged 25-49 and receipt of benefit

Unemployment Sickness/Disability . ) At least 1 of the 3
! . Social exclusion not i
benefits benefits . benefits
elsewhere classified
Number of months spent unemployed

1-3 4-6 712 1-3 4-6 712 1-3 4-6 712 1-3 46 7-12
BE 88 89 94 2 6 4 3 1 2 88 90 95
Ccz 72 82 30 23 22 10 9 15 41 83 89 69
DK 76 95 86 48 53 37 . . . 85 98 93
DE 92 91 85 7 7 1 12 24 38 94 96 92
EE 19 31 12 18 10 6 . 2 33 36 18
IE 44 (47) 63 9 (8) 7 2 (5) 26 51 (50) 77
EL 27 45 12 . . 1 4 6 8 29 49 18
ES 55 60 31 4 3 3 2 1 2 57 62 34
FR 65 72 66 15 7 7 12 15 31 75 81 90
IT 27 64 18 4 1 4 2 0 1 31 64 22
CcYy 53 69 24 2 3 3 2 2 54 71 28
LV 25 40 17 19 1 4 0 11 6 41 49 24
LT 11 14 8 1 8 3 8 4 11 19 26 21
LU 61 49 51 0 1 4 11 20 29 67 68 75
HU 70 68 68 11 12 1 3 10 13 72 74 72
NL 80 66 32 15 25 20 15 37 64 93 98 96
AT 95 97 88 5 13 8 5 4 8 95 97 91
PL 30 31 10 4 4 1 8 15 18 38 43 26
PT 38 39 44 13 . 1 1 . 6 46 39 50
Sl 25 29 26 10 10 6 47 50 57 69 69 70
SK 48 44 17 5 9 6 10 19 43 55 61 57
Fl 89 92 95 14 11 13 19 22 47 92 96 97
SE 53 60 46 26 25 22 9 15 23 73 79 70
UK 14 32 45 6 10 11 14 21 32 29 56 71
EU 53 64 45 8 7 4 8 13 21 60 71 58

Note: Survey year 2006. Income reference period 2005 for all countries except IE (moving income reference period 2005-
2006) and UK (2006). Labour market status information relates to the income reference period. Data for PT are provisional.
EU aggregates population size-weighted and are computed without MT (not available in the UDB) and BG and RO (no EU-
SILC data for 2006). ' . ' data not shown due to less than 20 observations. Data in brackets are uncertain due to small
sample size, i.e. between 20 and 50 observations. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1°* March 2008.

Much the same pattern emerges for those aged 50 to 59, although the figures are generally only conclusive
for those unemployed for more than half the year. Some of those aged 50 to 59 were in receipt of old-age
pensions, especially in the Netherlands, presumably because of taking early retirement, while a larger number
received sickness or disability benefit, again in the Netherlands but also in the Czech Republic and the three
Nordic countries (Table 2).
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Table 2: Spells of unemployment of those aged 50-59 and receipt of benefit

. . ... | Social exclusion
Unel;:;r)‘leof)i/gent Snckns::L[:;:sabnlnty not eIseIV\.lhere Old-age benefits At Ieiztnl;i):sthe 4
classified
Number of months spent unemployed

1-3 46 712 1-3 46 712 1-3 46 7-12] 1-3 4-6 712 1-3 4-6 7-12

BE . . 97 . . 3 . . 1 . . 0 . . 98
cz (77) (89) 39| (33) (20) 29| (15) (16) 30| (12) (5) 3] (89) (94) 79
DK . . 90 . . 24 . . . . . . . 100
DE 98 99 83 7 6 3 11 14 26 . 3 0 98 99 90
EE (29) (36) 141 (16) (12) 6 . (1) 4 (4) (0) 5| (49) (42) 27
IE (65) (72) 69| (12) . 7 (1) (5) 15| (10) (8) 4| (82) (75) 81
EL (41) (78) 20 . . 7 (2) . 5 . . ol (41) (78) 33
ES (73) 67 39| (16) 3 4 . 2 (0) . 0o (85) 67 44
FR 87) (72) 76| (12) (12) 7 (1) 19 4) (13) 1 (91) (82) 88
IT 21 58 25 5 8 6 2 2 3 8 4 1 35 65 33
cY (66) 78 (50)] (11) 6 (10) . . . . 2 4)| (73) 81 (54)
LV . (34) 10 . (17) 2 . (7) 9 . . 1 . (42) 20
LT . (12) 19 . (16) 2 . (a7 6 (2) 1 (37) 28
LU . . (78) . . () . . (19) . . (5) . (94)
HU (76) (81) 69| (19) 9) 8 (9) (2) 14 3) (5) 2( (83) (81) 75
NL (54) (69) 41| (27) (25) 20| (25) (11) 511 (22) (15) 18] (98) (97) 96
AT (89) (98) 94| (31) (21) 16 9) 8 (7) . 1] (96) (98) 96
PL (41) 37 18] (19) 10 2 (7) 12 22 (1) 6 0| (60) 52 41
PT 47 . 73 9 . 3 . . 4 11 . 4 47 . 76
Sl 45 39 59 21 11 14 48 29 35 9 6 4 85 65 82
SK (60) (29) 18] (21) (21) 10 (10) (23) 44 (12) (12) 3| (73) (54) 63
Fl 87 88 96 29 13 17 16 18 26 4 2 1 91 94 99
SE (40) . 55| (28) . 37 (2) . 8 . . 9| (60) . 80
UK (10) (16) (44)) (4) (12) (5] (14) (32) (15) (18) (3) (6)[ (43) (49) (64)
EU 57 69 60 13 10 7 7 10 19 6 5 2 70 77 73
See also note to table 1. '. ' data not shown due few observations. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size.

Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008.

Again two-thirds or more of those reporting being unemployed for more than half of 2005 received no social
benefit at all during the year in the three Baltic states, Greece and ltaly, while in Poland the figure was almost
60 % and in Spain over 55 %. In addition, in the United Kingdom, less than half of those unemployed for 6
months of the year or less were paid any form of benefit.

The analysis can be extended further by, first, examining the income of those who were unemployed for at
least one month during the year, to see to what extent they were at risk of poverty and, secondly, to see
whether they were in receipt of benefit or not. In the EU as a whole, therefore, just over a third of those aged
25-49 who were unemployed during the year had income of less than 60 % of the national median equivalised
disposable income in the same year, with some 13 % having income below 40 % of the median (see Table 3).
The division between income groups is virtually identical for those aged 50-59, with, again, 34 % having an
income below 60 % of the median.
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Table 3: Division of the unemployed* aged 25-49 by income relative to the median

% total unemployed

Income** relative to the median***
o, 240% and 250% and o

<40% <50% <60% 260%
BE 7 14 17 62
Cz 15 12 11 62
DK 4 3 11 82
DE 10 11 13 67
EE 25 12 10 52
IE 7 9 16 68
EL 11 5 10 74
ES 14 6 9 71
FR 5 8 12 75
IT 20 8 9 64
CY 6 5 8 81
Lv 33 14 6 47
LT 35 11 8 46
LU 13 17 18 52
HU 19 13 12 56
NL 2 7 19 72
AT 9 9 10 72
PL 19 10 12 58
PT 11 6 11 73
Sl 9 9 11 70
SK 15 8 11 66
FI 4 8 16 72
SE 10 7 9 74
UK 23 17 12 48
EU 13 9 11 66

* Unemployed for at least one month during 2005

** Equivalised disposable income

*** National median equivalised disposable income

See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008.

The proportion of the unemployed with income below 60 % of the national median (after the receipt of
benefits) varies markedly between countries. In Latvia, Lithuania and the United Kingdom, over half of the
unemployed (52-53 % in each case) had income below this level in 2005, while in Estonia and Luxembourg, it
is almost half. In Latvia and Lithuania, around a third of the unemployed had very low incomes of below 40 %
of the median, and in Estonia and the United Kingdom around a quarter. Elsewhere, around 20 % of the
unemployed had income this low in Italy, Hungary and Poland and around 15 % in the Czech Republic,
Slovakia and Spain.

By contrast, over 80 % of the unemployed had income above 60 % of the national median in Denmark and
Cyprus and around three quarters in Greece, France and Sweden; in Cygrus and Greece this was the case
despite a large proportion of the unemployed not being in receipt of benefit 2,

The proportion of the unemployed receiving benefits was similar at the EU level for those with income below
60 % of the national median — 57 % on average (i.e. taking all the unemployed with income below this level) —
as for those above — 59 % (Table 4 — benefit again covers all benefits apart from family and child benefits).
The proportion receiving benefit, however, was smaller for those with income below 40 % of the national
median — only 46 % of the total concerned (again income is defined to include benefits).

In Cyprus, where the receipt of benefit varies considerably according to the number of months of unemployment,
over 30% of the unemployed were out of work for over half the year and only 28% of these received benefits.
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Table 4: Receipt of benefit by the unemployed* aged 25-49 by income relative to the median

% receiving benefit

Income** relative to the median***
240% and 250% and

< 40% <50% <60% 260%
BE (98) 91 98 92
cz 67 (71) 69 71
DK . . . 86
DE 91 99 95 91
EE 11 18 (14) 23
IE (57) (67) 63 59
EL 18 (23) 22 30
ES 28 31 26 46
FR (92) 87 82 82
IT 15 27 26 31
cY (16) 25 (47) 56
LV 19 18 (31) 34
LT 18 27 (29) 14
LU 67 64 72 72
HU 72 85 77 67
NL . . (98) 91
AT (85) (97) (89) 95
PL 43 40 34 23
PT 35 (39) (23) 50
Si 71 64 65 68
SK 82 61 51 46
Fl (83) 97 97 94
SE (32) (74) (71) 66
UK 46 (69) (87) 31
EU 46 65 63 59

*

Unemployed for at least one month during 2005

** Equivalised disposable income

*** National median equivalised disposable income

See also note to table 1. '. ' data not shown due few observations.
Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size

Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1° March 2008.

These proportions vary greatly across countries. They are particularly high, around 90 % or more, for all or
some of the income groups in Belgium, Germany and Finland. In all of these countries, the unemployment
insurance system covers everyone, or nearly everyone.

At the other extreme, only a minority of the unemployed received benefit, irrespective of their income level, in
the three Baltic States and Poland as well as in the Southern countries. This is also the case at some levels of
income in the United Kingdom, where the effect of the means-tested system is particularly visible:
comparatively few of those with income above 60 % of the median equivalised disposable income were in
receipt of benefit. At the same time, more than half of the unemployed with income below 40 % of the median
were not in receipt of benefits, despite the existence of a wide-ranging income support scheme. More
generally, in 8 Member States, less than half the unemployed with this level of income received any benefit.
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1.2. Receipt of benefit by those aged 25-59 at risk of poverty

In this section, the focus of the analysis is on all those with income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold in the
age group 25-59 and their dependents and the extent to which they are in receipt of benefits (see Box for a
description of the coverage). The above analysis considered how many of the unemployed were in receipt of
benefits in 2006 (income reference period 2005 for most countries). The focus here is again on those aged 25-
59, but in this case irrespective of whether they were unemployed or not. The household circumstances are
taken into account by considering the number of people in the household who are in work and who, therefore,
are a source of income from employment.

Population covered in the analysis

The analysis here covers all people aged 25-59 and, implicitly their dependents, or those living in the same
household who by definition have the same level of equivalised disposable income. In most cases, those aged
25-59 will be the main source of income in the household, though their income may be boosted by pensions in
cases where they share the household with people in retirement or by family benefits in cases where they
have children, as well as by any earnings from employment of people aged 60 and over or under 25 living with
them.

Table 5 gives an approximate indication of the proportion of the population effectively covered by the analysis
for each broad income group by summing the total population aged 25-59 and those aged under 25 living in
the same household as someone of this age. The figures in the table understate the actual proportion
effectively covered since they exclude those aged 60 and over living in the same household as someone aged
25-59. Those not covered by the analysis, therefore, are those aged 16-24 living outside the family home and
those aged 60 and over living by themselves or with someone of the same age (or in a very few cases, with
someone aged under 25). These make up a minority of the population, in many cases a small minority, in all
income groups in most Member States. The main exception is in Cyprus where the risk of poverty of the
elderly population is particularly high.

The people considered here — i.e. 25-59 year olds together with their children and others living with them —
make up the great majority of the population in all EU Member States and in a number of countries, the new
Member States, in particular, nearly all of those with low levels of income (Table 5).

In the EU as whole, therefore, this section of the population made up 77 % of the total with an equivalised
disposable income more than 60 % of the median equilvalised disposable income in and 76 % of the total with
income under 40 % of the median, though only for around 70 % of those with income in between. In the three
Baltic States and Hungary as well as Luxembourg, they made up some 84-88 % or more of those with income
under 40 % of the median, and in the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia 94-95 %. In these countries,
therefore, it is people of working age and their dependents who are most affected by very low levels of
income. In Denmark and Finland, however, this group made up only 55 % of those with income of under 40 %
of the median (and a similar proportion of those with income of 40-60 % of the median), and in Cyprus just
50 %. Accordingly, in these countries, those on low incomes are disproportionately people aged 60 and over.
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Table 5: Population aged 25-59 and young people under 25 living in the same household as someone
aged 25-59 as a percentage of the total population per income group

% total population

Income* relative to the national median**
<40% 240% and <50% 250% and <60% 260%
BE 72 62 65 80
cz 96 91 80 79
DK 55 62 51 77
DE 68 74 66 74
EE 84 71 52 77
IE 78 83 66 84
EL 75 63 68 76
ES 76 59 66 80
FR 62 68 70 76
IT 82 68 68 75
CcY 50 43 62 89
LV 86 64 57 79
LT 87 74 66 78
LU 87 87 87 80
HU 88 86 82 77
NL 77 68 75 79
AT 77 76 64 77
PL 95 90 87 79
PT 74 68 64 79
Si 71 63 66 81
SK 94 84 84 81
Fl 55 52 54 77
SE 63 61 64 75
UK 67 66 64 78
EU 76 70 69 77

* Equivalised disposable income
** National median equivalised disposable income
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1 March 2008.

In 2006, some 84 % of those aged 25-59 and their dependents in the EU as a whole had income of over 60 %
of the national median. The risk of poverty (i.e. having an equivalised disposable income of less than 60 % of
the national median), therefore, affected 16 % of this section of the population. Around a third of these (5.4 %
of the total) had income of below 40 % of the median (Table 6).

The at-risk-of-poverty rate among this group ranged from 23 % in Latvia and around 20 % in Greece, Spain,
Italy and Lithuania, with the rate in Poland and the United Kingdom being only slightly lower to just under 12 %
in Denmark, Slovenia and Slovakia and just 10 % in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands. At the same
time, some 8-9 % of this group had very low income of under 40 % of the median in Greece, Latvia and
Lithuania and 7-8 % in Spain, Italy and Poland (though not the United Kingdom), while the figure was only just
over 2 % in the Czech Republic and Finland and just over 3 % in France, Austria, Luxembourg and the
Netherlands.



Table 6: Division of those aged 25-59 and young people under 25 living with them by income bracket

% total aged 25-59 and dependents

Income* relative to the national median**

<40% 240% and <50% 250% and <60% 260%
BE 3,3 4,9 6,5 85,3
cz 2,3 2,6 49 90,2
DK 34 24 59 88,3
DE 4,1 3,2 5,4 87,3
EE 5,8 49 7,5 81,7
IE 3,4 5,7 9,4 81,5
EL 8,0 55 7,1 79,5
ES 7,6 54 6,8 80,3
FR 3,1 41 6,0 86,9
IT 7,5 5,1 7,1 80,4
cY 3,8 5,1 6,9 84,2
LV 9,0 6,7 7,5 76,9
LT 8,3 4,9 6,8 80,0
LU 3,2 4,8 6,0 86,0
HU 5,8 4,2 59 84,1
NL 3,2 1,9 49 90,1
AT 3,1 3,0 6,4 87,4
PL 7.4 49 6,8 80,9
PT 6,5 4,8 7,2 81,5
SI 2,9 3,7 5,1 88,3
SK 3,8 2,7 5,1 88,4
FI 2,1 3,3 7,2 87,5
SE 4,5 2,8 5,0 87,7
UK 6,3 5,6 7,3 80,8
EU 5,4 4,3 6,4 83,9

*Equivalised disposable income
** National median equivalised disposable income
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1° March 2008.

In most countries, a significant proportion of the people at risk of poverty lived in workless households — i.e.
those in which no-one was in employment during 2005 (the income reference period in most countries, survey
year 2006). In the EU as a whole, over 30 % of those with income below 60 % of the national median
equivalised disposable income and some 35 % of those with income below 40 % of the median lived in
households where no-one was in work over the year (Table 723).

The latter figure was over 50 % in Belgium, Germany, Estonia and Ireland and almost 70 % in the Czech
Republic. On the other hand, over 40 % of those with income below 40 % of the median equivalised
disposable income in Denmark and Sweden lived in households where everyone was in work throughout the
year (though not necessarily in full-time jobs) and over 30 % in the Netherlands, Finland and Luxembourg.

Moreover, in Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden, around two-thirds or more lived in households where at
least half the people of working age were in employment (or those living alone worked more than half the
months during the previous year). This was also the case in Greece, while in Luxembourg and Portugal over
60 % of the people in this group lived in households where the work intensity was equal to or greater than 0.5,
and in Spain this figure was just below 60 %. In most Member States, a significant majority of the people with
income below 40 % of the median lived in households where either no-one worked during the year or
someone worked for less than the full year (e.g. only one of the persons in a two-adult household was

= The data in tables 7-11 are in some cases based on a relatively small number of observations, especially in the

smaller Member States, and the small differences between figures are, therefore, not necessarily significant.
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employed and then only for part of the year). In a number of Member States, however, people with income this
low lived in households where either everyone worked or the work undertaken was equivalent to at least one
person in a couple household working throughout the year.

In the EU as a whole, just under 5 % of all those aged 25-59 (together with their dependents) had both an
equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the median and lived in workless households in 2005 (Table 8).
At the same time, around 3 % of persons under the at-risk-of-poverty threshold lived in households where
everyone was employed throughout the year and just under 9 % lived in households where the work intensity
was 0.5 or more (i.e. where in most cases at least one of two adults was in employment).

Examination of the situation in different countries reveals that in a number of them there were more people
with income below 60 % of the median equivalised disposable income living in households where everyone
was working than living in workless households. This was the case, in particular, in Greece and Portugal as
well as Latvia, where the overall risk of poverty was relatively high, but also in Luxembourg and Sweden,
where it was relatively low. In all of these countries, the proportion of people with this level of income and
living in households where everyone was in work was over 4 % — in Sweden 5 % and Latvia 6 %. The
proportion was also over 5 % in the United Kingdom and close to 5 % in Lithuania. In all of these countries,
therefore, having all the people in the household in employment throughout the year was not sufficient to raise
income above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold. It should be emphasised, however, that many of the people
concerned were in part-time work in Luxembourg, Sweden and the United Kingdom, but only to a limited
extent in the other countries.
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Table 7: Division of those aged 25-59 and those under 25 living with them by income bracket and work intensity of the household

% total within each income bracket

Equivalised disposable income relative to the national median disposable income
<40% 240% and <50% 250% and <60% 260%

WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWI<1 WI=1[ WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWi<1 WI=1] WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWI<1 WI=1] WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWI<1 WI=1
BE 55 10 12 23 61 15 15 8 52 18 18 13 6 6 30 58
cz 69 15 10 6 43 15 32 10 23 16 45 16 3 4 39 53
DK 27 8 24 41 49 7 15 28 46 9 18 27 5 2 23 70
DE 51 8 23 19 49 17 19 16 39 11 30 19 6 5 40 49
EE 50 17 18 15 27 15 34 24 11 8 47 34 1 3 36 60
IE 51 18 14 17 57 12 21 10 28 19 38 15 3 5 46 46
EL 15 16 40 30 13 15 57 15 9 22 49 20 4 7 46 43
ES 21 21 44 14 14 13 56 17 9 15 62 15 2 7 46 45
FR 46 13 15 26 40 21 21 18 20 15 41 24 4 4 32 60
IT 34 20 40 7 15 27 46 12 13 18 58 11 5 9 42 44
CY 27 16 36 21 11 21 55 13 7 11 63 20 1 5 42 52
Lv 35 18 32 15 13 10 51 26 11 12 36 41 1 4 36 59
LT 37 16 27 20 14 17 37 32 12 8 55 25 2 4 34 60
LU 13 25 31 32 11 11 62 15 10 7 42 41 3 3 39 55
HU 49 24 20 8 31 35 25 9 20 20 43 16 5 7 42 46
NL 13 6 45 36 40 2 46 12 44 10 31 14 6 3 32 58
AT 34 11 33 23 33 16 37 15 23 13 46 18 4 6 42 49
PL 25 26 27 21 24 25 36 15 15 26 41 18 6 10 42 41
PT 23 16 36 24 13 15 48 23 g 13 57 21 3 6 38 53
SI 43 18 31 7 28 24 32 17 21 20 44 15 3 7 36 54
SK 41 16 23 20 18 25 42 14 12 18 49 22 3 6 39 52
FI 30 15 23 33 34 27 20 19 40 18 26 16 4 4 38 54
SE 16 9 32 43 22 14 29 34 22 6 27 45 4 3 23 71
UK 42 7 23 28 44 6 24 26 41 5 26 28 6 2 21 71
EU 35 16 31 19 32 18 33 17 24 15 41 20 5 6 36 53

Note: WI=Work intensity, which is defined as the number of people of working-age in employment, weighted by the number of months each was in work in the previous year, relative to the total
number of people of working age in the household. WI=0 when no-one of working age in the household was employed during 2005. WI<0.5 when less than half the people of working-age were
employed or someone was employed for less than every month during the previous year (e.g. someone in a couple household where the other person was not in work. 0.5sWI<1 when one
person in a couple household is employed and the other is not or when two people of working age are employed in a 3-person household. WI=1 when everyone of working age were employed
every month during the previous year.
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1° March 2008.
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Table 8: Relative numbers of people aged 25-59 plus those under 25 living with them by income bracket and work intensity of the household

% Total aged 25-59 plus those aged under 25 living with them

Equivalised disposable income relative to national median equivalised disposable income
>40% 240% and <50% 250% and <60% Total <60%

WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWi<1 WI=1| WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWi<1 Wi=1] WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWI<1 Wi=1] WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWI<1 WIi=1
BE 1,8 0,3 0,4 0,8] 3,0 0,7 0,7 0,4 3,4 1.1 1,2 0,8 8,2 2,2 2,3 2,0
cz 1,6 0,3 0,2 0,1 1,1 0,4 0,9 0,3 1,1 0,8 2,2 0,8 3,9 1,5 3,3 1,2
DK 0,9 0,3 0,8 1,4 1,2 0,2 0,4 0,7 2,7 0,5 1,1 1,6 4,9 1,0 2,2 3,6
DE 21 0,3 0,9 0,8 1,5 0,5 0,6 0,5 21 0,6 1,6 1,0 5,8 1,5 3,2 2,3
EE 29 1,0 1,1 0,9 1,3 0,7 1,7 1,2 0,8 0,6 3,5 2,6 5,0 2,3 6,3 4,6
IE 1,7 0,6 0,5 06| 3,3 0,7 1,2 0,6 2,7 1,8 3,5 1,4 7,6 3,1 5,2 2,6
EL 1,2 1,3 3,2 24 0,7 0,8 3,1 0,8 0,7 1,5 3,5 1,4 25 3,7 9,8 4,5
ES 1,6 1,6 3,3 1,1 0,8 0,7 3,0 0,9 0,6 1,0 4,2 1,0 29 3,3 10,5 3,0
FR 1,4 0,4 0,5 0,8 1,6 0,9 0,8 0,7 1,2 0,9 25 1,4 4,2 2,1 3,8 3,0
IT 2,5 1,5 3,0 05| 0,8 1,4 23 0,6 0,9 1,3 4.1 0,8 4.2 4.1 9,4 1,9
CcY 1,0 0,6 1,4 0,8 0,6 1,1 2,8 0,7 0,4 0,7 43 1,3 2,0 2,4 8,5 2,8
LV 3,2 1,6 29 1,3 0,9 0,7 3,4 1,7 0,8 0,9 2,7 3,1 4,9 3,2 8,9 6,1
LT 3,1 1,3 2,2 16 0,7 0,9 1,8 1,6 0,8 0,6 3,7 1,7 4,6 2,7 7,8 4,9
LU 0,4 0,8 1,0 1,0l 0,6 0,6 3,0 0,7 0,6 0,4 2,5 2,5 1,6 1,8 6,5 4,2
HU 2,8 1,4 1,2 0,4 1,3 1,5 1.1 0,4 1,2 1,2 2,6 1,0 5,3 4,0 4,8 1,8
NL 0,4 0,2 1,4 1,1 0,7 0,0 0,9 0,2 21 0,5 1,5 0,7 3,3 0,8 3,8 2,0
AT 1,0 0,3 1,0 0,7 1,0 0,5 1,1 0,4 1,5 0,9 3,0 1,2 3,5 1,7 51 23
PL 1,9 2,0 2,0 1,5 1,2 1,2 1,7 0,7 1,0 1,8 2,8 1,2 41 49 6,6 3,5
PT 1,5 1,1 2,4 16| 0,6 0,7 23 1,1 0,6 1,0 41 1,5 2,8 2,7 8,8 4,2
Si 1,3 0,5 0,9 0,2 1,0 0,9 1,2 0,6 1,1 1,0 2,3 0,8 3,4 2,4 4,3 1,6
SK 1,6 0,6 0,9 0,8] 0,5 0,7 1,2 0,4 0,6 0,9 25 1,1 2,7 2,2 4,5 23
FI 0,6 0,3 0,5 0,7 1,1 0,9 0,7 0,6 29 1,3 1,9 1,2 4,6 2,5 3,0 2,5
SE 0,7 0,4 1,4 1,91 0,6 0,4 0,8 1,0 1,1 0,3 1,3 2,3 2,4 1,1 3,6 51
UK 2,6 0,5 1,5 1,71 25 0,4 1,4 1,5 3,0 0,4 1,9 2,0 8,1 1,2 4,7 5,2
EU 1,9 0,9 1,6 1,0 1,4 0,8 1,4 0,7 1,6 0,9 2,6 1,2 4,8 2,6 5,7 3,0

See also notes to table 1 and 7

Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008.




It is also the case that in these other countries, but especially in Greece and Portugal, the risk of poverty is
particularly high in households where not everyone of working age is in employment, such as, in particular, two-
person households where only one person is working (i.e. the work intensity index is 0.5 or higher but less than
1). This applies equally in Spain and Italy. In all four of these Southern Member States, therefore, around 9-
10 % of the population group considered here with a work intensity of 0.5 to 1 were at risk of poverty (i.e. of
having income below 60 % of the median), while the figure was only slightly less in Cyprus (as well as Latvia).

In all of these countries too — though less so in Italy than the others — only a relatively small proportion of those
at risk of poverty lived in workless households. By contrast, in Belgium, Ireland and the United Kingdom, those
living in workless households made up a substantial proportion of those at risk of poverty. In Belgium, more
than half of those with equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the median lived in workless households
(around 8 % of the population considered here). These differences across countries reflect the different social
protection systems, with comparatively few of the unemployed, as noted above, receiving benefit in the
southern Member States, so making it difficult for the unemployed to live alone or in households where no-one
is earning income from employment. In Belgium, Ireland and the United Kingdom, on the other hand, a
relatively large proportion of the unemployed receive benefit, but this in many cases is not enough to raise their
income above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

Focusing on those with less than 40 % of the median equivalised disposable income — i.e. well below the
threshold as conventionally defined — there is a similar pattern, in the sense that in the Southern countries a
significant proportion of people with income this low live in households where not everyone of working age is in
employment — typically only one of a couple. In Greece, Spain and ltaly, the people concerned amounted to
around 3 % or more of the total in this age group (including their dependents) in 2005 (in Italy, this means
around 1.4 million people and in Spain, around 1 million). In Greece, moreover, some 2.4 % of those in this
population group had an income this low and lived in households in which everyone was working, while in
Portugal, the figure was 1.6 %.

The figure was similar in Sweden, at just under 2 %, as well as in the United Kingdom, Lithuania and Poland,
while in Denmark it was only slightly lower. The underlying household circumstances, however, differed
between these countries, in the sense that in Denmark, Sweden and the United Kingdom, the people
concerned tended either to live alone or with someone who was in part-time work (it should be reiterated that
the work intensity index makes no allowance for part-time working and treats this in the same way as full-time
employment). In the other countries, the people tended to live in couple households where both of those
concerned worked full-time, though often with relatively large families, so emphasising their low level of
earnings.

In the United Kingdom, the relative number of people with income below 40 % of the median who lived in
workless households was also comparatively high (2.6 % of the population group considered), as it was in Italy
(2.5 %), Hungary (2.8 %) and the three Baltic States (around 3 % in each case).

The next stage is to examine the extent to which those identified as having low incomes and living in
households of varying degrees of work intensity are in receipt of benefit. This shows that at the EU level, a
relatively large proportion of those at risk of poverty and in work or living in households where someone else
was in work were not in receipt of benefits. For those living in households where everyone of working age was
in employment, just over 70 % of those with equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the median did not
receive any benefits (Table 9). Accordingly, the proportion receiving benefits was not much higher than for
those with income above this level (just under 30 % as opposed to 20 %).
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Table 9: Division of those aged 25-59 and those under 25 living with them by income bracket, work intensity of household and receipt of benefit

% in each category not receiving benefit

Equivalised disposable income relative to national median equivalised disposable income
< 40% 240% and <50% 250% and <60% 260%
WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWi<1 WIi=1 [ WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWI<1 WI=1| WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWi<1 WI=1| WI=0 0<WI<0.5 0.5sWi<1 WiI=1
BE 23 32 77 98 3 3 66  (94) 4 21 44 66 9 17 47 88
Ccz 23 27 (87) (78) 19 . 48  (88) 14 26 49 68 5 2 36 70
DK (83) . (26) 64| (25) 25 (17) 58 23 (0) 23 26 12 11 23 63
DE 25 38 55 91 8 7 60 68 10 8 47 84 8 18 57 88
EE 51 45 64 76 20 47 73 72 17 48 47 65 14 21 48 67
IE 25 34 74 60 24 40 67 (42) 8 17 53 87 11 18 52 81
EL 45 68 78 85 21 41 74 71 21 46 73 78 15 31 69 90
ES 34 48 84 86 1 40 84 91 14 30 72 82 7 22 61 85
FR 9 7 33 31 4 25 58 64 2 16 64 74 4 12 43 83
IT 53 46 73 79 21 47 68 85 22 40 75 80 13 24 52 69
cY 29 (52) 91 68 35 40 70 50 21 43 78 85 37 43 64 92
Lv 47 46 63 82 7 26 56 79 0 23 39 67 10 27 47 65
LT 40 55 74 81 2 21 88 87 7 (25) 62 88 12 17 60 82
LU 21 31 87 94 17 68 68 90 1 7 70 98 12 39 73 92
HU 31 24 69 80 9 7 53 65 12 10 53 81 5 6 37 70
NL (84) . 64 82 5 . 46  (60) 5 (12) 56 65 6 15 48 86
AT 38 (58) 76 96 12 12 48 64 12 14 64 88 10 12 45 86
PL 22 33 63 72 7 26 56 70 12 22 52 68 6 16 46 82
PT 31 46 94 90 8 16 73 73 15 28 66 88 5 19 50 87
SI 16 28 57 (72) 12 18 42 75 3 11 38 68 3 4 23 58
SK 3 44 40 34 3 20 52 92 6 21 66 83 0 11 37 79
Fl 14 45 51 59 4 8 36 49 1 12 35 42 1 8 29 68
SE 51 (82) 71 57 5 (34) 42 39 5 (0) 26 39 8 14 25 40
UK 31 43 40 71 17 (20) 34 60 4 8 53 56 24 34 62 82
EU 32 41 68 74 11 27 62 70 9 23 62 71 11 19 51 80

See also notes to Table 1 and 7.
'. "data not shown due few observations. Data in brackets uncertain due to small sample size.

Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008.




Much the same is the case for those living in two-person households where only one person was working (or
where the work intensity was more than 0.5 but less than 1), though for these, a larger proportion of people
were receiving benefits if their income was above the poverty risk threshold than if it was below. This was
especially the case for those with income of less than 40 % of the median, where under a third received
benefits as opposed to around half of those with income above 60 % of the median equivalised disposable
income.

In most countries, only a minority of people in fully employed households with income below 60 % of median
received benefits. The main exceptions are the three Nordic countries, where most people living in fully
employed or nearly fully employed households with income just below 60 % of the median received benefits. In
these countries, many of those with income above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold also received benefits,
despite living in households where everyone was in work. At the same time, a relatively small proportion of
people with very low incomes (of below 40 % of the median equivalised disposable income) were in receipt of
benefit in these countries — much less than half of those living in fully employed households. By contrast, in
France and Slovakia around two-thirds of those in this situation did so, though the numbers involved were
relatively small.

Most of those with income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold living in workless households, or near workless
households (with a work intensity index of less than 0.5) were in receipt of benefit in all or nearly all Member
States. In the EU as a whole, around 90 % of those living in workless households with income between 40 %
and 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income received benefit, much the same proportion as
for those with income above this level. For those living in such households with income below 40 % of the
median, however, only around two-thirds were in receipt of benefits.

Fewer people living in workless households with income below 60 % of the median received benefits in Greece,
Italy and Cyprus than was the case elsewhere (in each of these, the figure was under 80 % as compared with
around 90 % or above elsewhere). The situation is somewhat different for those with income below 40 % of the
median equivalised disposable income. For these, less than half of those living in workless households received
benefit in Italy, Sweden and Estonia and just over half in Greece. At the same time, the relative numbers
involved were small in Sweden (much less than 1 % of the population covered), whereas in Italy, Estonia and
Latvia, they represented around 1.5 % of the total population considered here (people aged 25-59 plus their
dependents) and over 1 % in Lithuania.

1.3. The non-receipt of benefits and material deprivation

The non-receipt — or non-payment — of benefits can be investigated further by considering the living conditions
of those on low incomes, as indicated by the information collected by the EU-SILC, and how far they differ
between those receiving benefits and those not receiving them. Such a comparison can potentially provide a
guide to the relevance of income as a measure of purchasing power or living standards. It can also provide a
guide to the possible reasons for the non-payment of benefits to those with low income, in the sense that in
most means-tested systems explicit account is taken of overall financial resources, such as accumulated
savings (assets are not covered by the EU-SILC), and not just income when assessing the entitlement of
households to support. Purchasing power, as revealed by whether or not the people concerned can afford
certain items or are in financial difficulty can, therefore, be regarded as a reflection of financial resources and,
accordingly, of whether or not income support is called for to attain a reasonable standard of living as compared
with others in society.

The focus is again on those aged 25-59 together with their dependents. It is also on those with the lowest levels
of income — below 50 % of the national median equivalised disposable income — who ought to be most in need
of income support. The people concerned are split into two groups, those with income above and below 40 % of
the median, in order to examine how far deprivation and financial difficulties increase in different countries as
income declines.

Looking first at those with income between 40 % and 50 % of the median equivalised disposable income in
each country, most people with this level of income report living in households which can afford a telephone, TV
and washing machine, irrespective of whether they received benefits or not, though the figures are much lower
in some of the new Member States, especially Latvia and Lithuania, than in most of the other countries (Table
10). A substantial proportion in many countries, however, report not being able to afford a car or a meal with
meat, chicken or fish (or the vegetarian equivalent) every other day and even more report not being able to
afford one week’s annual holiday away from home. Similarly, the majority in most countries state that they
cannot face unexpected financial costs.
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The main concern, however, is with the difference between those in receipt of benefit and those not. For nearly
all countries, a larger proportion of people with income between 40 % and 50 % of the median and in receipt of
benefits reported not being able to afford these items and to have financial difficulties than those not receiving
benefits.

In most countries, moreover, the differences were relatively large. This was especially so in the three Nordic
countries, the Netherlands (for several items at least) and the United Kingdom, which suggests that the people
not receiving benefits had a significantly higher level of purchasing power than those receiving benefits. It also
suggests that the income earned in 2005 may not always be a good measure of living standards because of
accumulated wealth or other reasons. Accordingly, it suggests that the social protection system in these
countries may have targeted those in need of support better than if the level of income alone had been used as
the determinant for the award of benefits. On the other hand, the differences are relatively small, or go the other
way, in Greece, Cyprus and the Czech Republic, implying that many people did not receive support that ought
to have done in the light of their reported living standards.

A similar difference emerges for those with income of less than 40 % of the median. Again in nearly all
countries, those not receiving benefits seem to have had a higher standard of living than those in receipt (Table
11).
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Table 10: Proportion of people aged 25-59 with income 40-50 % of the median experiencing material deprivation according to selected indicators by receipt of
benbenefit

Receiving benefits** Not receiving benefits Percentage point difference
Unable to afford (%): Unable to Unable to afford (%): Unable to Unable to afford: Unable
Phone, face Phone, face Phone, Decent to face
Decent 1 week Decent 1 week 1 week

TV or unex- TV or unex- TV or meal unex-

washing Car |meal every am.mal pected | washing Car |meal every anr.mual pected | washing Car every anr.1ual pected
machine other day | holiday costs (%)| machine other day | holiday costs (%)| machine other day holiday costs (%)
BE 8 41 20 76 80 4 13 7 41 40 4 28 13 35 39
cz 16 44 39 76 74 7 48 33 59 80 9 -4 6 17 -6
DK 25 42 22 22 72 0 34 6 23 39 25 7 17 0 32
DE 6 24 34 75 88 3 18 15 52 72 2 6 19 23 16
EE 21 42 25 97 62 11 35 21 82 59 10 8 4 15 3
IE 9 49 12 67 82 1 24 2 53 71 8 25 10 14 11
EL 3 11 16 84 47 6 5 8 72 42 -2 6 8 13 6
ES 3 12 9 72 66 1 7 5 55 43 2 5 4 18 23
FR 11 21 22 78 82 3 4 6 65 61 8 17 16 13 21
IT 5 5 16 79 54 6 7 9 56 45 -1 -2 7 23 8
(03 4 3 14 20 95 76 1 21 13 93 92 3 -7 6 2 -17
Lv 18 57 49 92 85 12 44 45 83 84 6 13 3 10 1
LT 21 44 55 88 85 11 35 29 84 79 10 8 26 4 6
LU 0 15 15 55 73 0 3 0 29 67 0 12 15 26 6
HU 26 61 63 94 86 10 33 40 88 78 16 28 23 6 8
NL 0 7 46 64 74 0 15 12 32 30 0 -8 35 33 44
AT 5 27 36 69 76 0 27 16 47 60 ) 1 20 22 16
PL 12 46 59 95 88 4 27 46 87 81 8 18 13 8 7
PT 24 36 25 86 49 17 17 6 67 18 7 19 19 20 31
Si 7 18 19 69 79 0 6 17 49 62 7 12 3 19 17
SK 19 54 69 86 84 2 35 57 82 66 17 19 12 4 18
FI 8 25 15 62 69 1 18 0 47 42 7 7 15 16 27
SE 0 19 12 46 47 2 8 0 27 13 -2 11 12 19 33
UK 2 19 15 71 79 0 3 3 38 35 2 17 12 32 44
EU 8 26 29 78 77 4 13 14 59 53 4 13 15 18 24

* Equivalised disposable income below 40-50 % of the national median equivalent disposable income
** Receiving benefit in respect of at least one of the following: unemployment, old-age, sickness, disability or social exclusion
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008
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Table 11: Proportion of people aged 25-59 with income below 40 % of the median experiencing material deprivation according to selected indicators by receipt of

benefit
Receiving benefits*** Not receiving benefits Percentage point difference
Unable to afford (%): Unable to Unable to afford (%): Unable to Unable to afford: Unable
Phone, face Phone, face Phone, Decent to face
Decent 1 week Decent 1 week 1 week

TV or unex- TV or unex- TV or meal unex-

washing Car |meal every anr.mual pected | washing Car |meal every anr.mal pected | washing Car every anr.mual pected
machine other day | holiday costs (%)| machine other day | holiday costs (%)| machine other day holiday costs (%)
BE 12 60 31 82 81 10 19 6 40 32 2 41 25 42 49
Ccz 32 63 61 90 93 12 41 40 61 81 20 22 21 29 12
DK 0 18 0 5 37 15 21 7 15 36 -15 -3 -7 -10 0
DE 6 23 40 75 81 4 12 13 29 56 2 11 26 47 24
EE 17 45 36 92 70 11 34 24 85 62 6 11 12 8 8
IE 1 46 16 70 86 7 27 0 51 73 -6 19 16 20 13
EL 13 24 33 86 62 5 16 23 72 53 8 9 10 15 9
ES 3 14 8 77 58 7 17 11 59 49 -4 -4 -4 18 10
FR 9 13 16 69 65 10 19 26 60 57 -1 -7 -10 9 8
IT 10 12 18 83 72 7 8 13 72 59 3 5 5 11 13
CcY 3 8 36 95 85 3 17 5 91 85 1 -9 31 4 0
LV 39 64 70 99 97 25 60 49 81 83 14 5 22 18 13
LT 47 56 52 97 96 36 60 63 92 87 11 -4 -12 5 9
LU 4 14 12 46 80 2 13 11 46 61 2 1 1 0 19
HU 28 45 58 95 88 16 39 46 83 72 12 7 13 12 16
NL 0 12 6 23 19 0 4 2 24 19 0 8 4 -1 0
AT 3 17 25 62 75 4 9 18 51 63 -1 8 7 11 12
PL 18 47 66 97 94 5 25 43 80 74 12 22 23 17 19
PT 23 52 28 97 57 12 22 6 75 24 11 31 22 22 33
Sl 9 14 24 66 71 2 7 15 44 48 7 8 9 23 23
SK 17 56 64 81 78 0 44 62 91 82 17 11 2 -10 -4
FI 13 30 7 45 53 11 21 6 37 56 2 8 1 8 -3
SE 3 17 17 42 46 3 3 3 10 8 0 14 13 32 38
UK 3 19 15 61 69 1 8 12 38 47 2 11 3 23 22
EU 10 26 31 78 74 7 16 19 59 55 4 10 12 19 19

* Equivalised disposable income below 40 % of the national median equivalent disposable income
** Receiving benefit in respect of at least one of the following: unemployment, old-age, sickness, disability or social exclusion

See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1°* March 2008.



For people with income this low, however, as compared with those with equivalised disposable income of 40-
50 % of the median, there are slightly more cases where those not in receipt of benefits seem to be able to
afford less than those receiving benefits. This is particularly so in Denmark, Spain and France, if purchasing
power is measured by the inability to afford certain items, which might suggest that the people concerned
slipped through the safety net. On the other hand, those not in receipt of benefit seem clearly to have a higher
level of purchasing power than those in receipt in Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany, Ireland, Poland,
Portugal, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

The above analysis at the very least, therefore, poses important questions about the use of net income alone
to indicate the risk of poverty, not least perhaps because it is measured simply over the course of a given year
which may not necessarily reflect either the income of previous years or other sources of purchasing power,
such as capital gains or inheritances, which are not included as part of income as defined in the EU-SILC.

It should be said, however, that despite the fact that those not in receipt of benefits appear to be able to afford
more in most countries than those in receipt, they still have a relatively high level of material deprivation, which
raises questions about their apparent exclusion from systems of income support.

It is also the case that in the majority of countries, those with income below 40 % of the median tend to have a
higher level of material deprivation and report having more financial problems than those with a slightly higher
income level (i.e. 40-50 % of the median equivalised disposable income) (compare Tables 10 and 11).
Income, therefore, remains a central indicator of deprivation and the risk of poverty, even if in some cases
there is a need to take account of other determinants of purchasing power.

1.4. The take-up of benefits**

This final section examines the evidence on the take-up of means-tested benefits and presents preliminary
estimates of the effect of non-take up on the relative number of people with income below the at-risk-of-
poverty line threshold. A review of the studies carried out on the take-up of benefits to which people are
entitled indicates a significant scale of non-take up in a number of countries.

In the United Kingdom, data for the survey year 2006 indicates that 79-88 % (according to the group
examined) of those entitled to income support (the most important minimum income guarantee scheme)
actually took it up, though many of those not taking it up were entitled to relatively small amounts. In the case
of Jobseekers’ Allowance payable to the unemployed, only 50-59 % actually took up the payment.

Estimates for other countries are less extensive and usually less up-to-date as well as being from academic
rather than official sources.

In Austria, the take up of social assistance in 2003 is estimated at 44 % in terms of numbers claiming benefits
and at 52 % in terms of the amount of benefit claimed, while over-payment of benefit was estimated at 32 %.

In Denmark, estimates suggest that only 67 % of those eligible for the general housing benefit scheme in 1992
actually claimed it, while the figure for the special scheme for pensioners was 85 %.

In Finland, take-up of social assistance (Toimeentulotuki) by working-age families during the post-recession
period (1996-2003) is estimated at between 50 % and 60 % and to have declined over the period.

In France, the take up of minimum guaranteed income (RMI) has been estimated at around 65-67 %.

In Germany, social assistance (Sozialhilfe) was estimated in the 1990s to have been taken up by no more
than 37 % of those eligible, while the most up-to-date study concluded that the take-up of social assistance in
2002 was around 33 % in terms of numbers claiming benefit and around 43 % in terms of the amount of
benefit claimed (over-payment of benefit being estimated at 13 %).

In Greece, the estimated take up of family benefits in 1999 was 68 % as regards benefits for the third child
and 32 % for large family benefits. More recently, the take up of the pensioner social solidarity supplement
EKAZ in 2004-05 is estimated at between 59 % and 71 % in terms of numbers claiming benefit (and over-
payment of benefit at between 10 % and 23 %).

# For a more detailed analysis see the research note by the Social Situation Observatory on The take up of social

benefits http://www.socialsituation.eu
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In Ireland, the take up of Family Income Supplement in 2005 has been estimated at 30 % in terms of numbers
claiming and around 36 % in terms of the amount claimed.

In Portugal, the take up of minimum guaranteed income (RMG) in 2001 has been estimated at 72 %.

1.5. The effects of non-take-up

Although a number of studies, as indicated above, have estimated the extent of non-take-up of benefits, there
has so far been little attempt to assess the effect of this on the distribution of disposable income and relative
poverty rates. There are a number of ways of doing this in principle (see Box), but the lack of information
about the characteristics and household circumstances of people claiming means-tested benefits restricts
what is possible in practice. The method used here, based on random selection from among those potentially
entitled to benefit, is intended simply to give some indication of the effect of non-take-up on the relative
number of people at risk of poverty in selected countries and of the importance of taking account of non-take
up when assessing the effectiveness of national systems of social protection.

Approaches to estimating the effect on income distribution

The most satisfactory method of estimating the income of non-claimants of means-tested benefits is to use
statistical techniques to identify potential recipients of benefits in terms of qualifying characteristics and to
compare these with actual recipients. From this, the probability of people in different circumstances claiming
could then be estimated. The use of this method, however, requires reliable information both on the receipt of
benefits and on eligible potential claimants, which tends to be lacking.

A second approach is based on the evidence that smaller entitlements more often go unclaimed than larger
ones, which leads to the possibility of ranking potential recipients in descending order of expected entitlement
and then imposing a cut-off point which is equal to the actual proportion of claimants. Potential recipients
below this point would then simply be assumed not to claim. This approach, however, relies on income being
reliably recorded, which in the case of very low levels may well not be the case (which is a further reason, it
should be noted, of why there might be a mismatch between income and alternative measures of purchasing
power, as described above).

A third approach is to identify the population of potential recipients based on their income, family
circumstances, age and so on and to randomly select from this population so that the selected number of
recipients matches the official, or unofficial, estimate of the actual number. Although this is a less
sophisticated approach, it is an advance on the prevailing practice which is simply to assume 100 % take-up.

The estimates presented here are based on this third approach and are derived from national data and a
model of households (EUROMOD) which is used to select those not claiming benefit from those identified by
the model as being potentially eligible for means-tested support through a random prOCGSSZS. In order to
improve the robustness of the results, this random selection was made 1000 times (100 times in the case of
Poland) and averages taken of the results. The results were then incorporated into EUROMOD to estimate the
proportion of the population in the age group covered who would have an equivalised disposable income of
below 40 %, 50 % and 60 % of median income with perfect targeting of benefits — i.e. if everyone claimed
what they were entitled to and the problem of non-take-up was eliminated completely.

The countries examined are France, Poland, Portugal, Sweden and the United Kingdom. The specific
measures considered are indicated in the Box, together with the year for which estimates of the effect of non-
take up are calculated. As above, the elderly population is excluded. In addition, no allowance is made for the
effects of possible over-payment of benefits.

For details on the model and definitions see footnote 14.
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The means-tested benefits examined

France: Revenu Minimum d’Insertion. RMI is a guaranteed minimum income scheme in which recipients are
expected to sign up to various social reintegration activities. The number of recipients is around 1 million. The
estimated rate of take up used in the analysis is 65 %. The policy year simulated is 2001 on 2001-02 data.

Poland: Pomoc Spoteczna. This is a general social assistance scheme, funded jointly by central and local
government. Social assistance is permanent in the case of the elderly, the disabled and other groups, and
temporary in the case of economically active recipients. The number of recipients in 2005 was around 170 000
for permanent, and around 650 000 households for temporary assistance . No estimate of benefit take-up is
available. A comparison between eligibility as calculated in EUROMOD and reported programme participation
suggests a rate of benefit take up of 76 % for permanent social assistance and 43 % for temporary. The policy
year simulated is 2005 using data for the same year.

Portugal: Rendimento Minimo Garantido. The scheme, later renamed Rendimento Social de Insergao,
provided means-tested assistance in exchange for participation in a varous activation programmes. The
present number of recipients is around 310 000 but it was around 480 000 in 2001, the reference year. The
estimated rate of take-up used is 72 %.

Sweden: Ekonomiskt Bistdnd / Socialbidrag. This is a general social assistance scheme providing financial
assistance on a willingness-to-work basis. The number of recipients in 2003 was around 418 000, but it was
slightly higher (434 000) in 2001, the reference year. No estimate of benefit take up is available. A comparison
between eligibility as calculated in EUROMOD and reported programme participation suggests a rate of take
up of 69 %,

United Kingdom: Income Support. The scheme operates as a social safety net of last resort. The number of
households receiving support was almost 4 million in 2001, the reference year. The estimated rate of take-up
used here is 91 %.

The estimates indicate that if means-tested benefits were paid to everyone entitled to them, the relative
number of people with an income below 60 % of the median equivalised disposable income would be reduced
by almost 3 percentage points in Poland and between 0.5 and 0.7 of a percentage point in Sweden, France
and the United Kingdom (which may not seem much but which represents a reduction of some 300 000
people having income this low in the last two countries). However, it is estimated to have little effect at all in
Portugal (Table 12).

The effect is markedly larger in proportionate terms on those with income below 50 % of the median
equivalised disposable income and even more on those with income below 40 % of the median. In the latter
case, the proportion is reduced again by almost 3 percentage points in Poland and by around 1 percentage
point in Sweden and the United Kingdom. The fact that these figures are larger than those estimated above,
when 60 % was taken as the income threshold, indicates the relatively low level of the benefits concerned in
many cases. Although, therefore, a significant number of people not claiming benefits in these countries would
see their income increase if they received them, the increase for some of them would not be sufficient to raise
their income above 60 % of the median in the country in question. Accordingly, they would remain at risk of
poverty as it is at present defined.

1.6. Concluding remarks

The analysis presented in this chapter provides some indications on the effectiveness of benefit systems in
tackling poverty among households of working-age people. More than two-thirds of Europe's population at risk
of poverty live in such households, including the children of people aged 24-59. It is therefore important to
ensure that these households get better opportunities to earn an adequate income or, failing this, can rely on
benefit systems to provide them with an adequate income.

The data from the EU-SILC reveal that in several countries only a small proportion of people who had
experienced spells of unemployment received benefits. Moreover, particularly in the Southern countries, these
benefits appeared to be not very well targeted. By contrast, in the Nordic countries, even a significant
proportion of fully employed households received benefits, suggesting that in-work benefits play an important
role in securing adequate incomes without discouraging labour force participation.
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The effectiveness of benefit systems in tackling poverty also depends on whether eligible people actually
claim benefits. Non-take-up of benefits appears to be widespread and microsimulation results suggest that full
take up of benefits could slightly reduce the proportion of people below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

The findings of this chapter do not allow any conclusions on national policies to be drawn. They hint at
potential weaknesses, but these would have to be confirmed and analysed in more depth through national
studies in order to ascertain what policy changes should be envisaged.

Table 12: Distributional effect of non-take-up of benefits in five countries

France Poland Portugal Sweden UK

poverty rate (40 % of median equivalised disposable income)

full take-up 1.6 2.6 4.2 25 2.8
incomplete take up 1.9 5.4 4.6 3.7 3.7
Percentage point difference 0.3 2.8 0.4 1.2 0.9

poverty rate (50 % of median)

full take-up 4.0 54 10.1 4.3 7.2
incomplete take up 4.4 9.2 10.1 5.7 8.0
Percentage point difference 0.4 3.8 0 1.4 0.8

poverty rate (60 % of median)

full take-up 10.0 13.0 15.4 8.8 14.6
incomplete take up 10.5 15.8 154 9.5 15.1
Percentage point difference 0.5 2.8 0 0.7 0.5

Source: EUROMOD estimates (national data)
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2, SOCIAL PARTICIPATION AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION

This chapter explores the links between low incomes and participation in social life. It is based on the
results of a special module on social participation that was carried out as part of the 2006 wave of the
Community Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), the EU’s main tool for monitoring
social conditions.

Various dimensions of social participation are considered, some of which typically entail financial
costs, others less so. Not surprisingly, people on low incomes (below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold
of 60 % of median equivalised disposable income), do not attend cultural or recreational events and
do not visit cultural sites as often as people with incomes above the poverty risk threshold. In fact,
people on low incomes visit such events or sites about half as often as people above the poverty risk
threshold.

By contrast, incomes below the poverty risk threshold do not appear to be an obstacle to staying in
touch with relatives and friends not living in the same household. Particularly older people on low
incomes tend to meet relatives and friends more frequently than older people with higher incomes.

Except in one Member State, the vast majority of Europeans reported that they can ask relatives,
friends or neighbours for help. The proportion of people who feel that they can rely on help from
others is slightly higher for people with income above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, but even for
those below it still exceeds 80 % for the EU as a whole as well as in most Member States.

Participation in group activities such as political parties, trade unions, professional associations,
churches and religious groups, recreational or voluntary organisations is generally low and exceeds
10 % only in the case of recreational and church/religious activities. Whereas for church and religious
activities a higher level of participation can be observed for low-income people than for persons
above the poverty risk threshold, the reverse is true for recreational activities. Middle-aged men and
women with income above the at-risk-of-poverty threshold are almost twice as active in recreational
group activities as people below the threshold. The participation gap between people below and above
the risk-of-poverty threshold is smaller for older women and younger people in particular.

This chapter also presents the results of an econometric investigation that tried to establish whether
there is a link between social participation and earnings. Having a wide social network may increase
an individual’s opportunities to find a good job and to progress in it. On the other hand, being well
paid also means that one can afford to participate in a wider range of group activities, which typically
entail costs. The econometric analysis does indeed find a positive correlation between participation in
group activities — and hence wider social connections — and earnings. However, it is not possible to
ascertain whether this statistical link also reflects a causal link or to establish the direction of such a
causal link.

The 2006 survey of income and living conditions carried out in the EU Member States (the EU-SILC which
surveyed people in 2006) includes a special module on social participation. This gives an indication of the
extent to which people across the Union participate in cultural, recreational and voluntary activities as well as
political, professional and religious ones and the frequency with which they get together with relatives and
friends. The information obtained through this module shows how men and women in different age groups and
in different circumstances participate in social life. In particular, it offers an opportunity to examine how social
participation may be constrained by low incomes. This chapter focuses in particular on the extent to which
people with incomes below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold of 60 % of the national median equivalised
disposable income are less involved in various kinds of social activities, have less contact with other people
and are less able to rely on their support. It this aims to enhance the understanding of the multidimensional
nature of social exclusion and complements the analysis on non-monetary aspects of social exclusion
presented in the 2007 Social Situation Report.

This chapter also tries to investigate the relationship between social connections, as measured through the
module on social participation, and chances in life. The data can be used to examine how far people who have
a wider circle of social contacts to draw upon are, other things being equal, able to find a better job and earn a
high level of income as a result. The concern here is to see whether any such effect can be detected once
allowance has been made for the usual factors which tend to determine earnings, such as education levels,
age and experience, whether the nature of these connections matters and how far the effect varies between
countries.
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2.1. Social participation and the risk of poverty

2.1.1. Participation in cultural and recreational activities

The EU-SILC module contains four questions on participation in cultural and recreational activities, relating to
the number of times over the past 12 months the person concerned went, respectively, to the cinema, a live
performance (e.g. the theatre, a concert, the opera), a cultural site (such as a museum, art gallery or historical
buiIding) and to a live sporting event®®. The question examined here, in each case, is whether those at risk of
poverty ” tended to participate in these activities less than other people in society and if they do, what is the
extent of the difference and how far does it vary between Member States.

In order to compare like with like, as well as to examine the differences involved, men and women are
considered separately and, divided into broad age groups. At the Member State level, the focus is on the age
group 25-64. The differences between countries which show for this group reflect similar differences for those
younger and older than this.

Visits to the cinema

As would be expected, young people tend to visit the cinema more frequently than middle-aged people; those
aged 65 and over visit the cinema least of all. On average, therefore, across the EU as a whole young people
aged 16-24 visited the cinema some 2.3 times more frequently than those aged 24-64, who in turn went to the
cinema almost 4 times more often than those aged 65 or over (see Table 13).

Table 13: Visits to recreational and cultural places by men and women in the EU, 2006

Average number of visits over preceding 12 months

Cinema Live performance Cultural site Live sport
Income rel. to median* Income rel. to median Income rel. to median Income rel. to median

>60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60%
Men
16-24 5,2 3,9 2,2 1,8 1,6 1,3 4,2 3,3
25-64 2,3 1,2 1,7 0,8 1,9 0,9 2,7 1,5
65+ 0,6 0,3 1,2 0,6 1,5 0,8 1,3 0,9
Women
16-24 5,6 3,9 2,6 1,9 2,1 1,6 2,0 1,4
25-64 2,4 1,2 1,9 0,9 2,1 1,0 1,2 0,7
65+ 0,7 0,4 1,3 0,7 1,4 0,7 0,4 0,2

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1 March 2008.

Within each of the age groups, moreover, those with income below the poverty risk threshold went to the
cinema much less frequently than those with income above this level. This is the case among both men and
women. Among men and women aged 16-24, therefore, in the EU as a whole those with income above the
poverty risk threshold visited the cinema over the year preceding the survey some 30-40 % more often than
those with income below the threshold. However, low income appears to be a much greater obstacle to men
and women aged 25-64 and people aged 65 and over. People over the age of 25 with an income above the
at-risk-of-poverty threshold went twice as often to the cinema than people with income below the threshold.

The same kind of difference is evident in all Member States with one or two notable exceptions. This can be
seen by focusing on men and women in the 25-64 age group — the other age groups show a similar pattern of
differences across countries.

The frequency of going to the cinema varies markedly across countries, largely in line with differences in
national income levels but also partly in line with cultural differences. The average number of visits per year
among men and women aged 25-64 was, therefore, high in Luxembourg and Denmark and lowest in the new
Member States plus Portugal and Greece. At the same time, however, it was highest of all in Spain.

% For at detailed description of the questions asked about participation in social activities see annex 2 to this

chapter.
For the definition of the at-risk-of-poverty see footnote 5.
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Among men in this age group, those with income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold went to the cinema
less frequently than those with income above the threshold in all countries except Denmark, Sweden and the
Netherlands (see Figure 1).

Among women aged 25-64, the pattern was similar, except that there were no countries in which women with
income below the poverty risk threshold went to the cinema more often than those with income above the
threshold. The difference in lower income countries in the frequency of visit between the two groups was, in
most cases, equally large as among men or larger, though much smaller in Ireland as well as in Estonia and
the Czech Republic (Figure 2).

Fig. 1: Average visits to the cinema per year by income level in 2006 (men aged 25-64) in 2006

OIncome* below 60% of median B Income above 60% of median

BE Cz DK DE EE [E EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU NL AT PL PT SI SK FI SE UK EU

Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Fig. 2: Average visits to the cinema per year by income level (women aged 25-64) in 2006

OIncome* below 60% of median M Income above 60% of median

4 4
3 3
2

BE CZ DK DE EE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU NL AT PL PT SI SK FI SE UK EU

Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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Visits to live events

The frequency of visits to live events — to the theatre, a concert and so on — shows a similar pattern to visits to
the cinema. The number of visits per year tends to decline with age, albeit to a much lesser extent than for the
cinema, and women tend to go to such events more often than men. On average across the EU, therefore,
men and women in the 16-24 age group went to a live event 40 % more often than those aged 25-64, who in
turn made 40 % more visits than those aged 65 and over, while women in the two former age groups made
around 15 % more visits than men (among those aged 65 and over, the figure was 7 % - see Table 13 above).

For men aged 25-64, the average number of visits for those with income above the poverty risk threshold in
the EU as a whole was over twice that for those with income below the threshold. Only in Denmark and
Sweden did men with low income go to a live event more often than those with higher income (Figure 3).
Among the other countries, the frequency of visit was over 50 % higher for men with income above the poverty
risk threshold than for those with income below in all cases except the Netherlands (20 % higher). In a number
of the new Member States — the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Hungary and Poland — the frequency of visit was
around three times higher or more. This was also the case, however, in Ireland and Luxembourg (where the
difference in both cases was over four times).

Fig. 3: Average visits to live performances per year by income level (men aged 25-64) in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Fig. 4: Average visits to live performances per year by income level (women aged 25-64) in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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For women, the difference between the two groups tended to be larger. There were no countries where those
with income below the poverty risk threshold made more visits to live events than those with income above the
threshold. In Ireland, however, the difference in frequency of visit was markedly smaller than in the case of
men, as it was, to a lesser extent, in the Czech Republic, though there was still a difference of over three
times in Hungary, Poland and Luxembourg (Figure 4).

Visits to cultural sites

The frequency of visits to cultural sites (museums, art galleries, historical monuments and so on) shows a
somewhat different pattern. In this case, those aged 25-64 tended to visit such sites slightly more often than
younger people aged 16-24 and significantly more often than those of 65 and older. Women tend to visit
cultural sites more often than men, except in the oldest age group (65+). In all age groups those at risk of
poverty tended to make significantly fewer visits than those with higher levels of income (see Table 13).

Among men aged 25-64 in the EU as a whole, those with income above the poverty risk threshold visited
cultural sites more than twice as often as those with income below the threshold. Only in Sweden was the
reverse the case®®, and the difference was small in Denmark. Again the difference tends to vary in some
degree with national average income levels. The difference between the two groups was, therefore, over three
times in the three Baltic States, Poland and Cyprus but also in Ireland and lItaly (Figure 5).

Fig. 5: Average visits to cultural sites per year by income level (men aged 25-64) in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Fig. 6: Average visits to cultural sites per year by income level (women aged 25-64) in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

= This may be the result of the introduction in 2005 of free entrance to the major public museums in Sweden.
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Among women, the difference in the frequency of visit between those with income above the at-risk-of-poverty
threshold and those with income below was slightly wider than for men. Denmark is again an exception insofar
as the average number of visits was higher among those with income below the poverty risk threshold than for
those with income above; the difference was also small in Sweden (Figure 6).

Visits to live sporting events

The frequency of going to see a live sporting event shows yet a different pattern. Women attend such events
much less frequently than men. Moreover, while it is still the case that those with income below the poverty
risk threshold go to sporting events much less often than those with income above, the difference is slightly
smaller than for the other activities (see Table 13 above).

Fig. 7: Average visits to live sport events per year by income level (men aged 25-64) in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
Fig. 8: Average visits to live sport events per year by income level (women aged 25-64) in 2006
6 Olncome* below 60% of median @ Income above 60% of median
5 5
4 4
3 3
2 2
1 1
0 0

BE Cz DK DE EE [E EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU NL AT PL PT SI SK FI SE UK EU

Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Men in the 25-64 age group in the EU with income above the poverty risk threshold made over 75 % more
visits to live sporting events than those with income below this. In this case, there was no country in which the
frequency of visit was higher among those with income below the poverty risk threshold. Unlike in the case of
other activities, however, the extent of the difference in the frequency of visits between men in the two income
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groups varies less with average income across countries. The difference was largest in Latvia and Lithuania —
the countries with the lowest average household income levels and with a relatively low average frequency of
visits — with those with income above the poverty risk threshold going to sporting events over three times more
often than those with income below. In Poland, Portugal and Greece, however, the difference was only around
1.5 times, less than the EU average (Figure 7).

Among women in this age group, the picture is similar in terms of the difference in frequency of visit between
the two income groups and again it is the case in all countries that those with income above the poverty risk
threshold saw more sporting events than people with income below the threshold, in most cases markedly so.
Only in Denmark and Ireland was the difference less than 40 %, in both cases because of a relatively high
frequency of visit among women with income below the poverty risk threshold rather than because of a low
frequency among those with income above the threshold (Figure 8).

The results presented above indicate that men and women at risk of poverty across the Union participate to a
lesser extent in cultural and recreational activities compared to those with a higher income. The frequency of
participation is also linked, to some extent, to the average income level of a Member State. These are not
surprising results as the activities considered in this section have a cost and low incomes would thus act as a
barrier. However, low incomes appear to be less of a barrier for young people (aged 16-24) than for middle-
aged and older people. Moreover, the participation gap between people below and above the at-risk-of-
poverty threshold differs considerably across countries, and in a few countries — Denmark and Sweden —
people on low incomes do not appear to be excluded from the events and activities under review.

2.1.2. Social interaction

Four questions were included in the EU-SILC module on the extent of contact with relatives and friends, apart
from those living in the same household. Respondents were asked about both getting together with friends
and relatives, in the sense of spending time with them, and about making contact with them, whether by
telephone or in writing. A question was also included in the survey on the ability to ask relatives, friends or
neighbours for help should the need arise.

The answers to these questions follow a different pattern from those examined above, as affordability is likely
to be less of an issue. As a result, there tends be much less of a difference between those with income below
the poverty risk threshold and those with income above. Even in the case of social interaction, however,
income may still be a relevant factor to the extent, for example, that people need to travel to meet relatives or
friends and spending time with them may well involve expenditure of some kind, such as on a meal or on
drinks. Making contact, in particular, by telephone, also involves some cost.

Getting together with relatives

There tends not to be a great deal of difference in the frequency of getting together with relatives between
people in different broad age groups. However, over the EU as a whole, those aged 65 and over on average
do so more often than people in younger age groups. Women on average tend more often to spend time with
relatives than men in each of the three broad age groups, though again the difference is relatively small
across the EU as a whole (Table 14).

Table 14: Contacts with relatives and friends by men and women in the EU in 2006

% doing so at least once a week

Seeing relatives Seeing friends Contacting relatives Contacting friends
Income rel. to median* Income rel. to median Income rel. to median Income rel. to median

>60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60%
Men
16-24 49,8 49,7 88,1 90,0 52,8 55,2 90,8 84,0
25-64 50,1 50,0 57,3 59,3 61,5 52,9 57,8 51,7
65+ 52,9 58,3 50,2 58,4 60,1 56,3 39,2 35,9
Women
16-24 53,0 58,6 86,8 85,9 61,9 66,4 89,6 86,1
25-64 57,4 56,4 55,1 56,3 741 64,7 60,9 53,4
65+ 57,8 65,2 50,1 54,8 69,4 68,1 46,0 43,3

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income

See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1 March 2008.
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There is also not much difference in the frequency of getting together with relatives between those with
income below the poverty risk threshold and those above, at least at the EU level and for those under 65. For
men aged 25-64, therefore, half of those with income below the poverty risk threshold saw relatives at least
once a week, which was the same proportion of those with income above the threshold, while for women in
this age group the figures were slightly higher, again with little differences between women below and above
the risk-of-poverty threshold. For men and women aged 65 and over, however, there is a difference:
interestingly, a larger proportion of those with income below the poverty risk threshold are seeing relatives
once a week or more than of those with income above the threshold.

The lack of difference for those aged under 65, however, masks differences between Member States. In 19 of
the 24 countries, low-income men aged 25-64 got together with relatives less frequently than men with income
above the poverty risk threshold. In only five countries — Greece, France, Italy, Austria and the United
Kingdom — was the reverse the case (Figure 9).

Fig. 9: Share of men aged 25-64 getting together with relatives at least once a week by income level in
2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Fig. 10: Share of women aged 25-64 getting together with relatives at least once a week by income
level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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Much the same was the case among women. As for men, in 19 of the 24 countries, the proportion of women
getting together with relatives at least once a week was larger for those with income above the poverty risk
threshold than for those with income below. In 11 of these 19 countries, the difference was around 5
percentage points or more; in Belgium, Cyprus and the Netherlands it was over 10 percentage points (Figure
10).

Among the other five countries, where the reverse was the case, the difference was marginal in Spain, leaving
only four countries where women with income below the poverty risk threshold met up with relatives more
often than those with income above the threshold — Greece, the United Kingdom, Denmark and Estonia.

Getting together with friends

The picture is different as regards getting together with friends. Young people under 25 tend to see friends
more often than those in older age groups (see Table 14). Secondly, men and women aged 65 and over tend
to see friends less often than those below this age. Thirdly, there is a slight tendency for those with income
below the poverty risk threshold to see friends more frequently than those with income below this, and this
tendency is larger for men than women in all age groups. On the other hand, as in the case of relatives, those
aged 65 and over — in this case especially men — tend to see friends more often if they have income below the
poverty risk threshold than if they have income above.

In the EU as a whole in 2006, a slightly larger proportion of low-income men aged 25-64 (just over 59 %) met
up with friends at least once a week than of men above the poverty risk threshold (just over 57 %). The
situation was mixed across Member States, with 14 countries showing the same relative proportions as in the
EU as a whole and 10 showing the reverse with men with income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold
meeting up with friends less frequently than those with income above. These 10 countries include the four
southern Member States (though the difference is marginal in Greece) and four of the new Member States
(the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Slovenia and Slovakia) together with Ireland and Austria (Figure 11).

Fig. 11: Share of men aged 25-64 getting together with friends at least once a week by income level in
2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Among women in this age group as well, the frequency of meeting with friends appears to be slightly higher in
the lower income group than for women above the poverty risk threshold: just over 56 % of women with less
than 60 % of median equivalised disposable income reported getting together with friends at least once a
week, compared to 55 % of women with income above this level. In 13 of the 24 countries for which microdata
is available, the proportion of women meeting up with friends once a week or more was larger for those with
income above the poverty risk threshold than for those with income below; in 11 countries, the reverse was
the case (Figure 12). These 11 include the same countries as for men, except for Greece and the Czech
Republic, with the addition of Germany, Estonia and Luxembourg.
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Fig. 12: Share of women aged 25-64 getting together with friends at least once a week by income level
in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Making contact with relatives and friends

The picture is different again as regards making contact with relatives and friends rather than physically
getting together with them. Both men and women over the age of 25 in virtually all countries are less likely to
get in touch with relatives at least once a week if they have income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold than
if they have income above the threshold (see Table 14). At the same time, as in the case of seeing relatives,
women tend to make more frequent contact than men in all age groups.

In the EU, for men aged 25-64, some 61.5 % of those with income above 60 % of national median equivalised
disposable income made contact with relatives once a week or more as opposed to 53 % of those with income
below this threshold. This gap could be observed in all Member States: in all of them, low-income men appear
to have fewer contacts with relatives than men with income above the poverty risk threshold, though in Austria
the difference was marginal (Figure 13). The gap was especially large in countries with relatively lower
incomes — at around 20 percentage points in Latvia, Lithuania and the Czech Republic and over 15
percentage points in Estonia and Slovakia.

A similar relation between income and the frequency of contacts can be observed for women in this age
group, although in Sweden and Denmark the gap between those below and those above the poverty risk
threshold is very small. Again, the gap tends to be larger in the lower income countries; it was over 15
percentage points in Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. The link with income across countries, however, is less
systematic than in the case of men. The difference was also over 15 percentage points in Luxembourg and
over 10 percentage points in Germany and France (Figure 14).
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Fig. 13: Share of men aged 25-64 having contacts with relatives at least once a week by income level

in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Fig. 14: Share of women aged 25-64 having contacts with relatives at least once a week by income
level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

The picture is also similar as regards the frequency of making contact with friends, in the sense that fewer
men and women aged 25-64 with income below the poverty risk threshold contacted with friends at least once
a week than was the case for those with income above the threshold. The situation, however, is not uniform
across the EU, in particular as far as men are concerned. In seven of the 24 Member States — the three Nordic
countries, the Netherlands, Hungary, Germany and France, though in the latter only marginally — more men
aged 25-64 with income below the poverty risk threshold made contact with friends at least once a week than
did those with income above the threshold (Figure 15).
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Fig. 15: Share of men aged 25-64 having contacts with friends at least once a week by income level in
2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

In all of these seven countries, moreover, men in this age group with income below the poverty risk threshold
also appear to meet up with friends more frequently than men with income above the threshold. In these
countries, therefore, having a low level of income does not go together with having less contact with friends.

On the other hand, there are 12 Member States in which the proportion of men with income below the poverty
risk threshold in contact with friends at least once a week was substantially smaller (over 10 percentage points
smaller) than was the case for those with income above the threshold. In most of these countries, this was
compounded by low-income men also meeting up less frequently with friends. This was especially the case in
the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Slovenia and Slovakia among the new Member States, as well as in Portugal,
Ireland and, to a lesser extent, Spain. In these countries, therefore, living in a low income-household seems to
go together with having less contact with friends than is the case for those with higher income levels.

Fig. 16: Share of women aged 25-64 having contacts with friends at least once a week by income level
in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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For women in this age group, the picture is slightly different. There are only three countries — Denmark,
France and Hungary — in which women with income below the poverty risk threshold seem to have had more
contacts with friends than women with income above the threshold. In the last two of these countries,
moreover, the extent of the difference was minimal, as it was also in Finland and Sweden (Figure 16). In all
five of these countries, more women with income below the poverty risk threshold than those with income
above also got together at least once a week with friends. In these countries, therefore, where the same is
also true for men, low incomes tend to be associated with more rather than less contact with friends.

There are slightly fewer countries, nine of the remaining 19, where the proportion of women contacting friends
at least once a week is substantially smaller (over 10 percentage points) for those with income below the at-
risk-of-poverty threshold than for those above. In all of these nine countries, the same is also the case for
men. In several of these countries — Portugal, Cyprus, Slovakia and Estonia — the less frequent contacts of
low-income women go together with less frequent meetings with friends. By contrast, in Latvia, Lithuania and
Poland, for both low-income women and men, having less remote contact with friends does not tend to go with
meeting up with them less regularly.

Ability to ask relatives, friends or neighbours for help

In all EU Member States, apart, very markedly, from the United Kingdong, the vast majority of people feel
able to ask relatives, friends or neighbours for help. This is the case among all age groups as well as among
both men and women whether they have income above the poverty risk threshold or below (Table 15).
Nevertheless, in all age groups, a smaller proportion of men and women with income below the poverty risk
threshold were able to call on other people for help than those with income above the threshold.

Table 15: Ability to ask relatives, friends or neighbours for help in 2006

% able to do so

Income rel to median*

>60% <60%
Men
16-24 87,4 83,9
25-64 86,5 80,3
65+ 87,2 82,2
Women
16-24 87,1 84,0
25-64 87,5 82,2
65+ 88,7 84,1

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008.

In all countries without exception, fewer of the men aged 25-64 with income below the poverty risk threshold
reported being able to ask people for help than those with income above the threshold. Nevertheless, the
difference was small (under three percentage points) in five countries — Ireland, Greece, Finland, the United
Kingdom and Slovakia (Figure 17). On the other hand, in ltaly, the difference was around 10 percentage
points, and in Latvia and the Czech Republic over 15 percentage points. These were the only three countries
apart from the United Kingdom, where the proportion of men with income below the at-risk-of-poverty
threshold reporting being able to call on people for help was less than 80 %, though in each case, the
proportion concerned was over 70 %. In the case of men aged 65 and over, the picture was similar and ltaly
was the only country, apart from the United Kingdom, where the proportion of men with low incomes unable to
call on others for help was less than 80 % and then only marginally.

» Whether the low result for the UK are due to people being less willing to offer help or more reluctant to ask for

help (or a combination of both) remains an open question and would require further investigation.
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Fig. 17: Share of men aged 25-64 having the possibility to ask relatives, friends or neighbours for help
by income level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Fig. 18: Share of women aged 25-64 having the possibility to ask relatives, friends or neighbours for
help by income level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

For women in this age group, the relative number reporting being able to ask friends and relatives for help was
over 90 % in 22 of the countries (Figure 18). There are four countries — Denmark, the Netherlands, Slovakia
and the United Kingdom — where the proportion of women with low income being able to ask for help was
larger than in the case of those with higher income levels. There are equally another five countries where the
difference between the two groups is very small (under three percentage points) — Ireland, Greece, Finland,
Estonia and Lithuania.

On the other hand, there are five countries — the Czech Republic, Ireland, Luxembourg, Austria and Latvia —
where the proportion of women with income below the poverty risk threshold able to ask people for help was
around 12-14 percentage points lower than for those with income above the threshold. Nevertheless, in all
these countries, the proportion concerned was still around 80 %. In the older age group, however, the
proportion of women with income below the poverty risk threshold unable to call on others for help was much
less than 80 % in France (71 %) and the United Kingdom (53 %), though these were the only two countries
where this was the case.
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Therefore, with the sole exception of the United Kingdom, the large majority of people seem able to call on
friends or relatives for help irrespective of their level of income.

People on low incomes tend to be at a slight disadvantage when it comes to staying in touch with friends and
relatives, but the situation does not differ very much from that of people with incomes above the poverty risk
threshold. Moreover, more than 80 % of people on low incomes can ask relatives, friends or neighbours for
help, a proportion that is only slightly below that observed among people above the poverty risk threshold.
Thus, the risk of poverty assessed on the basis of disposable income is not a strong indication of more
general social isolation.

2.1.3. Participation in group activities

The EU-SILC module also collected information on the participation of people in a number of group activities,
such as those of political parties, trade unions, religious groups, professional associations and other groups.
Table 16 presents the results for the EU as a whole by age and income level.

Table 16: Participation in group activities of different kinds in 2006

% of each group participating

Political party, trade union| Professional association Church Recreational group Voluntary activities Other
Income rel. to median* Income rel. to median Income rel. to median Income rel. to median Income rel. to median Income rel. to median

>60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60%
Men
16-24 5,0 6,5 1,6 2,1 15,5 19,2 30,7 257 4,4 4,9 8,2 7.9
25-64 8,9 4,7 6,9 3,6 16,5 18,5 23,9 12,9 6,9 4,3 9,4 6,1
65+ 6,8 3,1 4,0 2,4 21,1 19,6 20,8 13,1 7.7 4,9 11,7 6,5
Women
16-24 4,2 4,0 1,4 1,4 19,7 22,6 22,4 16,0 6,4 5,6 6,9 6,6
25-64 6,9 3,5 45 1,8 22,1 24,2 19,1 10,5 8,6 6,0 8,6 6,0
65+ 2,6 1,4 1,6 0,9 26,9 28,2 18,1 14,8 82 7,0 8,0 57

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income
See also note to table 1. Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1% March 2008.

Country-by-country results for each of the first five activities are given in table A.3 in annex 1. They indicate
that very few people in most EU Member States actively participate in the activities of political parties or those
of trade unions. In the EU as a whole less than 10 % of men and women in each of the three broad age
groups reported participating in this kind of activity and apart from young men aged 16-24, the proportion of
those with income below the poverty risk threshold who participated was less than 5 %. The level of
participation in political party and trade union activity was largest in the 25-64 age group, but even for this age
group there were only three countries — Germany, Spain and Portugal — where the proportion for both men
and women was over 10 %.

Participation in the activities of professional associations was also very low in most countries. The proportion
was again largest among those aged 25-64, but even among these it was less than 20 % for men in all
countries except Cyprus (where it was just 20 %) and under 10 % in 14 of the 24 Member States. For women,
it was less than 15 % in all countries except Slovenia (where it was just under 16 %).

Participation in religious or church activities varied markedly between countries. In virtually all countries, it was
higher among women than men in all age groups. Participation also tended to increase with age. The
proportion of people under the age of 65 participating in religious or church activities was over 25 % in only
around a third of the countries. In most countries, participation was higher for men and women with income
below the poverty risk threshold than for people with income above. Participation was particularly high in
Ireland, Poland and, above all, in Cyprus. In Ireland, around 65 % of those aged 65 and over participated in
religious activities (and just under half of those aged 25-64), in Poland just over two-thirds (but also a similar
proportion of those aged 25-64) and in Cyprus over 80 % of men and over 90 % of women (with again similar
figures for the 25-64 age group).

The other two areas of activity on which information was collected relate to participation in recreational group
activities, such as belonging to a sports or leisure club, and in voluntary activities. These are examined in
more detail below.

Participation in recreational group activities

In the EU as a whole, just over 30 % of men aged 16-24 and with income above the poverty risk threshold
participated in recreational group activities, for example at a sports or leisure centre, over the 12 months
preceding the EU-SILC 2006 survey. Around 24 % of those aged 25-64 and 21 % of those older than this
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participated in such activities (see Table 16). In each age group, the level of participation of people below the
poverty risk threshold was lower. Men participated more in recreational group activities than women (see
Table 16).

The level of participation varied across Member States, to a large extent in line with the national average
household income levels. The share of men aged 25-64 participating ranged from over 35 % in the three
Nordic Member States, the three Benelux countries, Ireland and the United Kingdom, to under 10 % in Latvia,
Lithuania, Hungary, Poland and Greece (Figure 19).

In all of the countries, except Latvia where the figures were very small (under 4 % of men), the proportion of
men participating in such activities was smaller for those with income below the poverty risk threshold than for
those with income above. This was particularly the case in the countries where the overall proportion
participating was highest (in each of these the difference was 10 percentage points and in Belgium, Ireland
and Luxembourg as well as Cyprus, 20 percentage points or more), though less so in Denmark and the
Netherlands than elsewhere.

For women in the same age group, the levels of participation in recreational group activities were generally
smaller (though not in Finland and Sweden), but exceeded 35 % in the Netherlands, Finland and Sweden and
were between 30 % and 35 % in Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg and the United Kingdom as well as Cyprus.
The proportion was under 10 % in all of the countries in which this was also the case for men, as well as in
Portugal (Figure 20).

In all of the countries, the proportion of women with income below the poverty risk threshold who participated
in these activities was less than for those with income above the threshold. Again the extent of the difference
was particularly large in countries where overall participation rates were high, though, as for men, much less
so in Denmark and the Netherlands than elsewhere.

Fig. 19: Share of men aged 25-64 participating in activities of recreational groups or organisations by
income level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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Fig. 20: Share of women aged 25-64 participating in activities of recreational groups or organisations
by income level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.
Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Participation in voluntary activities

Participation in the activities of charitable organisations or groups, by undertaking unpaid work on a voluntary
basis and/or attending regular meetings is low in most countries and shows a pattern which is the reverse of
that for participation in group recreational activities. The proportion participating, therefore, tends to increase
with age and to be higher in each age group for women than for men. However, the level of participation also
tends to be lower among those with income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold than among those with
income above.

For men aged 25-64, therefore, it averaged only just under 7 % across the EU and in all the new Member
States less than 3 %, apart from Cyprus, Slovenia and Slovakia. In Cyprus and Luxembourg, however, it
amounted to around 17 % and in Ireland and the Netherlands to 26-28 % (Figure 21).

Fig. 21: Share of men aged 25-64 participating in informal voluntary activities by income level in 2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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In all of the countries, apart from Denmark and Latvia (where the figures are very small), more of the men with
income above the poverty risk threshold were involved in this kind of activity than those with income below it.
The difference was particularly marked in Ireland, Cyprus and Luxembourg, where the overall proportions
participating in voluntary activities were relatively high.

For women in this age group, the relative number involved in voluntary work was slightly higher than for men
(around 8 % in the EU as a whole) and, again, higher than elsewhere in Cyprus (17.5 %), Luxembourg (20 %),
Ireland (26 %) and the Netherlands (38 %). It was also lower than elsewhere (in this case under 5 %) in most
of the new Member States, France and Greece (Figure 22).

Fig. 22: Share of women aged 25-64 participating in informal voluntary activities by income level in
2006
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Note: *Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income. See also note to Table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

As for men, in nearly all of the countries, apart from Denmark, Germany and Austria, there were fewer women
with income below the poverty risk threshold participating in voluntary activities than with income above the
threshold. Again the extent of the difference was relatively large in Ireland, Cyprus and Luxembourg (though
less so than for men in Ireland, in particular), while in the Netherlands, there was hardly any difference at all.

Participation in the activities considered in this section is generally low, and involvement in recreational group
activities and church and religious activities is the most common. Yet, even among these, less than a quarter
of Europeans engage in these activities. There are significant differences across countries, age groups and
between women and men. Being at risk of poverty tends to be associated with lower participation — except in
church and religious activities where people at risk of poverty appear to be slightly more engaged than people
with incomes above the poverty risk threshold.

2.2. Social connections and earnings

The above analysis has examined the relationship between various social activities of people and their relative
income levels, focusing on those at the bottom end of the income distribution as compared with those further
up. The aim was to assess whether and to what extent those with low income levels also tend to be less
involved in social and cultural activities and have less contact with friends and relatives than those with higher
income levels. The concern was essentially to consider how far those with low incomes were doubly
disadvantaged by also having less social contact and attending social and cultural events less often than other
people, rather than to identify any causal relationship.

The data compiled by the EU-SILC special module can also be used, however, to examine the effect of social
participation, or more specifically social relations, on the chances in life of people. In particular, the information
collected can throw light on the extent of the influence, if any, of social connections — or ‘social capital’ — on
the jobs which people can obtain and, accordingly, on the income they can earn. In other words, the issue is
whether or not those who are better connected, or have a wider circle of connections, tend to be able to get
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better jobs as a result. Although a number of studies have examined this issue for particular groups in
individual countries®, no attempt has been made up until now to carry out a multi-country analysis.

There are at least three different ways through which social relations might affect the jobs which people have
and the earnings from them. First, social connections, or networks, facilitate the flow of information. Social
ties, especially with those in strategic positions, can be a useful source of information about job opportunities,
which might otherwise be missed. Secondly, social connections demonstrate a person’s social credentials
and, accordingly, might impress those making the decisions about hiring or promotion. Thirdly, the fact of
having access to a social network might reassure those making such decisions that the person concerned can
be useful to an organisation over and above their personal capabilitie531.

A second question is whether what are called ‘weak’ ties, in the sense of contacts with acquaintances, as
opposed to ‘strong’ ties, which are contacts with close friends or relatives, are likely to be a more important
source of information than the latter on job openings. The reason why this might be the case is that close
friends are likely to know the same group of people and, therefore, have access to the same information as
the person concerned, whereas acquaintances will tend to have a different circle of contacts and so be a
source of new information®. This is akin to the distinction between ‘bonding’ social capital and ‘bridging’ social
capital, the former describing benefits which arise from having a circle of close friends or relatives that people
can count on for support, the latter describing the potential gains from having links to another social network
outside this circle.

Some studies have, therefore, found that the extent of social connections — or the amount of bridging social
capital — as measured by the number of membershig)s of clubs and contacts with people in other
organisations, has a substantial direct influence on income 3,

A third question is whether social connections matter more in the new Member States which used to be
communist countries than in other Member States. The reason why this might be the case is that social
networks tend to be more valuable and more widespread in communist regimes, because, for example, of the
need to overcome continuous shortages of goods and bureaucratic regulations. These networks might remain
in place partly because of inertia but also because of the uncertainty associated with the transition process“.

%0 For example, a study on managers in the Netherlands by Boxman, Ed A.W., De Graaf, P. M. and H. D. Flap

(1991). The impact of social and human capital ont he income attainment of Dutch managers. Social Networks 13:
51-73 and a study of cooperative managers in Portugal by Barros, C. P. (2006). Earnings, Schooling and Social
Capital of Cooperative Managers. Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics. (77)1:1-20 both of which find that
social capital has a positive effect on earnings.
o Lin, N. (1999). Building a Network Theory of Social Capital. Connections 22(1): 28-51.
52 This thinking stems initially from Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The Strength of Weak Ties. American Journal of
Sociology, 78. 1360-80 and studies have generally found that weak ties are a common source of finding a job, but
the evidence on the effect of weak ties on income is less conclusive. See, for example, Bridges, W. p. and W. J.
Villemez, (1986). Informal hiring and income in the labor market. American Sociological Review, 51:574-82,
Marsden, P. V. and J. S. Hurlbert (1998). Social Resources and Mobility Outcomes: A Replication and Extension.
Social Forces 66. 1038-59 and Wegener, B. (1991). Job Mobility and Social Ties: Social Resources, Prior Job,
and Status Attainment. American Sociological Review 56. 60-71, as well as Tassier, T. (2006). Labor market
implications of weak ties. Southern Economic Journal. 72(3) 704-19.
Buerkle, K. and A. Guseva (2002). What Do You Know, Who Do You Know? American Journal of Economics and
Sociology, 61(3):657-80 and Boxman, Ed A.W., De Graaf, P. M. and H. D. Flap (1991). The impact of social and
human capital ont he income attainment of Dutch managers. Social Networks 13: 51-73. Analysing Polish data,
Growiec, J. and K. Growiec (2007). Social Capital, Well-Being, and Earnings: Theory and Evidence from Poland.
MPRA Paper No. 7071 find that ‘weak’ ties (which can be referred to as ‘bridging’ social capital, proxied by the
number of friends a person has frequent contact with has a significant effect in raising earnings.
This has been argued in Sik, E. (1995). Network Capital in Capitalist, Communist, and Post-Communist Societies.
Notre Dame, IN: Kellogg Institute and Kolankiewicz, G. (1996). Social Capital and Social Change. British Journal
of Sociology 473: 427-41.
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Measuring social capital

Three measures of social capital can be estimated on the basis of EU-SILC data. The first is based on the
intensity of contact with relatives not living in the same household, in the sense of how often a person sees or
gets in touch with them, which can be regarded as an indicator of the strong ties someone has, or the extent
of bonding social capital. The second is the intensity of contacts with friends, which can also be regarded as a
proxy of the width of a person’s social network. In order to measure the intensity of contact, the information
provided in the survey on the number of times friends or relatives were contacted in the previous year is
divided into four categories — daily, weekly, several times a month and once a monthly or less frequently.

Another indicator of the wider social network is the number of organisations, clubs or social groups which a
person is a member of, in the sense of participating in their activities. The more organisations, therefore, the
wider the network of social contacts and the greater the extent of bridging social capital. For purposes of
analysis, people are divided into three groups — those who did not participate in the activities of any
organisation, those who participated in the activities of one and those who participated in the activities of two
or more.

In general, people in Cyprus, Greece, the Nordic countries and the Netherlands tend, on average, to have
more frequent contact with relatives, in the sense that only a relatively small proportion of people have contact
only once a month or less with relatives (see Figure 23). Around half of people in Greece and Cyprus have
contact with relatives daily. On the other hand, the proportion of people in most of the new Member States,
contacting relatives frequently is much lower. The only exceptions are Cyprus (which was not previously a
socialist country) and the Czech Republic.

The picture is similar when social connections are measured by the intensity of contacts with friends. In the
Nordic countries, Greece and Cyprus, as well as in this case of Germany, there is again a larger proportion of
people making such contact frequently than in other countries, while the opposite is the case in most of the
new Member States as well as in France, Portugal and Spain (Figure 24).

There are major differences between countries in the extent of social networks that people have access to, as
measured by the number of organisations in which people participate. The organisations in question, it should
be recalled, include church and religious groups as well as sports and leisure clubs, professional associations,
charitable trusts and so on. It should also be recalled that in some countries (Ireland and, most notably,
Poland and Cyprus), many more people than elsewhere participated in church or religious activities. Since the
concern here is with the extent of social contacts, the focus is on those who participated in the activities of two
or more organisations over the preceding year, which accordingly helps to reduce the potential bias caused by
the large number of church-goers in Ireland, Poland and Cyprus if only one organisation was considered.

As in the case of contact with relatives and friends, the relative number of people participating in the activities
of two or more organisations is relatively large in the Nordic countries and Cyprus as well as in the
Netherlands, Luxembourg and Ireland. Equally, it is relatively small in many of the new Member States and
France. Unlike in the case of contact with friends, the relative number is also comparatively small in Greece as
well as in Belgium, ltaly, Austria and Portugal (Figure 25).

There are no marked differences between men and women in the intensity of social relations, as indicated
above, in the sense that the pattern of differences between countries is very similar. The same is generally
true of participation in the activities of membership organisations. Men and women are, therefore, considered
together in the analysis which follows.
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Figure 23: Intensity of contacts with relatives in Figure 24: Intensity of contacts with friends in Figure 25: Participation in activities of membership
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Social capital and education attainment levels

There is a close association between the intensity of contact with relatives and friends and education levels. In
all Member States, the proportion of people with tertiary education who are in contact with relatives at least
once a week is larger than for those with upper secondary education, which in turn is larger for those with only
basic education (Figure 26).

The relationship is less close as regards contact with friends. In 18 of the 24 countries, the proportion of
people who are in contact friends once a week or more varied systematically with education levels. However,
in five countries — Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Lithuania and the United Kingdom — the proportion of those with
tertiary education contacting friends this frequently was smaller than for those with upper secondary education
(though in all except Ireland and Lithuania, only marginally). In Germany, a larger proportion of those with only
basic education made frequent contact with friends than among those with upper secondary education (Figure
27).

Figure 26: Share of people aged 25-64 having contact with relatives at least once a week by education
level in 2006
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Note: See also note to Table 1 Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

Figure 27: Share of people aged 25-64 having contact with friends at least once a week by education
level, 2006
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Note: See also note to Table 1 Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)
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There is an even closer association between education levels and participation in the activities of membership
organisations. The relative number of people who participated in the activities of two or more organisations
was significantly larger for those who had completed tertiary education than for those with lower levels of
education. Equally, more of those who had completed upper secondary education participated in at least two
organisations than was the case for those with only basic education (Figure 28). The extent of social
connections, therefore, seems to increase with education levels.

Figure 28: Share of people aged 25-64 participating in 2 or more social activities or organisations by

education level, 2006
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Note: See also note to Table 1 Source: EU-SILC 2006, UDB ver. 2006-1 (March 2008)

The relatively close association between educational attainment levels and social connections complicates the
investigation of the effect of the latter on earnings since these in turn tend to increase as education levels rise.
Explicit account, therefore, needs to be taken of this in the analysis in order to try to isolate the effect of social
connections on earnings. Equally, account needs also to be taken of the tendency for earnings to rise with age
and experience as well as to vary across sectors of activity. Econometric methods are used to do this.

The findings

The results of the statistical analysis indicate that in 19 of the 24 countries, at least one of the indicators of
social connections is positively associated with earnings35 when allowance is made for the other influences
(Table 17). Participation in the activities of two or more membership organisations, therefore, is associated
with higher earnings, other things being equal, in 15 Member States, friendship connections in 13 countries,
and connections with relatives in ten countries. In all but five countries, therefore, there is evidence of those
with more extensive social networks — a larger amount of bridging social capital —having better jobs and the
higher earnings which come with these.

The five countries in which there is no sign of such an effect are the three Nordic countries, the Netherlands
and Greece. Except for Greece, these countries are among those with the most extensive social contacts as
measured by the three alternative indicators, as shown above. In these countries, therefore, it could be that
the value of social connections tends to be lower than elsewhere simply because it is more common for
people to have such connections. Accordingly, if most people have relatively extensive social contacts, there
is less to be gained than in a situation where the reverse is the case™.

% As measured by the annual gross cash (or near cash) income from employment in the previous year (i.e. before

deducting taxes and before including social transfers. The self-employed, and self-employment income, are
excluded from the analysis. For more detailed information about methods and definitions see research note on
The effect of social capital on wage income: an analysis of the EU-SILC module on social participation prepared
by the Social Situation Observatory http://www.applica.be

A further possible explanation in these countries — though perhaps less so in Greece than in the other four — is
that a relatively large amount of emphasis is put on educational qualifications and recruitment and on promotion
according to merit, thus leaving less room for social connections to have an effect.

36
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Table 17: Social connections by type with positive effect on earnings in 2006

Social contacts

Organisations Friends Relatives
BE +
cz + +
DK
DE +
EE + + +
IE +
EL
ES + + +
FR + + +
IT +
cYy + +
Lv +
LT + +
LU + +
HU + + +
NL
AT + +
PL + + +
PT + +
S| + +
SK + +
FI
SE
UK + +

+ significantly positive effect on earnings

A positive association between earnings and social contacts as measured by participation in membership
organisations — which is an indicator of ‘bridging’ ties and a wider social network — is evident in all the
countries apart from the five listed above together with Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg and Lithuania. Of
these, both Luxembourg and Germany have a relatively large proportion of people with wide networks. In most
of the countries where the effect of social participation on earnings is significant, therefore, the relative number
of people with wide social networks is relatively small, so perhaps putting a premium on the value of this.

Moreover, the results indicate not only that social contacts of this kind are positively associated with higher
earnings, but that participating in the activities of additional organisations — i.e. a more extensive social
network — tends to increase earnings even further. Indeed, in some countries — the Czech Republic, France,
and ltaly, in particular — only participation in two or more organisations seems to be associated with higher
earnings.

The results also seem to indicate that the extent of bridging social capital has more of an effect on earnings
than ‘that of bonding social capital. There are more countries, therefore, where contact with social networks
(15 countries) is positively associated with higher earnings than there are where contact with relatives (ten
countries) or friends (13 countries) affect earnings.

It is equally the case that the findings provide some support for the hypothesis that social connections tend to
have a greater effect on earnings in countries which were previously communist than in others. Accordingly,
for all of the new Member States on the European mainland (i.e. excluding Cyprus as well as Malta, for which
EU-SILC data were not available anyway), at least one of the indicators of social connections is positively
related to earnings. Indeed, for three of them — Estonia, Hungary and Poland — all three indicators have a
significant effect (in statistical terms). By contrast, of the EU-15 countries plus Cyprus, there are five in which
none of the indicators has a positive effect and only two — France and Spain — where all three have a
significant effect®”.

5 It should be noted that much the same results emerge if the frequency of getting together with relatives and

friends rather than the frequency of making contact, are used as indicators of social ties.
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2.3. Concluding remarks

In the first part of this chapter, a clear association emerged between income levels and social and cultural
activities, if the latter is measured by visits to the cinema, theatre, concerts, museums, sporting events and so
on. In particular, in nearly all countries, people with income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold tend to go to
less of these places and events than those with income above the poverty risk threshold. Having low income,
therefore, tends to mean that people are less involved in such activities. This is less so, however, in Denmark,
Finland, Sweden and the Netherlands than elsewhere. By contrast, it tends to be particularly the case in low
income countries, especially in many of the new Member States.

Having low income, however, does not seem to mean that people have less social contact in the sense of
getting together less often with friends or relatives. In most countries, therefore, there is not a significant
difference between the frequency with which those with income below the poverty risk threshold meet up with
relatives or friends and that with which those with income above the threshold do so. On the other hand, it is
the case in many countries that those on low incomes tend to have contact less often with relatives and
friends than those with higher income levels. This is especially the case in Member States where average
income levels are low and many of the new Member States, in particular.

It is also the case that both men and women with income below the poverty risk threshold tend to be less able
to ask a relative, friend or neighbour for help than those with income above the threshold in nearly all
countries. The difference, however, except in a few countries, is not large and the vast majority of those on
low incomes report that they do have friends and others they can go to for help.

Equally, those on low income are less likely to participate in the activities of membership organisations.
Indeed, the number of such organisations that people are involved with tends to increase with income. It also,
however, tends to increase with education levels, which makes for difficulty in disentangling the effects of
education and social participation, defined in these terms, on income.

Statistical methods, however, enable the two relationships concerned to be distinguished. The use of such
methods indicates that social connections seem to have the effect of increasing earnings in most EU countries
over and above the effect of other factors — education levels, age and sector of activity, in particular. The
exceptions are the three Nordic countries, the Netherlands and Greece, where such connections seem to play
no role in determining the job which people have and the earnings associated with it. Greece apart, these are
also the countries in which participation in social activities seems to depend least on income.

A general point to emphasise in this regard is that the relationships identified in the study between social
participation and income or earnings do not necessarily imply causality. The relationship between the two can,
therefore, run both ways. Accordingly, the results reported are consistent with the thesis that social
connections affect earnings and that earnings tend to be higher, other things being equal, the more extensive
such connections are. They are also consistent with bridging social capital (a person’s wider social network)
having more of an effect on earnings than bonding social capital (a person’s close circle of friends or
relatives). On the other hand, the results are also consistent with the opposite direction of causality, i.e. with
higher earnings allowing people to become more involved in social activities and to belong to more
membership organisations.

In practice, there is no easy way of determining which of these possible causal directions is the more valid.
Indeed, it could well be that both causal relationships are at work, that social connections are important in
many cases in helping people get a good job or gain promotion but, by the same token, having a good job and
the income it brings leads people to be more socially active and increases the possibilities of them being more
active.

71



cl

ANNEX 1

Table A.1: Participation in cultural and recreational activities among men and women aged 25-64 by income level, 2006

Average visits to the cinema per year

per year
Men Women Men
Income  Income Income Income  Income
<60% >60% <60% >60% <60%
BE 1.2 2.3 1.3 2.4 1.1
cz 0.5 14 0.6 1.3 0.2
DK 3.5 2.9 3.0 34 2.7
DE 14 2.0 1.4 2.1 0.9
EE 0.2 1.2 0.4 1.1 0.8
IE 0.6 2.8 1.2 2.8 0.5
EL 0.8 1.9 0.8 2.0 0.4
ES 1.6 34 1.7 3.5 0.8
FR 1.2 2.8 1.5 3.1 1.0
IT 1.1 25 1.1 2.3 0.5
CYy 0.6 1.6 0.5 1.6 0.5
LV 0.3 1.0 0.2 1.1 0.6
LT 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.9 0.6
LU 1.2 3.3 14 3.5 0.7
HU 0.5 1.5 0.4 14 0.6
NL 2.1 2.1 1.3 1.8 1.9
AT 1.1 2.3 1.2 2.3 1.9
PL 0.4 1.4 0.4 15 0.2
PT 0.6 1.7 0.6 17 1.0
Sl 0.8 1.6 0.7 1.6 0.8
SK 0.6 1.3 0.5 1.2 1.0
Fl 1.5 2.0 1.6 2.2 1.7
SE 2.3 2.0 1.5 2.2 2.3
UK 1.7 2.8 1.7 2.8 1.2
EU 1.2 2.3 1.2 24 0.8

Income
>60%

2.0
1.1
21
1.6
2.0
2.0
1.1
1.7
1.8
1.2
1.4
1.3
1.4
27
1.6
22
3.3
0.7
1.9
1.8
1.6
2.6
23
22

1.7

Income
<60%

Average visits to live performances

Women
Income
>60%

0.9 2.2
0.5 1.5
1.8 2.3
1.1 2.0
1.2 2.8
0.8 2.2
0.5 1.3
0.9 1.8
1.0 2.0
0.5 1.3
0.7 1.8
1.0 2.0
0.8 2.0
0.9 2.9
0.6 2.0
1.1 2.3
2.0 4.0
0.2 0.9
0.8 1.8
0.9 2.1
1.2 1.9
24 3.5
1.8 2.3
1.2 2.4
0.9 1.9

Income
<60%

1.2
0.6
23
1.2
0.3
0.6
0.2
1.0
1.1
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.2
1.3
0.8
1.8
1.5
0.4
0.4
0.9
0.9
2.1
3.5
1.6

0.9

Income
>60%

1.9
1.6
25
1.9
1.2
22
0.5
24
2.0
1.1
1.0
1.3
1.0
27
2.0
24
22
1.2
1.3
1.6
1.5
3.9
29
3.0

1.9

Income
<60%

0.9
0.7
2.8
1.3
0.5
0.6
0.2
1.0
1.2
0.4
0.3
0.5
0.3
1.4
0.9
1.7
2.0
0.4
0.5
0.8
1.0
2.9
27
1.5

1.0

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income. See also note to table 1.

Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1* of March 2008.

Average visits to cultural sites per year

Income
>60%

2.0
1.8
2.8
2.0
1.7
1.9
0.5
25
23
1.2
1.1
1.7
1.3
27
24
23
2.8
1.4
1.4
1.8
1.6
4.3
3.0
29

21

Income
<60%
1.8
1.8
3.5
1.6
0.7
29
1.3
1.7
1.3
1.3
15
0.5
0.4
3.1
1.1
3.3
1.6
1.0
1.8
1.6
3.6
2.8
2.4
15

1.5

Men
Income
>60%

3.5
34
4.0
2.8
1.5
55
2.0
2.7
2.2
2.2
3.6
14
1.4
3.8
2.0
3.7
3.2
1.6
2.6
2.6
4.5
3.6
4.3
3.1

2.7

Average visits to live sport events per
year

Women
Income  Income
<60% >60%

0.8 2.0
1.0 14
2.8 29
1.1 1.7
0.3 0.7
2.3 29
0.2 0.4
0.8 1.1
0.5 1.0
0.3 0.7
0.1 0.6
0.3 0.7
0.1 0.4
1.5 2.4
0.4 0.8
1.9 2.7
0.8 14
0.2 0.5
0.4 0.8
0.6 1.1
1.2 1.8
1.2 2.1
1.9 2.8
0.8 1.3
0.7 1.2
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Table A.2: Social interaction among men and women aged 25-64 by income level, 2006

Getting together with relatives at least  Getting together with friends at least Having contacts with relatives at least Having contacts with friends at least Having the possibility to ask relatives,
once a week once a week once a week once a week friends or neighbours for help
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

Income  Income  Income Income Income Income  Income  Income Income  Income  Income Income Income Income Income Income Income Income Income  Income
<60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60% <60% >60%

BE 55.9 62.9 60.7 715 63.7 60.8 61.5 61.1 58.4 67.6 72.0 81.0 57.5 59.1 58.3 63.7 87.0 95.5 88.1 96.2
cz 48.8 57.6 58.3 62.5 47.6 51.8 46.9 46.0 51.6 71.6 64.2 78.1 48.6 62.2 54.7 59.6 72.6 91.6 78.9 91.7
DK 36.1 411 49.0 443 70.1 56.6 60.2 48.0 65.7 73.3 83.0 83.4 79.2 70.0 74.0 68.5 95.4 99.1 99.0 98.7
DE 38.3 442 4.7 49.4 54.4 525 49.2 525 54.6 60.6 61.7 721 56.4 55.7 56.8 62.6 86.9 95.5 89.7 95.9
EE 30.1 32.7 43.9 38.5 53.9 53.8 46.6 51.6 33.3 48.9 52.7 61.0 37.2 61.6 48.3 63.9 90.2 95.8 94.1 97.0
IE 43.4 443 49.6 51.2 51.2 57.1 49.5 53.7 55.8 66.8 76.7 81.9 46.4 65.6 63.1 "7 95.1 97.3 96.8 97.2
EL 75.0 69.8 77.8 74.5 82.5 82.6 79.6 77.8 72.0 e 81.8 84.2 76.0 86.0 77.3 83.0 95.0 97.0 95.3 96.4
ES 57.7 58.7 65.0 64.6 63.6 66.9 61.1 63.3 56.4 64.9 69.4 78.0 48.5 61.2 48.2 63.2 92.7 97.0 93.9 97.3
FR 45.9 43.7 53.7 54.1 50.9 413 49.8 41.8 471 54.8 62.2 73.0 42.0 411 47.2 46.4 82.1 89.9 79.8 91.5
IT 60.9 59.2 66.1 67.0 66.0 70.2 60.0 63.4 62.9 66.0 70.7 76.4 59.7 67.9 56.9 65.4 74.9 84.7 78.3 86.3
CcYy 60.1 77.0 69.4 83.0 78.6 84.1 78.3 83.2 69.8 81.9 78.8 89.9 67.7 84.8 73.0 84.8 86.3 94.1 88.1 94.9
Lv 29.2 35.6 371 41.8 56.1 454 43.9 417 23.8 42.9 40.5 56.1 39.2 55.7 416 59.7 76.3 91.5 80.4 92.3
LT 32.8 36.3 34.7 41.0 67.4 57.5 58.1 51.6 26.8 48.2 41.5 64.2 37.4 571 441 59.8 90.7 94.8 93.4 95.6
LU 44.9 50.8 50.0 58.2 67.5 66.0 54.7 61.8 49.9 58.9 60.7 81.3 46.8 57.6 57.9 64.4 84.7 91.0 80.0 94.0
HU 52.5 52.9 57.8 59.5 58.5 52.3 55.2 48.0 54.5 62.8 63.1 70.8 61.1 58.6 58.7 57.2 88.4 92.7 88.7 92.9
NL 37.6 43.0 441 54.8 54.5 52.3 59.2 511 65.5 68.6 78.6 82.6 716 60.5 60.3 66.4 91.1 98.2 98.9 98.3
AT 46.3 44.2 47.7 53.0 56.9 63.1 56.0 58.0 53.2 53.4 62.8 70.5 58.9 65.6 63.5 70.0 85.0 92.4 80.7 93.3
PL 33.1 35.1 37.8 40.7 42.5 36.1 35.9 34.7 28.0 42.4 34.8 51.3 28.7 41.8 281 43.3 90.7 94.7 92.0 95.3
PT 67.1 71.8 723 79.2 70.5 80.7 66.7 76.0 50.7 63.1 61.8 73.9 43.3 61.0 37.0 58.8 89.4 93.0 90.2 93.4
S| 421 443 47.8 49.4 58.0 64.0 49.3 49.8 36.7 46.0 571 60.4 49.2 59.9 45.0 57.5 92.3 96.1 93.1 96.2
SK 46.5 54.4 53.7 60.6 48.5 53.9 44.7 50.5 41.4 58.9 52.9 66.8 35.5 50.2 38.7 49.8 96.7 97.2 971 96.9
Fl 58.1 58.8 61.3 62.6 77.8 66.4 69.8 62.4 69.1 78.3 84.3 89.5 731 70.8 73.8 74.5 92.7 941 95.7 96.8
SE 33.8 42.6 40.1 49.3 67.6 62.2 59.2 57.9 66.3 70.3 84.4 83.6 80.4 73.9 76.0 76.6 93.8 97.6 89.8 97.2
UK 60.5 51.3 68.7 62.1 68.8 65.7 70.1 67.0 60.4 65.4 76.3 81.6 58.3 63.4 67.3 70.2 38.6 39.1 46.6 45.4
EU 50.0 50.1 56.4 57.4 59.3 57.3 56.3 55.1 52.9 61.5 64.7 741 51.7 57.8 53.4 60.9 80.3 86.5 82.2 87.5

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income. See also note to table 1
Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1* of March 2008.
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Table A.3: Participation in group activities among men and women aged 25-64 by income level, 2006

Participating in activities of recreational
groups or organisations

Men
Income Income

<60% >60%
20.3 40.0
14.9 28.5
26.9 37.5
11.7 214
6.5 16.5
21.9 44.5
4.8 10.1
11.7 19.2
16.1 26.5
74 12.8
11.8 33.6
35 34
3.0 7.2
21.9 42.3
3.6 8.9
40.0 49.7
18.4 30.3
2.6 8.4
11.4 18.6
14.5 28.0
22.7 29.2
26.7 39.1
26.0 421
24.5 38.1
12.9 23.9

Women
Income Income

<60% >60%
14.7 28.3
8.4 16.7
31.0 34.9
14.0 20.4
6.4 15.6
21.8 34.0
2.4 8.1
7.3 11.2
8.4 19.1
3.8 10.3
13.4 30.3
2.0 3.8
1.9 5.8
15.7 36.1
21 3.9
36.8 44.4
12.8 20.3
1.2 4.2
43 71
8.1 16.0
8.1 13.1
28.8 43.7
28.0 39.1
237 345
10.5 19.1

Participating in voluntary activities

Men
Income Income

<60% >60%
4.2 75
1.6 3.0
13.0 10.3
4.1 4.8
1.1 2.9
17.2 27.9
0.8 3.0
7.9 10.5
1.0 1.3
4.3 8.3
6.7 18.4
1.9 1.4
n.a. 15
7.8 18.7
1.2 1.6
223 29.2
4.8 8.4
0.7 3.1
1.2 4.1
7.6 10.6
4.8 7.3
8.0 10.8
8.6 11.9
5.2 7.2
4.3 6.9

or trade unions

Women Men
Income Income Income Income
<60% >60% <60% >60%
45 8.1 5.6 14.3
3.8 4.1 6.9 10.0
15.0 11.5 0.5 4.6
7.0 5.9 13.9 13.3
2.9 2.9 3.6 6.5
19.8 27.5 5.6 7.6
2.2 4.7 21 4.0
10.3 13.8 5.7 14.5
1.0 1.8 4.8 10.2
4.8 8.3 0.6 3.1
9.4 18.8 1.4 3.1
1.6 2.3 6.0 6.7
0.4 34 55 8.0
9.8 21.5 43 6.8
1.1 2.7 25 6.8
38.0 38.0 1.6 5.8
6.5 6.3 2.6 9.4
1.6 4.7 0.3 5.1
3.6 6.7 6.6 11.9
10.1 131 4.8 10.5
6.6 10.9 1.9 3.8
134 175 2.3 4.7
7.4 121 2.6 75
6.6 10.3 3.8 6.9
6.0 8.6 4.0 7.7

Women

Income

<60%

* Equivalised disposable income below 60 % of the national median equivalent disposable income. See also note to table 1
Source: EU-SILC 2006. UDB version 1 of 1* of March 2008.

Income
>60%

4.9
4.2
6.0
14.5

associations

Men
Income Income
<60% >60%
8.0 8.9
3.3 10.1
215 18.8
21 5.1
1.4 4.0
43 15.3
6.1 12.2
5.1 7.0
1.2 1.7
5.4 8.9
6.8 20.8
1.6 43
0.3 2.6
5.9 18.2
0.9 43
17.9 171
1.3 6.4
1.2 5.7
0.7 6.4
6.7 17.0
21 4.6
3.6 1.1
7.2 134
3.1 6.4
3.6 6.9

Participation in activities of political parties Participation in activities of professional

Women
Income Income
<60% >60%

4.8 7.8

1.2 71

11.0 10.1

2.0 25

0.6 7.2

1.0 75

1.3 6.4

3.0 5.0

0.5 1.0

1.8 4.4

0.5 9.8

1.6 5.8

0.0 2.7

6.2 12.8

1.0 3.5

4.2 12.2

0.3 3.3

0.8 4.5

0.4 3.5

6.2 15.7

1.9 4.1

3.7 9.9

9.2 10.8

1.7 5.2

1.8 4.5

Participation in activities of churches or
other religious organisations

Men
Income Income
<60% >60%
n.a n.a
35 4.4
111 8.8
6.6 12.3
25 3.1
441 44.9
29.0 241
141 9.7
1.9 0.9
14.9 14.2
81.2 84.5
4.6 5.9
10.1 15.7
271 28.6
1.6 3.3
34.8 40.9
11.0 12.0
63.2 64.2
35.7 36.1
16.6 18.8
28.1 28.9
9.8 10.4
15.4 16.9
6.5 7.6
18.5 16.5

Women
Income Income
<60% >60%
n.a n.a
5.1 6.3
14.0 12.0
13.9 17.6

4.4 6.6
49.2 51.3
34.0 321
20.8 16.4

1.7 1.5
25.3 21.7
86.0 91.8
10.1 10.3
22.5 24.7
30.9 37.2

2.6 4.2
49.9 457
11.0 15.9
727 72.2
54.0 47.9
25.8 221
36.4 40.0
20.5 18.1
19.2 21.2
10.6 12.6
24.2 221



ANNEX 2: Questionnaire on Social participation

Definitions

Relatives: shall be understood in the widest sense, and shall include father/mother/children, siblings,
grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, nephews, nieces and families-in-law.

Friends: people the respondent gets together with in his/her spare time (i.e. after working hours, at weekends,
or for holidays) and with whom the respondent shares private matters.

To get together: means spending time with friends or relatives at home or elsewhere. It can be talking or doing
some kind of activities together. Merely encountering someone by chance is not considered as ‘being together’.

Frequency of getting together/being in contact with friends and relatives: refers to the frequency with
which the respondent gets together/is in contact with any relative/friend. Not only the person that the
respondent gets together/is in contact with most often is to be considered. If the respondent meets his/her
friends/relatives ‘once a year’ during holidays or feasts, the answer shall be ‘at least once a year'.

Informal voluntary activities: refers to activities that take place outside an organisational context and tend to
be done on an individual basis. Informal voluntary activities include cooking for others; taking care of people in
hospitals/at home; taking people for a walk; shopping, etc. It excludes any activity that a respondent undertakes
for his/her household, in his/her work or within voluntary organizations.

Participation in cultural events: refers to going to the cinema, live performances, visiting cultural sites or
attending live sports events, wherever these events take place and whether these activities are performed by
professionals or amateurs. For live sports events and live performances, participation refers only to attending as
spectator.

Questions

Number of times going to the cinema: The number of times the respondent went to the cinema, during the
last twelve months.

Number of times going to live performances (plays, concerts, operas, ballet and dance performances):
The number of times, during the last twelve months, the respondent went to any live performance, whether it
was performed by professionals or amateurs. Going to live performances to watch one's own children should be
included. Live performances include plays, concerts, operas, ballet and dance performances. Visits to live sport
events should not be included. Participation of the respondent in live performances is excluded.

Number of visits to cultural sites: The number of times, during the last twelve months, the respondent visited
historical monuments, museums, art galleries or archaeological sites.

Number of times attending live sport events: The number of times, during the last twelve months, the
respondent attended a live sporting event whether it was performed by professionals or amateurs. Attending an
event to watch one’s own children should be included. Participation of the respondent in live sporting events is
excluded.

Frequency of getting together with relatives: The frequency with which the respondent usually gets together
with relatives during a usual year. Only relatives who do not live in the same household as the respondent
should be considered.

Frequency of getting together with friends: The frequency with which the respondent usually gets together
with friends during a usual year. Only friends who do not live in the same household as the respondent should
be considered.

Frequency of contact with relatives: The frequency with which the respondent is usually in contact with
relatives, during a usual year, by telephone, letter, fax, e-mail, sms.... Only relatives who do not live in the same
household as the respondent should be considered.

Frequency of contacts with friends: The frequency with which the respondent is usually in contact with
friends, during a usual year, by telephone, letter, fax, e-mail, sms.... Only friends who do not live in the same
household as the respondent should be considered.
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Ability to ask any relatives, friend or neighbour for help: If the respondent has the ability to ask for help
from any relative, friend or neighbour. The question is about ability for the respondent to ask for the help
whether the respondent has needed it or not, the potential of getting help even if the help actually have been
received or not. Only relatives and friends (or neighbours) who do not live in the same household as the
respondent should be considered.

Participation in informal voluntary activities: If the respondent, during the last twelve months, undertook
(private) voluntary activities to help someone. It includes cooking for others; taking care of people in hospitals/at
home; taking people for a walk, shopping... It excludes any activity that a respondent undertakes for his/her
household, in his/her work or within voluntary organizations.

Participation in activities of political parties or trade unions: If the respondent, during the last twelve
months, participated in activities related to political groups, political association, political parties or trade unions.
Attending meetings connected with these activities is included. Participating in strikes/demonstrations is not
included.

Participation in activities of professional associations: If the respondent, during the last twelve months,
participated in activities related to a professional association. Attending meetings connected with these
activities is included. Receiving training organised by such association is excluded.

Participation in activities of churches or other religious organisations: If the respondent, during the last
twelve months, participated in activities related to churches, religious communions or associations. Attending
meetings connected with these activities is included. Attending holy masses or similar religious acts or helping
during these services is also included.

Participation in activities of recreational groups or organisations: If the respondent, during the last twelve
months, participated in recreational/leisure activities arranged by a club, association or similar. It can be sport
groups, hobby associations, or leisure clubs. Attending meetings connected with these activities is included.

Participation in voluntary activities: If the respondent, during the last twelve months, participated in the
unpaid work of charitable organisations, groups or clubs. It includes unpaid charitable work for churches,
religious groups and humanitarian organisations. Attending meetings connected with these activities is
included.

Participation in activities of other groups or organisations: If the respondent, during the last twelve months,
participated in the activities of environmental organisations, civil rights groups, neighbourhood associations,
peace groups etc. Attending meetings connected with these activities is included.
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PART 2 — AREAS OF SOCIAL POLICY CONCERN: STATISTICAL PORTRAITS

The structure of Part Two: Part Two presents a series of statistical portraits that address a range of social
policy concerns for the European Union. Virtually all the main European social policy domains are covered:
population; education and training; labour market; social protection; income, social inclusion and living
conditions; gender equality and health and safety. The annexes present additional tables and explain
terminology.

The Structure of the statistical portraits: Each statistical portrait is presented in the form of tables, charts and
commentary. Gender issues are covered not only by the portrait in the domain “Gender equality” but also by
other portraits and the statistical annexes where a number of indicators are disaggregated by sex.

Key indicators: Each portrait is built around one or two selected key indicators (see table in the next page).
The first two portraits provide contextual information, one on the economic situation, the other on demography,
households and families. Both of them have a context key indicator whereas the social portraits 3-17 have
social key indicators. Together, this set of key indicators provides not only a snapshot of today's social situation
and its background, but also an instrument for monitoring and comparing progress in the social field among the
twenty-seven Member States, the three Candidate Countries and the four EFTA countries.

Criteria in selecting the key indicators: The following criteria have been applied as much as possible in
selecting the key indicators:

1. Each indicator should be:
(a) policy relevant at EU level;
(b) comparable across the twenty-seven Member States;
(c) available using Eurostat harmonised sources;
(d) measurable over time and;
(e) easily understood.
2. The set of indicators should be relatively stable over time to ensure continuity. However, a degree of

flexibility is required to take account of changing policy needs and improvements in data availability.

The Structural Indicators: Sixteen of the chosen twenty-five key indicators are among the Structural
Indicators, which are used in order to monitor the progress towards the agreed targets based on the Lisbon
Strategy focusing on growth and jobs (more about the Lisbon Strategy can be found in the web address:
http://europa.eu.int/growthandjobs/index_en.htm).

Annexes: A summary of the key indicators with the most recent data for each geopolitical entity, i.e. a country
or a group of countries (EU-27, EU-25, EA-15 and EA-13), can be found in Annex 1.1. Annex 1.2 consists of
key indicator tables with time series for each geopolitical entity (mainly around the latest 10 available years).
Detailed other statistical data covering the whole report can be found in Annex 1.3. Symbols, country codes,
country groupings, other abbreviations and acronyms are explained in Annex 2.

Data used: The portraits in Part 2 and annexes 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 are based mainly on data that were available
in Summer 2008. An effort has been made to use the most recent data available and that these are used
consistently throughout this report. However, as the various sections have been prepared by different authors
and required different degrees of analysis, some inconsistencies in the datasets used in different sections may
remain.

Sources of additional data: Additional or more recent data can be found in the Eurostat website
http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/, where one also can download free pdf files of Eurostat publications. Printed
versions of Eurostat publications are sold by the worldwide network of sales agents of the Publications Office
(Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, which is the publishing house of the institutions
and other bodies of the European Union). The priced publications are available from EU Bookshop website
http://bookshop.europa.eu, where you can place an order with the sales agent of your choice. A paper copy of
the list of these sales agents' contact details can be requested by fax on +352 2929-42758. The list is also
available on the following website: http://publications.europa.eu/others/agents/index_en.htm.
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Domain Statistical Portrait Selected key indicator(s)
Structural Indicators are written in italics (see the
previous page)

Economy 1 Economic situation Real GDP growth rate

Population 2 Demography, households and Total population

Education and training

Labour market

(see also portrait Nr. 15)

Social protection

Income, social
inclusion and living
conditions

Gender equality

Health and safety

families

3 Ageing of the population

4 International migration and

asylum

5 Education and its outcomes

6 Lifelong learning

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Employment

Unemployment

Labour Market Policy expenditure

Social protection expenditure and
receipts

Social benefits

Income distribution

Low-income households

Jobless households and low
wages

Earnings of women and men

Life and health expectancies

Accidents and work-related
health problems

Old age dependency ratio

Crude rate of net migration including adjustments
and corrections

Youth education attainment level

Lifelong learning

Employment rate and

Employment rate of older workers

Unemployment rate and
Long-term unemployment rate

Public expenditure on LMP measures (categories
2-7) as a percentage of GDP and

Public expenditure on LMP supports (categories
8-9) as a percentage of GDP

Expenditure on social protection as a percentage
of GDP

Old age and survivors benefits as
a percentage of total social benefits and
Sickness and health care benefits as

a percentage of total social benefits

Inequality of income distribution S80/S20 income
quintile share ratio

At-risk-of-poverty rate before social transfers and
At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers

People aged 18-59 living in jobless households
and

Children aged 0-17 living in jobless households

Gender pay gap in unadjusted form

Life expectancy at birth and
Healthy Life Years at birth
Serious accidents at work and

Fatal accidents at work
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1. EcONOMIC SITUATION

Economic growth in 2007 in the EU-27 reached 2.9 % after the robust growth of 3.1 % in 2006. In
general, the new Member States, EFTA countries and Candidate Countries outgrow the EU-15 Member
States. Between 2006 and 2007 government debt fell as a percentage of GDP in both the euro area and
the EU-27, to 66.3 % and 58.7 % respectively at end-2007.

Economic growth moderated in 2007, cooled rapidly in 2008

In 2007, the European Union’s (EU-27) gross domestic product rose by 2.9 % in volume, slightly slowing down
the robust growth rate observed in 2006 (+3.1 %). Different growth patterns can be identified when looking at
the performance of individual Member States in 2007. A first group is composed of economies that registered
GDP growth lower or close to the EU-27 average: Hungary (1.1 %), Italy (1.5 %), Denmark (1.6 %), Portugal
(1.9 %), France (2.2 %), Germany (2.5 %), Sweden (2.5 %) and Belgium (2.8 %). A second group comprises
Member States that attained robust growth rates: the United Kingdom (3.0 %), Austria (3.1 %), the Netherlands
(3.5 %), Spain (3.7 %), Malta (3.9 %), Greece (4.0 %), Cyprus (4.4 %), Finland (4.5 %) and Luxembourg
(5.2 %). A third group is formed by Member States that experienced high growth rates: Ireland (6.0 %), the
Czech Republic (6.0 %), Bulgaria (6.2 %), Romania (6.2 %), Estonia (6.3 %), Poland (6.6 %), Slovenia (6.8 %),
Lithuania (8.9 %), Latvia (10.2 %) and Slovakia (10.4 %).

Preliminary results for 2008 indicate that EU-27 GDP still grew by 2.1 % in the second quarter of 2008 (growth
rates compared to the same quarter of the previous year) for the euro area (EA15) the corresponding result was
1.9 %. However, in the third quarter of 2008, the EU-27 GDP growth decreased sharply to 1.0 % (growth rates
compared to the same quarter of the previous year) for the euro area (EA15) the corresponding result was
0.8 %. For the whole of the year 2008, GDP is projected to expand at rates of 1.0 % for EU-27 and 0.9 % for
the euro area.

GDP per head varies widely between Member States, but the gap tends to decrease

In 2007, GDP per capita in the EU-27 amounted to 24 900 Euro, some 11 % below the 27 900 Euro per capita
for the euro area. The highest figures occurred in Luxembourg (75 600 Euro), Ireland (43 700) and Denmark
(41 500 Euro), the lowest in Bulgaria (3 800 Euro), Romania (5 800 Euro) and Poland (8 100 Euro).

To make comparisons among Member States more meaningful, GDP per capita can be expressed in
Purchasing Power Standards (PPS), thus eliminating the effect of different price levels. PPS are constructed in
a way that renders one PPS equal to one Euro for the EU-27. GDP per head in the EU-27 thus is 24 900 PPS,
while for the euro area (EA15), the figure of 27 300 PPS, although still ahead of the EU-27 figure, is somewhat
lower than the respective value expressed in Euro, indicating that the purchasing power of one Euro is slightly
lower in the euro area than in the European Union as a whole. For easier comparison, GDP per head in PPS is
given relative to the EU-27 average. This figure for Luxembourg is a remarkable 166 % above the EU-27
average. The second highest figure is that of Ireland, still 50 % above the average. The Netherlands are around
30 % above the average. The biggest differences for figures below the EU-27 average are in Bulgaria,
Romania, Poland, Latvia and Lithuania which have values between 37 % and 60 % of the average. However,
their values in Euro are only about 15 % to 35 % of the average. Obviously, lower price levels tend to partly
compensate for the lower GDP per head. Compared to the situation in 1995, it can be seen that the positions at
the extremes remain more or less unchanged, but almost all countries with relative values below 100 have
moved somewhat closer to the EU-27 average. The most obvious changes were for Estonia, which passed
from roughly one third of the average in 1995 to two thirds in 2006, and for Ireland, which recorded a figure for
per capita GDP that was only slightly higher than the EU-27 average in 1995, while in 2007 it was at 50 %
above, placing Ireland second among all Member States.

Turning to Candidate Countries, GDP per head in PPS forecasted for Macedonia is about one fifth lower than
the lowest value observed among Member States, at 30 % of the EU-27 value. Turkey's value of 44 % of the
EU-27 average is comparable with the lowest values recorded among current EU Member States. Croatia with
59 % of the average has a significantly higher GDP per head.

The GDP per head in PPS of the EFTA countries ranked from 119 % (Iceland) to 179 % (Norway) of the EU-27
average in 2007.
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Increasing inflation

In December 2008, the annual inflation rate was 2.2 % in the EU, down from 2.8 % in November 2008. For the
euro area a lower annual inflation rate of 1.6 % has been observed in December 2008, down from 2.1 % in
November 2008. A year earlier, higher rates had been observed for the EU (3.2 %) and the euro area (3.1 %).
Among the Member States, the highest annual rates in December 2008 were observed in Latvia (10.4 %),
Lithuania (8.5 %) and Estonia (7.5 %); while the lowest rates were observed in Luxembourg (0.7 %), Portugal
(0.8 %) and Germany (1.1 %). Compared with November 2008, annual inflation fell in twenty-six Member States
and rose in one. The highest decreases were registered in Bulgaria (from 8.8 % to 7.2 %), Cyprus (from 3.1 %
to 1.8 %) and Luxembourg (from 2.0 % to 1.7 %).

In the year 2008, the annual inflation rate in the euro area reached its peak of 4 % in June and July and was
above the 2.0 % medium-term stability threshold defined by the ECB until November, and then it fell to 1.6 % in
December. The 12-month average rate of change in consumer prices, which is less sensitive to transient
effects, stood at 3.7 % for the EU and 3.3 % for the euro area in December 2008.

Continuing low interest rates

Long-term interest rates in the euro area increased since March 2008 (4.07 %) up to 4.76 % in July 2008, now
no longer close to their historical lows of 3.14 % in September 2005. However,-until May December 2008 the
average aggregate interest rate for the euro area, as measured by 10-year government bond yields, decreased
to 3.71 % (monthly average), compared with an annual average of 4.3 % in 2008, 3.84 % in 2006 and 3.42 % in
2005. For the other EU Member States not participating in the single currency interest rates have been
somewhat higher in 2008, except for Denmark, and Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Public deficit and debt decrease as percentage of GDP

Public deficit is defined in the Maastricht Treaty as general government net borrowing according to the
European system of accounts. In 2007, the government deficit of the euro area and the EU-27 improved
compared to 2006. In the euro area, the government deficit decreased from 1.3 % of GDP in 2006 to 0.6 % in
2007, and in the EU-27 it fell from 1.4 % in 2006 to 0.9 % in 2007. In 2007 the largest government deficits in
percentage of GDP were recorded by Hungary (5.0 %), Greece (3.5 %), the United Kingdom (2.8 %), France
(2.7 %), Portugal (2.6 %) and Romania (2.6 %). Twelve Member States registered a government surplus in
2007, with the largest surpluses in Finland (5.3 %), Denmark (4.9 %) and Sweden (3.6 %). In all, sixteen
Member States recorded an improved public balance relative to GDP, while eleven Member States registered a
worsening.

Regarding Candidate Countries, Croatia registered a deficit of 1.6 % of GDP in 2007 (an improvement on the
2.4 % deficit in 2006). Turkey recorded a deficit of 1.2 % in 2007, compared with a deficit of 0.1 % in 2006.

Public debt is defined in the Maastricht Treaty as consolidated general government gross debt at nominal value,
outstanding at the end of the year. Between 2006 and 2007 government debt fell as a percentage of GDP in
both the euro area and the EU-27, to 66.3 % and 58.7 % respectively at the end of 2007. The lowest ratios of
government debt to GDP at the end of 2007 were recorded in Estonia (3.5 %), Luxembourg (7.0 %), Latvia
(9.5 %) and Romania (12.9 %). Eight Member States had a government debt ratio higher than 60 % of GDP in
2007 - ltaly (104.1 %), Greece (94.8 %), Belgium (83.9 %), Hungary (65.8 %), Germany (65.1 %), France
(63.9 %), Portugal (63.6 %) and Malta (62.2 %). Croatia and Turkey have reduced their relative government
debt levels during recent years, at 37.7 % and 38.8 % respectively at the end of 2007.

Policy Context

In March 2005, the European Council re-launched the Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs by focusing on
jobs and growth in Europe and invited the Commission to present a programme setting out the necessary
actions at Community level to help delivering the Lisbon Agenda. The European Council reaffirmed that the
renewed Lisbon strategy should be seen in the wider context of sustainable development. In July 2005, the
Commission presented the Community Lisbon Programme (CLP) which aims at contributing to the overall
economic and employment policy agenda by implementing Community policies that support and complement
national policies.

The re-launch entailed a new governance architecture for the European economic reform process clarifying the
responsibility for implementing individual actions of the revised Strategy between the national (Member States)
or the Community level. While Member States have outlined their economic reform efforts at the national level
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in National Reform programmes (NRPs), the Community Lisbon Programme covers policy actions at
Community-level.

In its Strategic Annual Progress Reports, the Commission assesses the content and implementation of NRPs,
allowing stakeholders and citizens to see how far each Member State has got. In "Keeping up the pace of
change", the Commission's December 2007 Strategic Report on the renewed Lisbon strategy for growth and
jobs launching the new cycle (2008-2010), the Commission has looked at the structural reforms implemented
during the First Lisbon cycle (2005-2008) and made proposals for Country Specific Recommendations.

In March 2008, the European Council approved the integrated guidelines for growth and jobs and, at the same
time, issued some important guidelines on the next cycle of the Lisbon Strategy. It formulated the "fifth freedom"
— the free movement of knowledge, and stressed the importance of creativity and small and medium-sized
enterprises in the further development of the European economy.

In response to the consequences of the financial turmoil and to the global economic slowdown during the
second half of 2008, the European Commission launched in November 2008 a major Recovery Plan for
growth and jobs in order to boost and restore confidence in the European economy. .The European Council
on 11 and 12 December 2008 approved the Recovery Plan, equivalent to about 1.5 % of the GDP of the
European Union.

In order to participate in the euro area (at present 16 Member States), Member States must fulfil legal
convergence and the convergence criteria on price stability, government budgetary position, exchange rate
and interest rate. At least once every two years, or at the request of a Member State with a derogation, the
Commission and the European Central Bank (ECB) shall report to the Council on the progress made in the
fulfilment by the Member States of their obligations regarding the achievement of economic and monetary
union. Among those Member States not participating in the euro area, Denmark and the United Kingdom,
negotiated opt-out clauses before the adoption of the Maastricht Treaty, and are not subject to regular
convergence reports.

The latest regular Convergence Report on euro readiness (covers the following ten Member States with a
derogation: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and
Sweden) was adopted by the Commission in May 2008.

The European Commission concluded on 7 May 2008 that Slovakia meets the criteria for adopting the euro
and made a proposal to the Council to this effect. Euro was adopted in Slovakia on 1 January 2009.

The other nine countries covered by the latest regular Convergence report have made progress on the road to
the single currency, but do not yet meet all the conditions for euro adoption.

Each candidate country prepares and submits to the Commission a Pre-Accession Economic Programme
(PEP) outlining the medium-term policy framework, including public finance objectives and structural reform
priorities, needed for EU accession. A similar but slightly lighter procedure has been established since 2006
with potential candidate countries from the Western Balkans.

A pre-accession fiscal surveillance procedure has been established with the Candidate Countries aiming to
prepare them for participation in the multilateral surveillance and economic policy coordination procedures
currently in place in the EU as part of Economic and Monetary Union. For that purpose, candidate countries
annually submit a set of fiscal data, including general government debt and the general government balance.

Methodological Notes

National Accounts figures are compiled according to the European System of National and Regional Accounts
in the Community (ESA95). ESA95 is the subject of Council regulation No 2223/96 of June 25, 1996.

Recent important methodological improvements to national accounts include the allocation of FISIM (Financial
Intermediation Services Indirectly Measured) to user sectors/industries, and the introduction of chained volume
measures to replace fixed-base volume measures

Gross domestic product indicates the size of a country’s economy in absolute terms, while GDP in relation to
the population (GDP per capita) provides an indication comparable between economies of different size. To
make international comparisons easier, some data are expressed in purchasing power standards (PPS). The
advantage of using PPS is that they eliminate distortions arising from the different price levels in the EU
countries: they don't use exchange rates as conversion factors, but rather purchasing power parities calculated
as a weighted average of the price ratios of a basket of goods and services that are homogeneous, comparable
and representative in each Member State.
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Consumer price inflation is best compared at international level by the ‘harmonised indices of consumer prices’
(HICPs). They are calculated in each Member State of the European Union, Iceland and Norway. The EICP
(European Index of Consumer Prices) as defined in Council Regulation (EC) No 2494/95 of 23 October 1995 is
the official EU aggregate. It covers 15 Member States until April 2004, 25 Member States starting from May
2004 until December 2006 and 27 Member States starting from January 2007. The 10 new Member States are
integrated into the EICP starting from May 2004 using a chain index formula. This means, for example, that the
annual rate of change in October 2004 is the change from October 2003 to April 2004 of the 15 old Member
States combined with the change from April 2004 to October 2004 of the 25 Member States. The 2 new
Member States — Bulgaria and Romania - are integrated into the EICP from January 2007 using a chain index
formula. HICPs are used by the European Central Bank (ECB) for monitoring inflation in the economic and
monetary union and the assessment of inflation convergence. As required by the Treaty, the maintenance of
price stability is the primary objective of the ECB which defined price stability ‘as a year-on-year increase in the
harmonised index of consumer prices for the euro area of below 2 %, to be maintained over the medium term’.
A more stable measure of inflation is given by the 12-month average change that is the average index for the
latest 12 months compared with the average index for the previous 12 months. It is less sensitive to transient
changes in prices but it requires a longer time series of indices.

Government bond yields are a good indicator of long-term interest rates, since the government securities
market normally attracts a large part of available capital. They also provide a fairly good reflection of a country’s
financial situation and of expectations in terms of economic policy. The significance of government bond yields
as a measure of Economic and monetary union is recognised in the Treaty on European Union, where it
appears as one of the criteria for moving to stage three of monetary union.

Depending on whether or not a country’s revenue covers its expenditure, there will be a surplus or a deficit in its
budget. If there is a shortfall in revenue, the government is obliged to borrow. Expressed as a percentage of
GDP, a country’s annual (deficit) and cumulative (debt) financing requirements are significant indicators of the
burden that government borrowing places on the national economy. These are in fact two of the criteria used to
assess the government finances of the Member States that are referred to in the Maastricht Treaty in
connection with qualifying for the single currency. The government deficit and debt statistics are due to be
notified to the European Commission by EU Member States under the 'excessive deficit procedure'. The legal
basis is the Treaty on European Union, Protocol on the Excessive Deficit Procedure (EDP), and Council
Regulation 3605/93 (as amended).

Links to other parts of the report

Employment (2.7), Unemployment (2.8) and Economy (Annex 1.3.1).

Further reading

e European Economic Recovery Plan (November 2008) http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/european-
dimension-200812-annual-progress-report/200812-annual-report_en.pdf

e European Commission; Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs: Economic forecast (Autumn
2008) http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/publication13290_en.pdf

e European Commission; Directorate-General for Economic and Financial Affairs: Economic forecast (Spring
2008) http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/publication12530_en.pdf

e European Economy No. 8/2007, “The EU Economy, 2007 Review”, DG Economic and Financial Affairs.

e European Economy Occasional Papers, 31 June 2007, "2006 Pre-accession Economic Programmes of
candidate countries", DG Economic and Financial Affairs

e European Economy, No. 4/2005, ‘Integrated Guidelines 2005-2008 including a Commission
Recommendation on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines”, DG Economic and Financial Affairs.

o "Keeping up the pace of change - Strategic report on the renewed Lisbon strategy for growth and jobs:
launching the new cycle (2008-2010)", Communication from the Commission to the Spring 2008 European
Council

Publications and additional or updated data on national accounts, public debt and deficit, consumer prices and
interest rates are available from Eurostat's web-site (europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat).
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Source: Eurostat - National Accounts. "f" denotes a forecast by the Commission services.
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Note: 1995 figures for BG, CZ, EE, CY, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, SI, SK, HR and TR are estimates, the 2007 figure for MK is a forecast.

Figures for Croatia, FYROM and Turkey do not include the allocation of “financial intermediation services indirectly measured" (FISIM) to user sectors.
Therefore comparability between these countries and the other countries (that already allocate FISIM) is reduced.

Source: Eurostat - National Accounts

Inflation rate, December 2008
(Annual rate of change in Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP))
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Source: Eurostat - Price statistics
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2. DEMOGRAPHY, HOUSEHOLDS AND FAMILIES

On 1st January 2007 the population of the EU-27 stood at about 495 million. Key trends are towards
having fewer children and having them later in life, later and fewer marriages, a higher proportion of
births outside marriage and smaller households. The population will also age significantly: median age
goes from 40.4 in 2008 to 47.9 in 2060.

Eurostat's 2008-based population projections (convergence scenario) shows the population of the EU-
27 rising gradually from 495.4 million in 2008, reaching 520.7 million in 2035 and thereafter gradually
declining to reach 505.7 million in 2060. The working age population is expected to decrease
substantially by 2060 starting already in 2012 as baby boomers begin to reach the age of retirement.

495 million inhabitants in the EU-27

On 1st January 2007 the population of the EU-27 stood at about 495 million. For comparison: The United
Nations estimate that, at the beginning of 2005, the world's population stood at over 6 514 million person, of
which over 1 312 million (20 %) lived in China, 1 134 million in India (17 %) and 300 million (5 %) in the United
States of America. The share of the EU's population in the world population was below 8 %. Within the EU-27,
Germany has the largest population. Its around 82.3 million inhabitants make up 17 % of the Union's population
while the United Kingdom, France and ltaly each account for around 12-13 % of the total.

Rising number of older people

Around 16 % of the EU-27 population are less than 15 years of age. Persons of working age (between 15 and
64 years old) account for 67 % of the EU-27 total. The remaining 17 % are aged 65 and over. The number of
elderly people has increased rapidly in recent decades. This trend is expected to continue in the coming
decades, with important implications for the age structure of both the overall population and the working age
population (See the portrait "Ageing of the population” (2.3)).

Slowdown in population growth preceding decline in projected population post-2035

There has been a gradual slowing down of population growth in the European Union over the last three
decades. Over the period 1995-2007, the population increased on average by about 3 per 1000 population per
year compared with an annual average of around 8 per 1000 population per year in the 1960s. Since the mid-
1980s, international migration has rapidly gained importance as a major determinant of population growth (see
the portrait 2.4 "International migration and asylum").

According to Eurostat's 2008-based population projections (convergence scenario), the total population of the
EU-27 is expected to increase by more than 25 million inhabitants over the next two and a half decades. This
population growth will mainly be a result of migration flows. Afterwards, the population will start to decline
gradually because net migration will no longer outweigh the "natural decline" (i.e. more deaths than live births).
The population will fall to around 505.7 million by 2060.

A rise in births outside marriage

The fertility of post-war generations has been steadily declining since the mid-1960s, but in recent years the
total fertility rate has remained relatively stable at around 1.5 children per woman. The proportion of live births
outside marriage continues to increase, reflecting the growing popularity of cohabitation. In the EU-27, this
phenomenon has been on the rise in recent years in almost every country and in some, mostly in northern
Europe, it already accounts for the majority of live births. Mediterranean countries like EL, CY, IT, MT and ES,
along with PL, SK and RO, are less affected by this trend, all reporting percentages below 30 %. In the rest of
Europe, the percentages of live births outside marriage in 2007, with few exceptions, was still lower than the
EU-27 figure.

Trend towards smaller households

The result of these and other trends (such as the increasing number of people living alone) is that households
are becoming smaller and alternative family forms and non-family households are becoming more widespread.
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Although this pattern can be observed throughout the Union, there are significant variations between Member
States. On average there were 2.4 people per private household in EU-25 in 2003.

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat - Demographic Statistics and Eurostat - 2008-based population projections, convergence
scenario and European Union Labour Force Survey (LFS).

Links to other parts of the report

Ageing of the population (2.3), Migration and asylum (2.4) and Population (Annex 1.3.2)

Further reading
e Population statistics, 2006 edition, Eurostat.

Demographic outlook - National reports on the demographic developments in 2006, Eurostat 2007:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1073,46587259& dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL&p
_product_code=KS-RA-07-026

e Statistics in Focus (Theme 3 - Population and social conditions), Eurostat:
— First demographic estimates for 2007.

— Ageing characterises the demographic perspectives of the European societies, No 72/2008:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY _OFFPUB/KS-SF-08-072/EN/KS-SF-08-072-EN.PDF

e The demographic future of Europe — from challenge to opportunity — Commission Communication (COM
(2006) 571).  http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/news/2006/oct/demography_en.pdf

e Promoting solidarity between the generations (COM (2007) 244), European Commission. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0244:FIN:EN:PDF

e Demography report 2007: Europe’s demographic future: facts and figures. SEC(2007) 638, European
Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/docs/social_situation/sec_2007_638_en.pdf

e Demography report 2008: Meeting Social Needs in an Ageing Society SEC(2008) 2911, European
Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langld=de&catld=89&newsld=419
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Key indicator 2 Total population, 1.1.2007 (The number of inhabitants of the area on 1st January (or on 31st December of the previous year) in 1000 inhabitants)
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3. AGEING OF THE POPULATION

In 2006, there were around 83 million elderly people aged 65 and over in the EU-27, compared with 38
million in 1960. Today there is one elderly person for every four people of working age (15-64). By 2060,
the ratio is expected to be one elderly for every two people of working age. The proportion of very old
people (aged 80 and more) is expected to triple in the EU-27, from 4 % in 2007 to over 12 % in 2060.

Low fertility levels, extended longevity and baby-boomers’ ageing mean that the EU-27 population is
ageing

Three driving forces are behind the ageing of the population: fertility below replacement levels, a fall in mortality
and the baby-boom cohorts approaching the retirement age. The total fertility rate in the EU seems to have
reached its lowest point at the end of the 1990s (1.4) and now stands close to an average level of 1.5 children
per woman. This is far below the estimated value of 2.6 in 1960. Countries with the highest fertility at the
beginning of the 1980s (Greece, Spain, Ireland, Poland, Portugal and Slovakia) are those where it has
subsequently fallen the most. In 2006, total fertility was below the level of 1.3 children per woman in Poland and
Slovakia. It was above 1.8 children per woman in Denmark, Ireland, France, Finland, Sweden, and United
Kingdom.

Life expectancy has increased over the last 50 years by about 10 years in total, due to improved socio-
economic and environmental conditions and better medical treatment and care (see portrait 2.16 “Life and
health expectancies”).

Between 1960 and 2006, the proportion of older people (65 years and over) in the population has risen from an
estimated 10 % to almost 17 % in the EU-27. All the signs are that this trend will continue. The proportion of
people aged 65 and more in the total population is expected to rise in the period to 2060. In the EU-27 it is
expected to increase from 17 % in 2007 to 30 % in 2060, reflecting an increase in the number of older persons
from 83.6 million in 2007 to 151.5 million in 2060. The largest shares of elderly people in 2060 are expected in
Poland (36.2 %), Slovakia (36.1 %), Romania (35.0 %), Lithuania (34.7 %), Latvia (34.4 %), Bulgaria (34.2 %),
and the lowest in Luxembourg (23.6 %), United Kingdom (24.7 %) and Denmark (25.0 %).

Population growth fastest among the 'very old’

The growth of the population aged 80 or more will be even more pronounced in the future as more people are
expected to survive to higher ages. The proportion of very old people (aged 80 and more) is expected to almost
triple in the EU-27, from 4 % in 2005 to 12 % in 2060, with the highest proportions expected in Italy, Spain and
Slovenia. It is worth noting that the population aged 55 to 64 will also grow considerably over the next fifteen
years.

Dwindling ‘demographic’ basis of support for older people

In 1990, the EU-27 population aged 65 and over corresponded to 20.6 % of what is considered to be the
working age population (15-64 years). In 2006, this old age dependency ratio has risen to almost 24.9 %. All
Member States are expected to see an increase in this ratio between now and 2020 (to 31.1 % for EU-27)
although the extent of the rise will vary considerably between Member States. In the long run, the old age
dependency ratio in the EU-27 is expected to rise to 53.5 % in 2060, while the young dependency ratio would
remain more or less constant throughout the projection period 2008 to 2060. The total dependency ratio in the
EU-27 is projected to increase from 48.6 % in 2006 to 78.5 % in 2060. This means that, in 2006, for every four
persons of working age, there were two persons of non-working age (i.e. young or elderly persons). The ratio
will increase to over three young or elderly persons for every 4 people of working age by 2060.

Policy context

In its communication "The demographic future of Europe — from challenge to opportunity" Commission
Communication (COM (2006) 571).the Commission underlines both the positive dimension of ageing and the
need to seize the opportunities the European Union and Member States have to respond to demographic
change in five key areas :

e Creating the right conditions for Europe's demographic renewal by giving more support to families and
potential parents and by promoting greater gender equality.
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e Making full use of Europe's human resources potential, notably through active ageing.

e Boosting productivity and facilitating the adaptation of the economy to the changing needs of an ageing
society.

e Receiving and integrating migrants into the labour market and society.

¢ And, finally, safeguarding sound public finances and hence the long-term sustainability of social protection
systems.

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat - Demographic Statistics and Eurostat - 2008-based population projections, convergence
scenario

Population projections are what-if scenarios that aim to provide information about the likely future size and
structure of the population. Eurostat’'s population projections convergence scenario is one of several possible
population change scenarios based on assumptions for fertility, mortality and migration. In particular, the
assumptions have been developed in a conceptual framework of convergence of demographic values as a
result of decreasing socio-economic and cultural differences between the Member States of the European
Union, Norway and Switzerland. The current scenario is primarily used in the context of the European
Commission’s analysis of the impact of ageing populations on public spending.

Links to other parts of the report

Demography, households and families (2.2), Social benefits (2.11), Life and health expectancies (2.17) and
Population (Annex 1.3.2).

Further reading

“Population statistics”, 2006 edition, Eurostat.

e "Ageing characterises the demographic perspectives of the European societies", No 72/2008:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY _OFFPUB/KS-SF-08-072/EN/KS-SF-08-072-EN.PDF

e The demographic future of Europe — from challenge to opportunity — Commission Communication (COM
(2006) 571).  http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/news/2006/oct/demography_en.pdf

e Promoting solidarity between the generations (COM (2007) 244), European Commission. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0244:FIN:EN:PDF

e Demography report 2007: Europe’s demographic future: facts and figures. SEC(2007) 638, European
Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/docs/social_situation/sec_2007_638_en.pdf

e Demography report 2008: Meeting Social Needs in an Ageing Society SEC(2008) 2911, European
Commission, http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langld=de&catld=89&news|d=419
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Key indicator 3 Old age dependency ratio, 2006 (Population aged 65 and over as a percentage of the working age population (15-64) on 1st January)
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4. INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION AND ASYLUM

Net migration is the main component of annual population change in the EU. In 2007, the annual net
migration rate was 3.8 per 1 000 population in the 27 Member States of the EU, representing around
80 % of total population growth.

Important role of international migration in population growth

In most of the EU Member States international migration plays an important role in population growth. Between
2003 and 2007 net migration ranged between 1.64 and 2.04 million. It constituted on average 84 % of the total
population grow in EU during this period.

In absolute numbers annual net migration including corrections in Spain, Italy and United Kingdom reached
several hundred thousands in 2007. The highest net migration figure is for Spain in 2007 (700 000 immigrants
more than emigrants), constituting one third of the total net growth of the population in EU-27.

In relative terms, in 2007 positive net migration was highest in Cyprus (16.3 per 1000 inhabitants), Ireland
(14.7), Spain (15.6) and in Luxembourg (12.5) while Lithuania and Poland had the highest rates of negative net
migration (-1.55 and -0.54 respectively).

In five EU-27 Member States the migration alone or in addition to natural population change resulted in a
decrease of the population. In 2007 negative crude net migration rate was reported by Bulgaria, Latvia,
Lithuania, the Netherlands and Poland. In three EU Member States — Germany, Italy and Hungary — positive
net migration was equivalent to or even outweighed the effect of the negative natural change. In Hungary it
compensated nearly half of the natural decrease of the population. By contrast, in the Netherlands, negative net
migration (including corrections) reduced the effect of natural population increase.

The estimated total annual number of immigrants, including returning nationals, to EU-27 Member States is
nearly 3.5 millions while the number of emigrants is around half this. In 2006 the highest numbers of immigrants
including short-term migrants were reported by Germany (more than 660 000) and Spain (more than 840 000).
In the United Kingdom, the number of immigrants who entered for a stay of at least one year was nearly 530
thousand according to national statistics. More than 100 thousand immigrants were also registered by Italy (290
000), Ireland, the Netherlands and Austria.

As a result of long-standing positive net migration, in several Member States there are considerable non-
national populations; that is, persons who are not citizens of their country of residence. According to official
national statistics and Eurostat estimates, the total number of non-nationals living in the European Union
Member States at the end of 2006 was 29 million, representing 5.8 percent of the total population. In absolute
terms, the largest numbers of foreign citizens reside in Germany (7.3 millions), France (3.6 millions), Spain (4.6
millions), the United Kingdom (3.7 millions) and Italy (2.9 millions).

In relative terms, the non-national population varied from less than 1 percent of the total population in Romania,
Bulgaria, Poland and Slovakia to 42 percent in Luxembourg at the end of 2006. In addition to Luxembourg,
according to Eurostat estimates, the proportion of non-nationals is 10 percent or higher in Latvia (19 %),
Estonia (18 %), Cyprus (15 %), Ireland, Spain and Austria (10 % in each). Figures for Latvia and Estonia
include persons who have been resident in the country since before break-up of the Soviet Union but have not
acquired citizenship of Latvia or Estonia. In most Member States non-EU citizens form the majority of the
population with non-national citizenship. Only in seven countries - Belgium, Ireland, Cyprus, Luxembourg,
Hungary, Malta and Slovakia — do the numbers of citizens of other EU Member States exceed the numbers of
non-EU citizens.

The citizenship structures of foreign populations in the EU Member States vary greatly. As well as geographical
proximity, the composition of the non-national population in each country strongly reflects labour migration
flows, recent political developments and historical links. Citizens of Turkey and Morocco are the most numerous
groups of non-EU citizens in the EU as whole. Turks, together with Ukrainians and Russians represent the most
numerous groups of non-EU citizens in several Member States. For example, the largest non-national groups
include Turkish citizens in Germany and Denmark, while Ukrainians are the biggest group in the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia, and Russians in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Finland.
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Asylum

The number of asylum applicants in the EU has been falling for the past five years, and in 2007 some 223 000
asylum applications were lodged in all 27 EU Member States. This compares to over 670 000 applications in
1992 (data for EU-15), and marks a significant decrease during this period.

There were about 0.4 applications per 1000 citizens in EU-27 in 2007. With 8.7 applications per thousand,
Cyprus received the highest number of applications relative to its total population, followed by Sweden (4) and
Malta (3.4).

Taking a closer look at the most recent trends, since 2003, the number of asylum-seekers in the EU has
decreased sharply: from a total of 344 800 asylum applications lodged in EU 27 in 2003 to 222 635 in 2007 (-
35 %)38. The drop in the number of applications lodged has been recorded in most EU Member States, with
particularly significant falls in some of them (e.g. Slovenia (-65 %), Austria (-63 %), Germany (-62 %), France (-
51 %), while a limited number of Member States witnessed a significant increase in asylum applications:
Greece (207 %), Malta (203 %), Sweden (15 %), Hungary (42 %), Cyprus (54 %). It must also be noted that
the general decreasing trend of the period 2002-2006 has stopped in 2007, as the number of applications in
EU-27 have risen from 197 410 to 222 635 (+13 %), mainly due to the inflow of Iraqgi asylum-seekers. When
looking at asylum flows from a historical perspective, it is clear that there are ups and downs and that any new
conflict in the European neighborhood could lead to large flows of refugees fleeing towards the EU, as it
happened in the past (namely with the Balkan and Chechen wars).

Policy context

The Treaty of Amsterdam introduced a new Title IV (Visas, asylum, immigration and other policies related to
free movement of persons) into the EC Treaty. It covers the following fields: free movement of persons; controls
on external borders; asylum, immigration and safeguarding of the rights of third-country nationals; judicial
cooperation in civil matters and administrative cooperation.

The Treaty of Amsterdam thus established Community competence in the fields of immigration and asylum and
transferred these areas from the intergovernmental third pillar to the community first pillar, with decisions in
these fields being shaped in Community instruments such as directives. The European Council at its meeting in
Tampere in October 1999 called for the development in the following 5 years of a common EU policy in these
areas including the following elements: partnership with countries of origin, a common European asylum
system, fair treatment of third country nationals and management of migration flows. The Hague Programme of
4-5 November 2004 set the priorities for the current period (2005-2010) and stressed the importance of having
an open debate on economic migration at EU level, which — together with the best practices in Member States
and their relevance for the implementation of the Lisbon strategy — should be the basis for “a policy plan on
legal migration including admission procedures capable of responding promptly to fluctuating demands for
migrant labour in the labour market". This Policy Plan was adopted by the Commission in December 2005 and
is currently being implemented: the Commission presented in November 2007 proposals for two directives on a
single permit and on the socio-economic rights of third-country nationals and on the admission of highly-skilled
migrants. Three further proposals on legal migration (admission of seasonal workers, intra-corporate
transferees and remunerated trainees) will be adopted by the Commission in Spring 2009. Among the non-
legislative measures, the Commission is setting up an EU Immigration Portal, whose aim will be to provide
immigrants and potential immigrants with information on a broad spectrum of migration related issues
(conditions of entry and stay, on the risks of illegal migration, on remittances, etc). In parallel, measures aiming
at reducing illegal immigration are also being presented, like the proposals to establish sanctions for the
employers of illegally staying immigrants, presented in May 2007, and the recent adopted directive on common
standards on returning of illegally staying immigrants.

Asylum policy is also an important priority. After the adoption between 1999 and 2005 (first phase of the
Common European Asylum System — CEAS) of a number of legislative instruments in this area, the
Commission launched a debate about the future direction of the European asylum policy with the presentation
of a Green Paper in June 2007. The results of the Green Paper consultation have informed a Policy Plan on
Asylum presented on 17 June 2008%, which contains the Commission's intentions for the second phase of the
CEAS and lists all the policy initiatives to be taken between 2008 and 2010.

% See Table 3 in the Statistical Appendix in Annex 2.

% COM (2008) 360
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Methodological notes
Source: Eurostat - Migration Statistics.

Population growth rates represent the relative increase of the total population per 1 000 inhabitants during the
year(s) in question. The increase in total population is made up of the natural increase (live births less deaths)
and net migration. Net migration is estimated on the basis of the difference between population change and
natural increase (corrected net migration rate per 1 000 inhabitants).

Total immigration flows include return migration of nationals and immigration of non-nationals and the latter
category encompasses both nationals from other EU countries and third-country nationals. Member States
apply definitions of migration that consider different duration of stay as the criterion for identification migration.
Some countries record only permanent residents when counting the number of non-nationals, resulting in an
underestimation of foreign residents.

Some countries include some dependents in their figures for asylum applications, other countries do not. The
same applies to repeat applications. The details are given in the table “Asylum applications” in the part “2
Population” in Annex 1.3.

The implementation of Regulation (EC) No 862/2007 of 11 July 2007 on Community statistics on migration and
international protection (repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 311/76 on the compilation of statistics on
foreign workers) will improve the collection and analysis of data on immigration and asylum in the EU, by
harmonising statistical definitions and providing a binding framework for the compilation of data on a wide range
of categories: residence permits, asylum data, statistics on returns, on resident foreign population, etc. Its first
reference year is 2008; data compiled in accordance with the Regulation will therefore be made available to the
Commission (Eurostat) in the course of 2009.

A further valuable source on international migration and the foreign population in the EU is the EU Labour Force
Survey (LFS). The LFS provides breakdowns by nationality according to various social-demographic variables
such as, e.g. gender, age, employment status, educational attainment.

Links to other parts of the report

Demography, households and families (2.2) and Population (Annex 1.3.2)

Further reading
o “Population statistics”, 2006 edition. Eurostat.

e Data in Focus (Population and social conditions): "First demographic estimates for 2007" No. 3/2008,
Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "First demographic estimates for 2006" No. 41/2007,
Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Acquisition of citizenship” No. 3/2004. Eurostat.
e “Patterns and trends in international migration in Western Europe”, 2000. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Non-national populations in the EU Member States",
No. 8/2006, Eurostat.

e “The social situation in the European Union 2005-2006”, pages 61-63, 2006. European Commission, DG for
Employment and Social Affairs and Eurostat.

e Statistical annex to the Policy Plan on Asylum — COM (2008) 360, adopted on 17 June 2008

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Asylum applications in the European Union",
No.110/2007, Eurostat.
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e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Recent migration trends: citizens of EU-27 Member
States become ever more mobile while EU remains attractive to non-EU citizens" No. 98/2008, Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Acquisition of citizenship in the European Union" No.
108/2008, Eurostat.
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Crude rate of net migration i ing adju and cor 2006-2007 (The difference between population change and
natural increase (the latter is the surplus or deficit of live births over deaths) during the year per 1000 population. It has a positive value if

there are more immigrants than emigrants and a negative one in the opposite case.)
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5. LIFELONG LEARNING: EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT LEVELS

Educational attainment levels of the population have improved significantly over the last thirty years,
particularly among women. In 2007, 78 % of young people aged 20-24 in the EU-27 had at least an upper
secondary qualification. At the same time, however, 15 % of people aged 18-24 left the education
system with only lower secondary education at best.

The younger generation is better educated

By comparing those currently leaving the education system with older generations, it is possible to monitor the
trends in educational attainment over a long time-period of around forty years. In 2007, 80 % of the younger
generation aged 25-29 had completed at least upper secondary education compared with only 62 % of people
aged 55-59. This increase of the educational attainment level is particularly observable for women: 82 % of
young women aged 25-29 years had completed at least upper secondary education, comparing with 57 %
characterising the generation of their mothers (here: women aged 55-59 years). For men, these proportions are
respectively 78 % and 66 %. Today, the educational attainment level is higher among the young women than
among young men in all EU-Member States.

Almost one in six Europeans leaves school with a low educational attainment level

Although educational attainment levels continue to improve, 15 % of 18-24 year-olds in the Union are not in
education or training even though they have not completed a qualification beyond lower secondary schooling.
Malta, Portugal and Spain have the highest proportions (30 % or more) of low-qualified young people who are
not any more in the education or training system. In nearly all Member States, women are less likely than men
to be in this situation (13 % against 17 % at EU-level).

Higher education tends to reduce the risk of unemployment...

In general, higher education seems clearly to reduce, albeit to differing degrees, the risks of unemployment in
all Member States. In EU-27, the unemployment rate of 25-64 years old with tertiary education stood at 3.6 % in
2007 compared with 6.0 % for people who had completed at best upper secondary education and 9.2 % among
those who had not gone beyond lower secondary schooling.

...and increase income...

The 2006*° data for EU-25 show also that a person's income is likely to be considerably higher if he/she is
better qualified. On average for the EU-25, the median equivalised net income of highly educated persons (i.e.
completed tertiary education) for 25-64 years old was 137 % of the national median whereas it was 81 % for
those with a low-level education (i.e. completed at most lower-secondary schooling) and 97 % for those with
medium level of education (i.e. completed upper secondary or postsecondary, not tertiary education). The ratio
of the incomes between the well and low educated workers was largest in Portugal (2.56) and smallest in
Sweden (1.18). The 2006 data also show that the at-risk-of-poverty rate among the highly educated was only
5 % compared with 20 % among those with a low-level education. For individuals with a medium level of
education the at-risk-of-poverty rate was 11 %.

...and lead to more training opportunities
Throughout the Union, the higher the educational level of adults, the more they follow continuing training
possibilities. See also Lifelong learning: adult participation (2.6).

Policy context

EC Treaty (Title XlI, Chapter 3, Art. 149(1): "The Community shall contribute to the development of quality
education by encouraging co-operation between Member States and, if necessary, by supporting and

@ EU-SILC survey year 2006, income reference year mainly 2005. Bulgaria and Romania not included.
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supplementing their action ..." and Art. 150(1): "The Community shall implement a vocational training policy
which shall support and supplement the action of the Member States ...".

At the Lisbon European Council held in March 2000, the Heads of State and Government set the Union a major
strategic goal for 2010 "to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world,
capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion". In March 2001,
the European Council adopted three strategic goals (and 13 associated concrete objectives) to be attained by
2010: e.g. education and training systems should be organised around quality, access, and openness to the
world. A year later, it approved a detailed work programme ("Education & Training 2010") for the attainment of
these goals and supported the ambition of the Ministers for Education to make education and training systems
in Europe "a worldwide quality reference by 2010".

In its Communication on an updated strategic framework for European cooperation in education and training
(COM(2008)865), the Commission notes that progress has been done, with national reforms of lifelong learning
and qualification systems, the modernisation of higher education and the development of European instruments
promoting quality, transparency of qualifications and mobility in learning. However, progress varies considerably
between Member States and is insufficient in key areas, and most of the benchmarks that the Council set for
2010 will not be reached. While the maths, science and technology benchmark was reached in 2003, progress
on early-school leaving, upper-secondary attainment and adult participation in lifelong learning is insufficient to
reach the targets and performance on low achievers in reading literacy has even deteriorated.

While the EU's education and training performance is broadly comparable with the best in the world,
comparisons with other OECD countries reveal significant backlogs for the EU, both at the level of basic
schooling and in higher education.

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat — European Union Labour Force Survey (LFS) and Community Statistics on Income and
Living Conditions (EU-SILC).

The levels of education are defined according to ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education —
UNESCO 1997 version). Less than upper secondary corresponds to ISCED 0-2, upper secondary level to
ISCED 3-4 (including thus post-secondary non-tertiary education) and tertiary education to ISCED 5-6.

The structural indicator on early school leavers shows the percentage of the population aged 18-24 with at most
lower secondary education and not in further education or training.

Links to other parts of the report

Lifelong learning (2.6), Employment (2.7), Unemployment (2.8) and Education and training (Annex 1.3.3).

Further reading

e “Key data on education in Europe 2005", European Commission, Eurydice, Eurostat
http://www.eurydice.org/portal/page/portal/Eurydice/showPresentation?pubid=052EN

e 2006 Ministerial Riga Declaration on e-Inclusion.

http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/events/ict_riga_2006/doc/declaration_riga.pdf

o “Key data on higher education in Europe — 2007 edition", 2007, DG Education and Culture, Eurostat and
Eurydice (Information network on education in Europe).
http://www.eurydice.org/ressources/eurydice/pdf/0_integral/088EN.pdf

e Education, Policy Review Series n° 4, Brussels, 2007.

e "Delivering lifelong learning for knowledge, creativity and innovation.
2008 joint progress report of the Council and the Commission on the implementation of the Education &
Training 2010 Work Programme", 2008

e Communication on an updated strategic framework for European cooperation in education and training,
(COM(2008)865), 2008, European Commission

e “Education at a glance 2008”, 2008, OECD.

e Statistics/Data in Focus on education (Theme 3 — Population and social conditions), Eurostat:
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— Education in Europe, Key statistics No. 10/2005
— 17 million tertiary students in the EU, No.19/2005
— The narrowing education gap between women and men, No. 130/2007
— Education in Europe, Key statistics, N0.42/2008
e Report on Digital Literacy published on 1% December 2008,

http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/digital_literacy/digital_literacy_review.pdf
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Key indicator 5 Youth education attainment level, 2007 (Percentage of the population aged 20 to 24 having completed at least upper secondary education)
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Notes: HR, CH: 2006; NO: 2005.
Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey
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6. LIFELONG LEARNING: ADULT PARTICIPATION

According to the Labour Force Survey in 2007, 10 % of the EU-27 population aged 25-64 participated in
education/training (over the four weeks prior to the interview) in 2007. Such learning activities are more
prevalent (between 20 and 33 %) in Denmark, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom. On the other
hand, in many countries the proportion of people participating in lifelong learning is very small, lower
than 10 % of the 25-64 age-group.

Participation in adult education and training is highest among the young and highly educated people.

The annual figures on participation in lifelong learning correspond to the number of people interviewed in the
Labour Force Survey who answered positively to the question whether they have participated in formal or non-
formal education or training during the 4 weeks preceding the survey. According to these figures for the Union
as a whole, the level of participation in such activities decreases with age: from 16 % among those aged 25-34
to 5 % for the 55-64 age group.

The level of education attained also influences the participation in "lifelong learning" for people aged 25-64: in
2007, 19 % of those with a tertiary qualification participated in education or training, compared to just 4 % of
those with low educational level.

There were slightly more women (10.6 %) than men (8.8 %) participating in adult education and training. The
difference in favour of women is the largest in the Baltic and Nordic countries and in the United Kingdom.

Continuing vocational training in enterprises

Continuing vocational training (CVT) provided by enterprises is a crucial part of lifelong learning: it benefits not
only the enterprises in improving competitiveness but also benefits employees by keeping up their employability
and enhancing their quality of working life.

The third European survey of continuing vocational training in enterprises (CVTS3) was implemented in 2005 in
the EU-27 Member States and Norway. The survey covered enterprises with 10 and more persons in the
sections C to K and O according to the classification of economic activities NACE Rev1.

The preliminary results of the survey reflect, as the EU average, a slight decrease in the number of enterprises
offering training in comparison with the results of CVTS2 conducted in 1999) this despite the accession of the
new Member States where the training needs might be considered to be bigger. The overall proportion of
enterprises that provided continuing vocational training in 2005 ranged from 21 % in Greece to 90 % in the
United Kingdom.

In the majority of countries, male employees participate more in training in enterprises than female. But in some
countries women participates more than men (Slovenia, Denmark and Malta).

Intensity concerning hours spent in CVT courses per participant is decreasing (in comparison with the 1999
survey) in most of the countries. Exceptions are Sweden, Poland and Germany. In most of the new Member
States as well as in some Southern countries there are now more training enterprises but with less hours of
training provided per participant. CVTS3 includes new information about initial vocational training in enterprises.
Austria, Germany, Denmark, France, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom give significant importance to
such initial training (mainly as apprenticeship programmes). In these countries, the percentage of enterprises
providing initial vocational training is close to 50 %, while in the majority of the other Member States, this
proportion does not exceed 10 %.

The share of adults in formal education varies considerably

An alternative way of measuring adult participation in lifelong learning is to look at the proportion of students in
formal education aged 30 or over. In tertiary education around 3.1 million students in the EU-27 were aged 30
or over in 2005/06. About 1.5 millions were studying full-time and 1.6 millions part-time. This age group
accounted for 16 % of all students on average (10 % of full-time students). In some countries, the proportion of
students 30 years old or older was considerably above average. That was the case in Sweden (35 %), the
United Kingdom (33 %), Denmark (30 %), Latvia (29 %) and Finland (28 %). In other countries, for example
Greece (2 %), Cyprus (6 %), France and Poland (9 %), the percentage was below the average.
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Many adults are also enrolled in formal education at upper secondary and post-secondary—non-tertiary levels of
education. In 2005/06, 1 million students on these levels were aged 30 or above. Half of these students (0.5
millions) were studying full-time. The age group 30 years and above accounted for 4 % of all upper secondary
and post-secondary—non-tertiary students in 2005/06. Also this percentage varies between countries. In Finland
(25 %), Belgium (22 %), Sweden (17 %) and Denmark (13 %) the percentage was above the EU average. In
Greece, Germany, Cyprus, Latvia and Romania, the percentage was below 1 %.

Total public expenditure on education: 5.03 % of EU-27 GDP in 2005

Although investment in education is influenced by various factors (e.g. demographic aspects or levels of
participation and length of study), the percentage of the national wealth that governments devote to education
tends to reflect the importance which they attach to it.

In 2005, total public resources allocated to the funding of all levels of education — including direct public
expenditure for educational institutions and public transfers for education to private entities — represented on
average 5.03 % of EU-27 GDP.

In EU-27, primary education accounted on average for 1.15 % of GDP in 2005, secondary education accounted
for 2.25 %, while tertiary education accounted for 1.15 %. The remaining 0.48 % includes the allocation for pre-
primary education and allocation for education, which could not be allocated by level.

In EU-27, a government’s contribution to education varied greatly in 2005 from 3.48 % of GDP in Romania,
3.81 % in Luxembourg and 3.85 % in Slovakia to 6.92 % in Cyprus, 6.97 % in Sweden and 8.28 % in Denmark.

Policy context

EC Treaty (Title XI, Chapter 3, Art. 150(2): "Community action shall aim to ... facilitate access to vocational
training ...; stimulate co-operation on training between educational or training establishments and firms;

In the Communication on the Future of the European Employment Strategy, the Commission outlines the key
link played by lifelong learning in improving quality at work and productivity, and as a factor promoting labour
force participation and social inclusion. In particular the growing inequality in access to training, to the
disadvantage of less skilled and older workers, is a priority. The current trend whereby firms' investment in
training declines with the age of workers should be reversed. The 2001 Employment Guidelines included for the
first time a horizontal guideline asking for "comprehensive and coherent national strategies for lifelong learning"
in order to promote employability, adaptability and participation in the knowledge-based society. Member States
were also invited to set, and monitor progress towards, targets for increasing investment in human resources
and participation in further education and training.

A Communication on "Making a European Area of Lifelong Learning a Reality" (COM(2001) 678 final) adopted
by the Commission sets out proposals for improving the participation of Europeans in lifelong learning activities.
In this communication lifelong learning is defined as “all learning activity undertaken throughout life, with the aim
of improving knowledge, skills and competences within a personal, civic, social and/or employment-related
perspective”. A Report from the Education Council to the European Council on "The concrete future objectives
of education and training systems" was presented in Stockholm in 2001.

The Education/Youth Council of 30 May 2002 adopted a resolution on education and lifelong learning (Official
Journal C 163 of 9 July 2002), reaffirming the need for a convergence of the Commission's Communication
entitlied Making a European area of lifelong learning a reality with the work programme on the follow-up of the
objectives of the education and training systems, in order to achieve a comprehensive and coherent strategy for
education and training. On 30 November 2002 the education Ministers of 31 European countries and the
European Commission adopted the Copenhagen Declaration on enhanced cooperation in European vocational
education and training (http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/copenhagen/index_en.html).

In its Communication on the success of the Lisbon strategy (COM(2003) 685) the Commission reconfirmed that
education and training policies are central to the creation and transmission of knowledge and are a determining
factor in each society's potential for innovation. Nevertheless the Union as a whole is currently under-
performing in the knowledge-driven economy in relation to some of its main competitors. In particular, the level
of take-up by Europeans of lifelong learning is low and the levels of failure at school and of social exclusion,
which have a high individual, social and economic cost, remain too high. In addition to this there are no signs of
any substantial increase in overall investment (be it public or private) in human resources. A more rapid pace is
therefore needed to make Europe "a worldwide quality reference by 2010".
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In the Communication 'Mobilising the brainpower of Europe: enabling universities to make their full contribution
to the Lisbon Strategy (COM (2005) 152) the Commission identifies a funding gap in higher education between
the EU and the US and calls for more resources for higher education. It estimates that a total annual investment
of some 2 % of GDP in higher education (compared to 1.3 % currently) as the minimum.

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) , Continuing Vocational and Training
Survey (CVTS3 2005) and UOE (UNESCO, OECD and Eurostat) questionnaires on education and training
systems).

For the annual monitoring of progress towards lifelong learning; the standard LFS is used which refer to
persons who have received education or training during the four weeks preceding the interview. Due to the
implementation of harmonised concepts and definitions in the survey, information on lifelong learning has some
breaks of series for several countries.

The EU Adult Education Survey (EU AES) has been developed between 2003 and 2005 and was implemented
as a pilot in EU countries in 2006 or 2007. The EU AES is expected to be repeated every 5 years, its target
population are 25 to 64 year olds and the reference year is the 12 months. The first results of the first wave of
the AES will be published during the last half of 2008.

The third survey of continuing vocational training in enterprises (CVTS3) was carried out in 2005 in all 27
Member States and Norway.

Links to other parts of the report

Education and its outcomes (2.5), Employment (2.7), Unemployment (2.8), Education and training (Annex 1.3)

Further reading

“‘Key data on education in Europe 2005", European Commission, Eurydice, Eurostat
http://www.eurydice.org/portal/page/portal/Eurydice/showPresentation?pubid=052EN

e “Key data on higher education in Europe — 2007 edition", 2007, DG Education and Culture, Eurostat and
Eurydice (Information network on education in Europe).
http://www.eurydice.org/ressources/eurydice/pdf/0_integral/088EN.pdf

e "European Social Statistics — Continuing Vocational Training Survey (CVTS2) — Data 1999", Eurostat,
2002.

e "Education at a glance 2008", 2008, OECD.
o Statistics/Data in Focus on education (Theme 3 - Population and social conditions), Eurostat:
— Education in Europe, Key statistics No.10/2005
— 17 million tertiary students in the EU, No.19/2005
— Lifelong learning in Europe, No.8/2005
— Education in Europe, Key statistics, No. 42/2008
e Statistics in Focus on finance of education (Theme 3 - Population and social conditions), Eurostat:

— Public expenditure on education in the EU-15 in 1999, No. 22/2003- Public expenditure on
education in the ACC countries in 1999, No. 23/2003

— Spending on tertiary education in 2002, No.18/2005
e “Making a European Area of Lifelong Learning a Reality", (COM(2001) 678 final).

e “Education and training 2010. The success of the Lisbon strategy hinges on urgent reforms” European
Commission.

e 2006 Ministerial Riga Declaration on e-Inclusion.
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/events/ict_riga_2006/doc/declaration_riga.pdf

e Report on Digital Literacy published on 1% December 2008.
http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/digital_literacy/digital_literacy_review.pdf
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e CVTS3:

Continuing Vocational

Training

- Reference year

2005

(provisional

data).

See:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page? _pageid=1996,45323734& dad=portal& schema=PORTAL&
screen=welcomeref&open=/edtr/trng/trng_cvts3&language=en&product=EU_MASTER _education_training
&root=EU_MASTER _education_training&scrollto=0

e CVTS2: Statistics in focus: Continuing vocational training in enterprises in the European Union and
Norway, (Theme 3 - 3/2002) - Costs and funding of continuing vocational training in enterprises in Europe,
(Theme 3 - 8/2002) - Providers and fields of training in enterprises in Europe, (Theme 3 - 10/2002) -
Disparities in access to continuing vocational training in enterprises in Europe - (Theme 3 - 22/2002), -
Working time spent on continuing vocational training in enterprises in Europe, (Theme 3 — 1/2003).
European social statistics - Continuing vocational training survey (CVTS2) - Detailed Tables, 2002 edition.
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Lifelong learning (adult participation in education and training), 2007
(Percentage of the population aged 25-64 participating in education and training over the four weeks prior to the survey)
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7. EMPLOYMENT

In 2007, employment growth of the EU-27 picked up to 1.6 %, the same increase as in 2006. After a rise
of 1 point in 2006, the average employment rate increased in 2007 by 0.9 percentage point, to reach
65.4 %. The share of part-time employment and temporary contracts remained almost stable in 2007.

Employment remained dynamic in 2007

In 2007, about 223 million people were in employment in the Union of 27 Member States, a rise of 3.5 million in
one year. Between 2006 and 2007, the largest increase in the number of persons in employment in absolute
terms was in Germany (670 000), in Spain (600 000) and Poland (330 000).

Employment growth remained stable in 2007, after acceleration between 2002 and 2006 in the EU-27. In 2006,
employment growth was positive in all 27 Member States, except in Hungary (-0.1 %). In Spain, Cyprus, Latvia,
Ireland, Luxembourg and Poland, employment growth was 3 % or more. In contrast, employment growth was
less than 1 % in Portugal, Estonia, and United Kingdom.

EU total employment rate rose by 0.9 percentage point in 2007

In 2007, the employment rate for the population aged 15-64 ranged from 55.7 % in Malta to 77.1 % in Denmark.
Denmark, the Netherlands, Austria, Sweden, United Kingdom, Cyprus and Finland have already reached the
EU collective overall employment rate Lisbon target of 70 % for 2010. In contrast Italy, Hungary, Malta, Poland,
and Romania showed employment rates below 60 %.

Compared to the previous years, EU-27 average employment rate rose in 2007 by 1.0 percentage point to
reach 65.4 %, after a rise of 1 point in 2006 and 0.6 point in 2005.

Positive trends in employment rate for women

In 2007, the employment rate of women in the Union stood at 58.3 %, up by 1.0 percentage point in one year. It
ranged from 36.9 % in Malta to 73.2 % in Denmark. Fifteen Member States have already reached the EU
collective female employment rate Lisbon target of more than 60 % for 2010, but some of them are far from it:
Greece, ltaly and Malta had less than half of their women aged 15-64 in employment.

Relative stability in the gender gap in employment

In 2007, the gender gap in employment rates in the Union remained almost stable, standing at 14.2 percentage
points, compared to 14.3 in 2006 and 15.9 in 2002. In Bulgaria, Denmark, Finland, the three Baltic countries,
France and Sweden, the gender gap was less than 10 percentage points. In Malta, where the employment
gender gap was the highest, the female employment rate was less than half of the male employment rate in
2007. In addition to the female employment rate being systematically lower than the male rate, more women
work part-time.

Part-time work and temporary employment continued to rise

The share of part-time employment in total employment remained almost stable in 2007 at 18.2 %. In Belgium,
Denmark, Germany, Austria, Sweden and the United Kingdom, more than 20 % of employment, and in the
Netherlands 46.8 %, is part-time. At the other end of the scale, in Bulgaria, Hungary and Slovakia, part-time
employment was less than 5 %.

In the EU-27, 31.2 % of women in employment were working part-time in 2007 against only 7.7 % of men.
Compared to one year before, these results are unchanged. Female part-time work is particularly prevalent in
the Netherlands, where it accounts for three quarters of female employment, and in Germany (45.8 %).

EU-wide, the share of temporary employment remained stable in 2007: 14.5 % of the employees. Unlike part-
time work, the share of temporary employment shows no huge difference for men and women (15.2 % for
women, 13.9 % for men).
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37.2 % of young people (15-24 years old) and 43.5 % of people aged 55-64 are employed in the EU

EU-wide 37.2 % of the young people (aged 15-24) were employed in 2007, up by 0.8 percentage point from a
year earlier, varying from 21.7 % in Hungary to 68.4 % in the Netherlands. By gender, 40.2 % of young men
and 34.2 % of young women were in employment in 2007.

EU-wide, 44.7 % of the people around the retirement age (55-64 years) were in employment in 2007, an
increase by 1.2 percentage points between 2006 and 2007, after an increase by 1.1 percentage points between
2005 and 2006. Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Portugal,
Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom have already reached the EU collective older people's employment
rate Stockholm target of 50 % by 2010. At the other end of the scale, less than 30 % of older people are
working in Malta and Poland.

In the EU-27, the employment rate of older people increased by 6.2 percentage points since 2002, considerably
more than in the case of prime age adults. The employment rate of women aged 55-64 increased more than the
male employment rate for this age group. Despite this trend, the rate for males (53.9 %) remained higher than
that of females (36.0 %).

Looking at more detailed age groups: the employment rate of people aged 55-59 stood at 57.5 % while it was
29.3 % among those aged 60-64. Beyond the age of 65, the employment rate decreases sharply. In the EU-27,
less than 5 % of those aged 65 and over were in employment.

Exit from the labour force at the age of 61.2

In the EU-27, the average exit age from the labour force in 2007 was at the age 61.2. This exit age mirrors the
trend of labour participation of older workers. In Cyprus, Latvia, the Netherlands and Sweden the average exit
age reached 63 years or more. Men leave the labour force on average at the age of 61.9 while women do so at
the age of 60.5.

Policy context

The Treaty of Amsterdam took an important step in committing the Union to a high level of employment as an
explicit objective: "The objective of a high level of employment shall be taken into consideration in the
formulation and implementation of Community policies and activities" (Art.127(2)).

The Treaty states furthermore that "the Community shall support and complement the activities of the Member
States in ... equality between men and women with regard to labour market opportunities and treatment at
work." (Art. 137).

Following the 1997 Luxembourg "Jobs Summit", and the entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, the
European Employment Strategy (EES) was launched. Since then, the EES has played a central role in
coordinating the EU policies in order to create more and better jobs.

Together with Luxembourg Council, Cardiff in 1998 and Cologne in 1999 summits paved the way to a
comprehensive strategy tackling employment, growth and competitiveness issues in an IT-driven world, i.e. the
Lisbon Strategy.

The Lisbon European Council in March 2000 concluded that "the employment rate is too low and is
characterised by insufficient participation in the labour market by women and older workers." The Lisbon
European Council defined a strategic goal for the next decade “to become the most competitive and dynamic
knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and
greater social cohesion. (...) the overall aim should be to raise the employment rate to as close as possible to
70 % by 2010 and to increase the number of women in employment to more than 60 % by 2010. The
Stockholm European Council in March 2001 agreed intermediate targets for employment rates (67 % overall
and 57 % for women by 2005) and a target for employment participation of older workers by 2010 (50 %).

In the face of economic slowdown, the Spring Council invited the Commission to establish a European
Employment Taskforce. Under the chairmanship of Wim Kok, the Taskforce reported to the Commission on
practical reforms that can have the most direct and immediate impact on the Employment Strategy. The Report
identified four key conditions for success: increasing adaptability of workers and enterprises; attracting more
people to the labour market; investing more and more effectively in human capital; and ensuring effective
implementation of reforms through better governance. The Brussels European Council of December 2003
invited the Commission and Council to consider the Taskforce's Report in the preparation of the 2004 Joint
Employment Report.
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Following the Mid-term review, the Commission presented a Communication on growth and jobs of February
2005 which proposed a new start for the Lisbon strategy refocusing efforts on two goals: delivering a stronger,
lasting growth and more and better jobs. This included a complete revision of the EES governance so as to
maximise the synergies and efficiency between national measures and Community action.

Consequently, approved by the Lisbon Council, recent 2005-2008 Employment Guidelines (which present
common priorities to the Member States national employment priorities and from 2005 have been a part of
Integrated Guidelines) focus on growth and jobs. The overarching guideline specifies that Member States
should implement policies aiming at achieving full employment, quality and productivity at work and social
cohesion and inclusion (Guideline No 17).

Besides these overarching objectives, specific guidelines are agreed to attract and retain more people in
employment, increase labour supply and modernize social protection systems.

In particular, Member States should promote a lifecycle approach (Guideline No 18) through a renewed
endeavour to build employment pathways for young people and to reduce youth unemployment; resolute action
to increase female participation and reduce gender gaps in employment, unemployment and pay; better
reconciliation of work and private life and provision of accessible and affordable childcare facilities and care for
other dependants; and support for active aging, including appropriate working conditions, improved
(occupational) health status and adequate incentives to work and discouragement of early retirement; modern
social protection systems.

Furthermore, Member States should improve matching of labour market needs (Guideline No 20) and improve
adaptability of workers and enterprises, through promoting flexibility combined with employment security and
reducing labour market segmentation (Guideline No 21) and ensuring employment-friendly labour cost
developments and wage-setting mechanisms (Guideline No 22).

The Spring European Council on 22 and 23 March 2005 adopted the European Youth Pact (7619/1/05,
conclusion 37 and Annex |). A part of this Pact is the sustained integration of young people into the labour
market. The European Youth pact is discussed in the Commission communication of 30 May 2005 "Addressing
the concerns of young people in Europe — implementing the European Youth pact and promoting active
citizenship" (COM (2005) 206 final).

At the start of the 21st century the European labour market and social model need reform to adapt to
globalisation, changing demography and fast technological progress. Flexicurity became a means to reinforce
the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy, create more and better jobs, modernize labour markets, and
promote good work through new forms of flexibility and security to increase adaptability, employment and social
cohesion.

As a response to the economic downturn during the second half of 2008 the Commission presented in
November 2008 a plan to drive Europe's recovery out of this crisis. The plans includes both short-term
measures to boost demand, save jobs and help restore confidence as well as "smart investment" to yield higher
growth and sustainable prosperity in the longer-term.

In December 2008 the commission adopted a package to help implement the European economic recovery
plan and to reinforce the Lisbon Strategy. The package includes several communications, such as 'New Skills
for New Jobs' (COM (2008) 868/3), which is a first assessment of skill and job requirements in the EU up to
2020.

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat, EU LFS (annual average data) and National Accounts. EU LFS provides estimates of
employment and unemployment, broken down by age, sex and many job characteristics. National Accounts
provides estimates of employment, employment growth and breakdowns by activity and employee/self-
employed status.

Quarterly LFS data are available since the first quarter of 2005 in all EU countries, except Luxembourg from
first quarter 2007. Data for France refer to metropolitan France (excluding overseas departments).

Employment rates represent persons in employment aged 15-64 as a percentage of the population of the same
age. Persons in employment are those who during the reference week (of the Labour Force Survey) did any
work for pay or profit, including unpaid family workers, for at least one hour or were not working but had a job or
a business from which they were temporarily absent. The distinction between full-time and part-time work is
based on a spontaneous response by the LFS respondents except in the Netherlands, Ireland and Germany,
where it is determined by a threshold in the usual hours worked.
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Links to other parts of the report

Education and its outcomes (2.5), Lifelong learning (2.6), Unemployment (2.8), Labour Market Policy
expenditure (2.9) and Labour market (Annex 1.3.4).

Further reading

e “Employment in Europe 2008", European Commission, Employment and Social Affairs DG.

e Data in focus (Population and social conditions), n° 40/2008 "Labour market latest trends — 2nd quarter
2008 data", Eurostat.

e Data in Focus (Population and social conditions) Theme 3, n° 27/2008 "European Union Labour Force
Survey — Annual Results 2007", Eurostat.

e Employment and Unemployment, Policy Review Series n°5, 2007.

e Economic Policy Committee “Key structural challenges in the acceding countries: the integration of the
acceding countries into the Community’s economic policy co-ordination processes", European Commission,
Economic and Financial Affairs DG, July 2003.

¢ “Employment precarity, unemployment and social exclusion" and "Inclusion through participation", European
Commission DG Research reports 2000.

e “Increasing labour force participation and promoting active ageing” Joint report from the Commission and
the Council to the Barcelona Council, 2002

e “Improving quality in work: a review of recent progress”, (COM (2003) 728).

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions), n°® 99/2008 “Employment gendergap in the EU is
narrowing”, Eurostat.

¢ {COM(2008) 868} Commission staff working document "New Skills for New Jobs - Anticipating and matching
labour market and skills needs", December 2008.
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Key indicator 7a Employment rate, 2007 (Employed persons aged 15-64 as a percentage of the population of the same age group)
Total | 654 658 657 657 62,0 617 66,1 771 694 694 69,1 614 656 64,6 587 710 683 649 636 57.3 557 760 714 570 67,8 588 67,8 607 703 742 713 : : | : 851 : 768 786
Femaled 583 58,6 58,0 580 553 57,6 57,3 732 64,0 659 606 479 547 60,0 466 624 644 622 550 50,9 36,9 696 644 506 619 52,8 626 530 685 718 655 : : | : 808 : 740 716
Males | 725 73,0 734 734 687 66,0 748 810 74,7 732 774 749 762 69,3 70,7 800 725 67,9 719 64,0 742 822 784 636 738 64,8 727 684 721 765 773 89,1 : 795 856
Key indicator 7b Employment rate of older workers, 2007(Employed persons aged 55-64 as a percentage of the population of the same age group)
Total | 447 44,9 433 433 344 426 460 586 515 600 538 424 446 383 338 559 57.7 534 329 331 283 509 386 297 509 414 335 356 550 700 574 : i 847 : 690 672
Females 36,0 36,1 34,7 347 260 34,5 335 524 436 605 396 269 300 362 230 403 524 47,9 280 262 118 40,1 280 194 440 336 222 212 550 670(490 : : : 798 : 640 581
Males | 539 54,1 52,4 523 429 51,8 596 649 59,7 594 679 59,1 600 405 451 725 64,6 608 376 417 462 615 498 414 586 503 453 525 551 729/ 663 : : : 893 : 738 764
Source: Eurostat - Quarterly Labour Force Data (QLFD)
Employment rate by sex, 2007
Employed persons aged 15-64 as a percentage of the population of the same age group
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Source: Eurostat - Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS)
Employment rate by age group and sex, EU-27, 2007
Employed persons as a percentage of the total population of the same age group
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8. UNEMPLOYMENT

In 2007, the unemployment rate went down to 7.1 % in the EU-27. Women remained more concerned
than males by unemployment Long-term unemployment showed its highest decrease since 2000.

EU-27 unemployment rate down in 2007

In 2006, the total number of unemployed people in the EU-27 stood at 16.9 million, leaving the unemployment
rate (as a percentage of labour force) at 7.1 %. Compared to 2006, the unemployment rate decreased by 1.0
point, after a decrease by 0.8 point between 2005 and 2006. In 2007 the unemployment rate went down in all
countries but Ireland, Luxembourg, and Portugal. In Denmark, Cyprus and the Netherlands, the unemployment
rate was below 4 %. The unemployment rate was highest in Slovakia (11.1 %) and in Poland (9.6 %), despite
remarkable decreases in a year by 2.2 and 4.2 percentage points, respectively.

Women more likely than men to be unemployed in most Member States

The female unemployment rate (7.8 %) in the EU-27 remained higher than the male unemployment rate
(6.6 %). The unemployment gender gap remained high above 3 percentage points in Greece, Italy, Spain and
Portugal.

A high decrease in long-term unemployment between 2006 and 2007

In 2007, 3.0 % of the labour force in the EU-27 had been unemployed for at least one year. This long-term
unemployment rate in the EU-27 decreased in 2007 by 0.7 point compared to 2006, the highest decrease since
2000. In Denmark, Cyprus and Sweden, less than 1 % of the labour force was affected. In contrast, 8.3 % of the
active population in Slovakia had been unemployed for at least one year. At close to 5 % it also remains high in
Germany and Poland.

Women more affected than men by long-term unemployment

Long-term unemployment among women remained much higher than for men. In the EU-27, similar to overall
unemployment rates, long-term unemployment was more prevalent among women than men (respectively
3.3 % and 2.8 %), with the largest gender difference being found in Greece where 7 % of the active women
against 2.2 % of active men were unemployed for at least one year in 2007.

High variations by country for the youth unemployment ratio

The youth unemployment ratio (number of unemployed aged 15-24 divided by total population aged 15-24) in
the EU-27 was 6.8 % varying from 2.2 % in the Netherlands to 10.1 % in Sweden. Compared to 2006, it
decreased by 0.8 percentage point. It went down from 7.2 % in 2005 to 6.4 % in 2006 for young women and
from 8.0 % to 7.2 % for young men.
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Policy context

The Luxembourg Jobs Summit in November 1997 observed that “the encouraging growth results will not enable
to make up for the job losses in the early ‘90s or to achieve the rate of employment growth needed to get most
of the unemployed into work”. It concluded that a European Employment Strategy was needed in order to turn
back the tide of unemployment.

The Lisbon European Council in March 2000 concluded that "long-term structural unemployment and marked
regional unemployment imbalances remain endemic in parts of the Union." (Presidency conclusion No. 4). Four
key areas were identified as part of an active employment policy. One of these was "improving employability
and reducing skills gaps, in particular by ... promoting special programmes to enable unemployed people to fill
skill gaps."

The recent 2005-2008 Employment Guidelines (as a part of Integrated Guidelines) continue stressing that
Member States should implement policies aiming at achieving full employment, quality and productivity at work
and social cohesion and inclusion (Guideline No 17).

Besides these overarching objectives, specific guidelines are agreed to attract and retain more people in
employment, increase labour supply and modernize social protection systems.

In particular, Member States will promote a lifecycle approach (Guideline No 18) through a renewed endeavour
to reduce youth unemployment; resolute action to reduce gender gaps in unemployment; and better
reconciliation of work and private life.

Additionally, Member States should ensure inclusive labour markets, enhance work attractiveness, and make
work pay for job seekers, including disadvantaged people and the inactive (Guideline No 19) through active and
preventive labour market measures including early identification of needs, job search assistance, guidance and
training, provision of necessary social services; continual review of incentives and disincentives from the tax
and benefit systems; and development of new sources of jobs in services for individuals and businesses.

Furthermore, Member States should increase investment in human capital through better education and skills.
In particular, Member States should expand and improve investment in human capital (Guideline No 23) and
adapt education and training systems in response to new competence requirements (Guideline No 24).

The Spring European Council on 22 and 23 March 2005 adopted the European Youth Pact (7619/1/05,
conclusion 37 and Annex |). A part of this Pact is the sustained integration of young people into the labour
market. The European Youth pact is discussed in the Commission communication of 30 May 2005 "Addressing
the concerns of young people in Europe — implementing the European Youth pact and promoting active
citizenship" (COM (2005) 206 final).

As a response to the economic downturn during the second half of 2008 the Commission presented in
November 2008 a plan to drive Europe's recovery out of this crisis. The plans includes both short-term
measures to boost demand, save jobs and help restore confidence as well as "smart investment" to yield higher
growth and sustainable prosperity in the longer-term.

In December 2008 the commission adopted a package to help implement the European economic recovery
plan and to reinforce the Lisbon Strategy. The package includes several communications, such as 'New Skills
for New Jobs' (COM (2008) 868/3), which is a first assessment of skill and job requirements in the EU up to
2020.

Methodological notes
Source: Eurostat — Harmonised unemployment rates and the European Union Labour Force Survey (LFS).

Unemployed people — according to the Commission Regulation n°® 1897/2000 based on International Labour
Organisation (ILO) standards — are those persons aged 15-74 who i) are without work, ii) are available to start
work within the next two weeks and iii) have actively sought employment at some time during the previous four
weeks or have found a job to start later, i.e. within a period of at most 3 months. Unemployment rates represent
unemployed persons as a percentage of the active population of the same age. The active population (or labour
force) comprises employed and unemployed persons.
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Links to other parts of the report

Education and its outcomes (2.5), Employment (2.7), Labour Market Policy expenditure (2.9) and Labour
market (Annex 1.3.4).

Further reading

e “Employment in Europe 2008", European Commission, Employment and Social Affairs DG.

e Data in Focus (Population and social conditions) n°® 27/2008 "European Union Labour Force Survey —
Annual Results 2007", Eurostat.

¢ {COM(2008) 868} Commission staff working document "New Skills for New Jobs - Anticipating and matching
labour market and skills needs", December 2008.
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9. LABOUR MARKET PoLicY EXPENDITURE

In 2006, Labour Market Policy (LMP) expenditure accounted for 1.9 % of GDP on average within EU-27.
Expenditure on LMP measures amounted to 0.5 %, expenditure on LMP supports (essentially
unemployment benefits) to 1.2 % of GDP, and expenditure on LMP services (Public Employment
Services, PES) to 0.2 % of GDP. However, there is a considerable heterogeneity across Member States:
total LMP expenditure ranged from over 2.5 % of GDP in Belgium, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands
and Finland to less than 0.4 % of GDP in Estonia and Lithuania. This variation is linked to the extent of
non-targeted support in some countries (i.e. policies which do not target exclusively unemployed and
other groups with difficulties in the labour market and, for this reason, are not included in the coverage
of the LMP data collection).

Targeted policies

Labour market policies are by definition restricted in scope and only cover those interventions which are
targeted to the unemployed and other groups with particular difficulties in entering or remaining in the labour
market. Primary target group are the unemployed who are registered with the public employment services
(PES). However, the size and structure of expenditure on LMP are not exclusively driven by the political
commitment to combat unemployment. Other factors, such as the demographic situation and the income level,
may affect cross-country variation.

Expenditure on LMP services, LMP measures and LMP supports

The LMP database distinguishes three main types of intervention which are broken down into nine different
categories by type of action.

LMP services (category 1) covers ad hoc information services and more formalised programmes of individual
assistance to jobseekers, together with all other activities of the PES not specifically covered in other
categories. Note that the functions undertaken by the PES vary between countries and this is reflected in
expenditure differentials. In 2006, expenditure on LMP services accounted for just over 25 billion euro amongst
the EU-27 countries — 11 % of total LMP expenditure.

LMP measures (categories 2-7) cover targeted programmes such as ftraining, job rotation/job-sharing,
employment incentives, supported employment and rehabilitation, direct job creation and start-up incentives.
These are commonly referred to as 'active' expenditures. However, it should be taken into account that the
distinction between active and passive (i.e. unemployment benefits) measures is increasingly blurred by the
tendency to establish closer links between eligibility to the latter and participation to the former, in the form of
individualised job-search assistance and early intervention by the public employment service. This move
reflects the increasing attention to the notion of flexicurity (see below) in the setting of labour market policies. In
the EU-27 countries, expenditure on LMP measures totals to almost 60 billion euro in 2006, or 27 % of total
LMP expenditure.

LMP supports (categories 8-9) cover expenditure on out-of-work income maintenance and support (mostly
unemployment benefits) and on early retirement and account for the largest share of LMP expenditure — on
average 62 % of the total in the EU-27, in 2006.

Distribution of expenditure on LMP measures by type of action

Looking at LMP measures only, expenditure in 2006 is highest on training programmes, as in previous years,
accounting for 41.1 % of expenditure on LMP measures in EU-27. The share of direct job creation accounts for
14.1 % of total expenditure on LMP measures, much less than expenditure on employment incentives (24.2 %),
which includes not only subsidies but also reduction in taxes and social contributions to employers. Expenditure
for supported employment and rehabilitation covers 12.2 % of the total expenditure on measures. It is
worthwhile noting that most countries also undertake general employment measures (and thus not covered by
the LMP database), which partly go to the benefit of disabled people. Start-up incentives represent nearly 7.7 %
of total expenditure on LMP measures. Job rotation/job sharing remains the smallest category in terms of
expenditure, accounting for only 0.7 % the overall expenditure on measures.
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Policy context

The LMP data collection was developed as an instrument to monitor the evolution of targeted employment
policies across the EU, following on the 'Jobs Summit' held in Luxembourg in November 1997, which had
launched the European Employment Strategy. More recently, the notion of flexicurity has come to the forefront
of the EU employment agenda (see (COM (2007)359)): Towards Common Principles of Flexicurity — More and
better jobs through flexibility and security), specifically including the provision of effective active labour market
policies and modern social security systems among the key instruments aimed at reconciling flexibility and
security in the EU labour markets. The LMP database has been developed over the past years by Eurostat in
close co-operation with DG Employment and Social Affairs, the EU-15 Member States and Norway, as well as
the OECD. In 2005 the project has been extended to all New Member States as well as to Candidate Countries.
In 2004, OECD adopted Eurostat's methodology, and since then, data on LMP expenditure and participants
published by OECD are based on data collected and validated by Eurostat (with a divergence for the coverage
of category 1).

Methodological notes

The scope of the LMP database covers all labour market interventions which can be described as public
interventions in the labour market aimed at reaching its efficient functioning and correcting disequilibria and
which can be distinguished from other general employment policy interventions in that they act selectively to
favour particular groups in the labour market.

The scope of the LMP database is limited primarily to interventions which are explicitly targeted in some way at
groups of persons with difficulties in the labour market: the unemployed, the employed at risk of involuntary job
loss and inactive persons who would like to enter the labour market.

The categories of the LMP classification of interventions by type of action referred to in the graphs presented in
this article include:

LMP services — category 1:

1 — Labour Market Services: all services and activities undertaken by the PES (Public Employment Services)
together with services provided by other public agencies or any other bodies contracted under public finance,
which facilitate the integration of the unemployed and other jobseekers in the labour market or which assist
employers in recruiting and selecting staff.

LMP measures — categories 2-7:

2 - Training: measures that aim to improve the employability of LMP target groups through training, and which
are financed by public bodies. All training measures should include some evidence of classroom teaching, or if
in the workplace, supervision specifically for the purpose of instruction.

3 — Job rotation and job sharing: measures that facilitate the insertion of an unemployed person or a person
from another target group into a work placement by substituting hours worked by an existing employee.

4 - Employment incentives: measures that facilitate the recruitment of unemployed persons and other target
groups, or help to ensure the continued employment of persons at risk of involuntary job loss. Employment
incentives refer to subsidies for open market jobs where the public money represents a contribution to the
labour costs of the person employed and, typically, the majority of the labour costs are still covered by the
employer.

5 — Supported employment and rehabilitation: measures that aim to promote the labour market integration of
persons with reduced working capacity through supported employment and rehabilitation.

6 — Direct job creation: measures that create additional jobs, usually of community benefit or socially useful, in
order to find employment for the long-term unemployed or persons otherwise difficult to place. Direct job
creation refers to subsidies for temporary, non-market jobs which would not exist or be created without public
intervention and where the majority of the labour cost is normally covered by the public finance.

7 — Start-up incentives: programmes that promote entrepreneurship by encouraging the unemployed and
target groups to start their own business or to become self-employed.
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LMP supports — categories 8-9:

8 — Out-of-work income maintenance: programmes which aim to compensate individuals for loss of wage or
salary through the provision of cash benefits when:
- A person is capable of working and available for work but is unable to find suitable employment.

- A person is on lay-off or enforced short-time work or is otherwise temporarily idle for economic or other
reasons (including seasonal effects).

- A person has lost his/her job due to restructuring or similar (redundancy compensation).

9 — Early retirement: programmes which facilitate the full or partial early retirement of older workers who are
assumed to have little chance of finding a job or whose retirement facilitates the placement of an unemployed
person or a person from another target group.

Links to other parts of the report

Unemployment (2.8), Social benefits (2.11) and Social protection (Annex 1.3.5)

Further reading

e Labour Market Policy Database — Methodology, Revision of June 2006, Eurostat methodologies and
working papers

e Labour Market Policy Seminar of October 2006, Eurostat methodologies and working papers

e Labour Market Policy — Expenditure and Participants — Statistical book (published annually), available in
CIRCA — LMP — Labour Market Policy

e Labour Market Policy — Qualitative Reports, available in CIRCA — LMP — Labour Market Policy
e Expenditure on Labour Market Policies in 2005, Statistics in focus 45/2008
¢ Men and women participating in Labour Market Policies, 2004, Statistics in focus 66/2007

e Employment in Europe 2006 report — chapter 2 (flexicurity) and chapter 3 (active labour market policies).
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10. SocIAL PROTECTION EXPENDITURE AND RECEIPTS

There are considerable differences between Member States in terms of expenditure as a percentage of
GDP and even more in terms of per-capita spending. Different countries have markedly different
systems for financing social protection, depending on whether they favour social security contributions
or general government contributions.

Social protection expenditure

In 2006 the EU-27 countries devoted on average 26.9 % of their GDP to social protection gross expenditure
(see methodological notes in portrait 11 "Social benefits").Countries having ratios above the average were
Austria, Germany, Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, Sweden and France which all had levels between
28.5 % and 31.1 %). The countries with the lowest levels were the Baltic countries (Latvia with 12.2 %, Estonia
with 12.4 and Lithuania with 13.2 %).

Social protection expenditure as a percentage of GDP in EU-25 has remained fairly stable between 2003 and
2006 (see annex 1.2). The trend is the result of slow down of GDP growth between 2000 and 2003 and its
subsequent acceleration. However, the trends differ between Member States. The largest increase during
2000-2005 was observed in Belgium (3.6 percentage points) and Hungary (3.0 percentage points) while a
pronounced reduction of the ratio was observed in countries where the GDP growth was relatively stronger:
Latvia, Lithuania and Slovakia lost between 16-20 % of their ratio value, i.e. a reduction between 2.6 and 3.5
percentage points.

When expressing the expenditure on social protection in terms of per capita PPSs (purchasing power standards
in annex 1.3), the difference between countries becomes more pronounced. In 2006 the expenditure in EU-27
was 6 349.0. Luxembourg41 has the highest PPS per capita (13 458.3) which is more than twice the average of
the EU-27, followed by the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, Austria and Belgium, having figures between 9 099
and 8 520 PPS per capita. At the other extreme are Romania, Bulgaria and Latvia having values of less than
one fourth of the EU-27 average. The disparities between countries depend, of course, on differences in
economic performance and how social protection systems are constructed, but also on differences in the
demographic and socio-economic situation.

Funding of social protection

In 2006, the main sources of financing for social protection (see annex 1.3) at EU-27 level were social
contributions, representing 58.9 % of all receipts. They consist of employer’s social contributions (38.2 %) and
social contributions originating from protected persons42 (20.6 %). A third financing source is general
government contributions which represented 37.6 % of total receipts in 2006.

The structure of funding varies between countries, depending strongly on country-specific rules and on the
institutional reasoning behind social protection systems (“Beveridgian” or “Bismarckian” tradition). Countries like
Czech Republic, Estonia and Belgium were characterised by a share of social contributions above 70 %.
Conversely, in the Danish system roughly 60 % of total receipts come from government funding. Tax-related
financing is is also high in Ireland, the United Kingdom Cyprus and Sweden..

For EU-25 the structure of funding has been fairly stable between 2000 and 2006 (see annex 1.3) although the
proportion of general government contributions in total funding showed a small increase (2.3 percentage points
for EU-25). Some differences can be observed between Member States; while general government
contributions increased by more than 4 percentage points in Hungary, the Netherlands, Malta and Spain they
decreased by more than 5 percentage points in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Ireland . During the same
years, social contributions increased in the Czech Republic (6.5 percentage points), while, on the contrary, in
Poland, Hungary, Malta, the United Kingdom, Spain and Portugal there was a contraction of between 4.1 and
7.7 percentage points.

For information on the structure of expenditure on social benefits, see the next portrait.

“ Luxembourg is a special case insofar as a significant proportion of benefits (primarily expenditure on health care,

pensions and family benefits) is paid to persons living outside the country; if this particular feature is left out of the
calculation, expenditure falls to approximately 10902 PPS per capita.

“2 Employees, self-employed, pensioners and other persons.
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Policy context

The EC Treaty (Article2) states that "the Community shall have as its task ... to promote throughout the
Community ... a high level of ... social protection."

The Lisbon European Council of March 2000 attached great importance to the role of social protection systems
in the achievement of the overall strategic objective it established. The systems need to be adapted as part of
an active welfare state to ensure that work pays, to secure their long-term sustainability in the face of an ageing
population, to promote social inclusion and gender equality, and to provide quality health services.

Subsequent European Councils, in particular Stockholm, Gothenburg and Laeken, decided to extend the Open
Method of Coordination (OMC) to the fields of pensions and healthcare and long-term care. Through the OMC
the EU supports Member States in their efforts to modernise social protection through the development of
common objectives and common indicators. A key feature of the OMC is the joint assessment by the European
Commission and the Council of the National Strategy Reports on Social Protection and Social Inclusion
submitted by the Member States. The results of the joint analysis are presented in the Joint Report on Social
Inclusion and Social Protection, which assesses progress made in the implementation of the OMC, set key
priorities and identify good practice and innovative approaches of common interest to the Member States. In
2006 the existing OMCs in the fields of social inclusion and pensions and the new process of co-operation in
the field of health and long-term care were brought together under common objectives (COM (2005) 706). Still
in 2006 Member States submitted the first National Strategy Reports on both social inclusion and social
protection (pensions and healthcare and long-term care) whose analysis was presented in the 2007 Joint
Report. The 2008 Joint Report examines more in depth a set of themes identified in earlier year's editions: child
poverty; health inequalities, access to health care and evolving long-term care needs and longer working lives
and privately managed pensions. The report also outlines envisaged improvements of the working methods of
the Open Method of Coordination on social protection and social inclusion. In 2008 Member States have
submitted for the second time National Strategy Reports whose analysis is presented in the 2009 Joint Report.

In July 2008 the Commission proposed in its communication on a "Renewed Social Agenda: Opportunities,
access and solidarity in 21 century Europe" (COM (2008) 412) and in a related communication (COM (2008)
418 final) to reinforce the Open Method of Coordination by improving its visibility and working methods,
strengthening its interaction with other policies, reinforcing its analytical tools and evidence base, and
enhancing ownership in Member States through peer review, mutual learning and involvement of all relevant
actors.

Methodological notes
Source: Eurostat — European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS).

Social protection encompasses all interventions from public or private bodies intended to relieve households
and individuals of the burden of a defined set of risks or needs, provided that there is neither a simultaneous
reciprocal nor an individual arrangement involved. The risks or needs that may give rise to social protection are
classified by convention under eight "social protection functions". See Social benefits (2.11). Excluded are all
insurance policies taken out on the private initiative of individuals or households solely in their own interest.

The 2006 data are provisional for DE, ES, FR, IT, CY, LV, LT, NL, SI, SK, SE and UK. Purchasing Power
Parities (PPPs) convert every national monetary unit into a common reference unit, the purchasing power
standard (PPS), of which every unit can buy the same amount of consumer goods and services across the
Member States in a given year.

Links to other parts of the report

Labour Market Policy expenditure (2.9), Social benefits (2.11), Income distribution (2.12) and Social protection
(Annex 1.3.5).

Further reading

e Methodology: "ESSPROS Manual 2008", Eurostat.

http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/dsis/esspros/library?|=/4_publications/esspros_manual_1996/ks-ra-07-027-
en/_EN_1.0_&a=d

e “European Social Statistics — Social protection — Expenditure and receipts 1997-2005", 2007, Eurostat.
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e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Social Protection in European Union", No. 46/2008,
Eurostat.

e "Working together, working better - A new framework for the open coordination of social protection and
inclusion policies in the European Union" - COM/2005/0706 final

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2007”, 2007, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008”, 2008, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

¢ "Renewed social agenda: Opportunities, access and solidarity in 21st century Europe" - COM(2008) 412

¢ Arenewed commitment to social Europe: Reinforcing the Open Method of Coordination for Social Protection
and Social Inclusion - COM/2008/0418

e "Monitoring progress towards the objectives of the European Strategy for Social Protection and Social
Inclusion”, Commission Staff Working Document, Brussels, 6.10.2008, SEC(2008)

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2009”, 2009, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.
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11. SocCIAL BENEFITS

In most Member States the largest share of social protection expenditure was assigned to the old age
and survivors benefits, followed by 'sickness and health care'. The other components on average
accounted for less than 30 % of the total, except in the Nordic countries and Luxembourg.

Social benefits by function

In EU-27 the largest share of social benefits are old age and survivors benefits, on average 46.2 % of total
benefits (or 11.9 % of GDP). The countries with the highest shares for these functions are Poland and Italy.
Ireland43, on the other hand, has the smallest share of old age and survivors benefits in total social benefits
(27.4 % in 2006). Member States with the strongest increase during the observed period are Portugal, Slovakia,
Finland, Belgium and the Netherlands, and the most pronounced decline was observed in Luxembourg and
Latvia (since 1997), see annex 1.2.

In 2006, expenditure on sickness and health care made up 29.2 % of all benefits (7.5 % of GDP) in the EU-27.
The share has increased in most countries between 1995 and 2006, the exceptions being Portugal, the Czech
Republic, Germany and Slovakia. Sickness and health care benefits constituted the highest proportion of total
benefits in Ireland (41.1 % and 7.0 % of GDP). The Czech Republic and Romania spent more than one third of
their total benefits on sickness/health care in 2006. The lowest shares in total benefits were observed for
Poland (20.4 %) and Denmark (21.6 %). In relation to GDP the lowest proportions was observed in Latvia,
Bulgaria, Poland and Estonia (below 4 %), the highest in France (8.7 %), the Netherlands (8.7 %) and United
Kingdom (8.2 %).

The third most important type of benefit is benefits targeted towards family and children. In 2006 these
constituted 8 % of total benefits (2.1 % of GDP) for EU-27. There is a large variation between Member States,
ranging from 16.9 % of total benefits in Luxembourg to below 5 % in Poland, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain.

Disability benefits constituted an almost as large proportion of total benefits as those targeted towards families
and children (7.5 % in 2006 for EU-27). While the share of disability expenditure in terms of total benefits was
higher than the average in the Nordic countries and Luxembourg (between 12.7 and 14.9 %) it was below the
European average (less than 6 %) in Cyprus, Greece, Ireland and Italy.

Unemployment benefits accounted for 5.6 % of all benefits in EU-27 in 2006. The proportion paid on
unemployment benefits was less than or equal to 2 % in Estonia, Lithuania and Italy (with percentages of GDP
between 0.1 and 0.5 %). It was above 10 % in Spain (12.5 %) and Belgium (11.9 %). It is worth noting that
spending on unemployment benefits does not reflect closely the level of unemployment since it also depends
on coverage, duration of benefits and the level of unemployment benefit, factors that can vary substantially
between countries.

See also the previous portrait "Social protection expenditure and receipts".

Policy context

The EC Treaty (Article2) states that "the Community shall have as its task ... to promote throughout the
Community ... a high level of ... social protection."

The Lisbon European Council of March 2000 emphasised the importance to the role of social protection
systems in the achievement of the overall strategic objective it established. The systems need to be adapted as
part of an active welfare state to ensure that work pays, to secure their long-term sustainability in the face of an
ageing population, to promote social inclusion and gender equality, and to provide quality health services.

Subsequent European Councils, in particular Stockholm, Gothenburg and Laeken, decided to apply the Open
Method of Coordination in specific sectors of social protection, in the field of pensions and health and long-term
care. Through the Open Method of Coordination the EU supports Member States in their efforts through
developing common objectives and common indicators. A key feature of the Open Method of Coordination is
the joint analysis and assessment by the European Commission and the Council of the National Reports on
Strategies on Social Protection and Social Inclusion submitted by the Member States. The results of the joint

" For Ireland data concerning funded occupational schemes for employees in the private sector are available from the

year 2002 ).
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analysis are presented in the Joint Reports, which assess progress made in the implementation of the OMC,
set key priorities and identify good practice and innovative approaches of common interest to the Member
States.

The 2008 Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion (COM (2008) 0042 final) examines more in
depth a set of themes identified in earlier year's editions: child poverty; health inequalities, access to health care
and evolving long-term care needs and longer working lives and privately managed pensions. The report also
outlines envisaged improvements of the working methods of the Open Method of Coordination on social
protection and social inclusion

In July 2008 the Commission proposed in its communication on a "Renewed Social Agenda: Opportunities,
access and solidarity in 21% century Europe" to reinforce the Open Method of Coordination by improving its
visibility and working methods, strengthening its interaction with other policies, reinforcing its analytical tools
and evidence base, and enhancing ownership in Member States through peer review, mutual learning and
involvement of all relevant actors.

Methodological notes
Source: Eurostat — European system of integrated social protection statistics (ESSPROS).

See also the previous portrait Social Protection expenditure and receipts. Social benefits are recorded without
any deduction of taxes (gross) or other compulsory levies payable on them by beneficiaries. "Tax benefits" (tax
reductions granted to households for social protection purposes) are generally excluded. Social benefits are
divided up into the following eight functions: Sickness/healthcare, Disability, Old age, Survivors, Family/children,
Unemployment, Housing, Social exclusion not elsewhere classified (n.e.c.). The Old age function covers the
provision of social protection against the risks linked to old age: loss of income, inadequate income, lack of
independence in carrying out daily tasks, reduced participation in social life, and so on. Medical care of the
elderly is not taken into account (reported under Sickness/health care function). Placing a given social benefit
under its correct function is not always easy. In most Member States, a strong interdependence exists between
the three functions Old age, Survivors and Disability. For the purposes of better EU-wide comparability, the Old
age and Survivors functions have been grouped together. FR, IRL and PT record disability pensions paid to
persons of retirement age as benefits under the disability function as opposed to the old age function.

The 2006 data are provisional for DE, ES, FR, IT, CY, LV, LT, NL, SI, SK, SE and UK.

Links to other parts of the report

Ageing of the population (2.3), Social protection expenditure and receipts (2.10) and Social protection (Annex
1.3.5).

Further reading

¢ Methodology: "ESSPROS Manual 2008", Eurostat.
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/dsis/esspros/library?I=/4_publications/esspros_manual_1996/ks-ra-07-027-
en/_EN_1.0_&a=d

e “European Social Statistics — Social protection — Expenditure and receipts 1997-2005”, 2007, Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Social Protection in European Union", No. 46/2008,
Eurostat.

e "Monitoring progress towards the objectives of the European Strategy for Social Protection and Social
Inclusion”, Commission Staff Working Document, Brussels, 6.10.2008, SEC(2008)
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Key indicator 11a Old age and survivors benefits as a percentage of total social benefits, 2006
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Key indicator 11b Sickness and health care benefits as a percentage of total social benefits, 2006

2006 [292 292 29,1 257 26,0 344 216 291 31,2 41,1 287 312 299 268 257 29,1 32,1 254 290 284 318 255 204 292 348 32,1 31,0 262 260 318] : : c |348 - 326 264

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS)
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12. INCOME DISTRIBUTION

In the EU-25* in 2006 the top (highest income) 20 % of a Member State's population received 4.8 times
as much of the Member State's total income as the bottom (poorest) 20 % of the Member State's
population. This gap between the most and least well-off people is smallest in Denmark, Slovenia (both
3.4) and Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Sweden (all 3.5, BG national source). It is widest in Latvia
(7.9), Portugal (6.8), Lithuania (6.3) and Greece (6.1).

Significant differences in income distribution across Member States

In 2006*°, the median*® equivalised disposable annual income for thirteen out of the EU-25 countries, including
Germany, France and the UK, was over 14 000 PPS (Purchasing Power Standards). Luxembourg is an outlier
with 28 697 PPS, followed by the United Kingdom with 17 873 PPS and Austria with 17 696 PPS. Iceland and
Norway also record high median equivalised disposable incomes - 18 441 PPS and 19 950 PPS respectively.
While most of the ‘old’ EU-15 Mediterranean countries record relatively low incomes, Italy differentiates itself
from its Mediterranean neighbours with an average annual disposable income of 14 059 PPS. Among the ‘new’
Member States, Cyprus (16 111 PPS), Malta (12 118PPS) and Slovenia (12 502 PPS) have median incomes
similar to those of ‘old’ Member States. Median incomes are lowest in the Baltic States and Poland (below 6000
PPS).

Income distribution can be measured by looking at how total equivalised disposable income is shared among
different strata of the population according to the level of income. As a population-weighted average amongst
the EU-27 Member States in survey year 2006 (income reference year 2005 for most countries) the top (highest
equivalised disposable income) 20% of the population received 4.8 times as much of the total income as the
bottom (lowest equivalised disposable income) 20% of the population. This indicator, the inequality of income
distribution (S80/S20 income quintile share ratio), is generally higher in the southern and non-continental
Member States. The gap is widest in Latvia (7.9), Portugal (6.8), Lithuania (6.3) and Greece (6.1). At the other
extreme are Denmark, Slovenia (both 3.4) and Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Sweden (all 3.5).

Another commonly used indicator of income distribution is the Gini-coefficient.*” Amongst the EU-27 Member
States, the countries closest to equality were Bulgaria, Denmark, Slovenia and Sweden (coefficient 24) and the
most unequal was Latvia (39), followed by Portugal with 38. The EU-27 average coefficient equalled 30.

A complex relation between countries’ levels of average income and inequality

Most often, Member States with higher levels of inequality tend to have a lower level of median equivalised
disposable income. This is the case for Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland and Estonia. But there are
exceptions in both directions. Some countries such as Slovakia and the Czech Republic have relatively low
levels of both inequality and median equivalised disposable income. Reciprocally, the United Kingdom and to a
lesser extent Italy and Spain reach quite high levels for both indicators.

Policy context
The EC Treaty (Article 2) states that "The Community shall have as its task ... the raising of the standard of

living and quality of life...". Article 3 continues "the activities of the Community shall include ... the strengthening
of economic and social cohesion."

“  TheEU aggregate for all indicators in this section are calculated as a population-weighted average of the values of each

Member State.

From 2005 onwards, data comparable across countries stemming from EU-SILC is available for all EU-25 countries plus
Iceland and Norway. For EU-15 countries except Germany, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands as well as Estonia,
Iceland and Norway, EU-SILC data was also available for 2004. For Belgium, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Austria and Norway, data is available from a 2003 preliminary version of EU-SILC. Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey have
launched EU-SILC in 2007. In this edition the data for the two new Member States (Bulgaria and Romania) are obtained
from national sources which are not fully comparable with EU-SILC. Trends in transition years cannot be interpreted
reliably. Due to differences between these underlying sources, the indicators cannot be considered to be fully
comparable either between them or with EU aggregates or with data reported in earlier years.

The median value is generally preferred as the measure of central tendency of incomes since it is less affected by
values at the extremes of the distribution (rich and poor).

The Gini coefficient is expressed mathematically as the ratio of the amount between the line of perfectly-equal
distribution and the curve of actual distribution to the total amount below the line of perfectly-equal distribution
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The Social Policy Agenda (COM(2000)379 final) states that "social transfers covering pensions and social
security do not only contribute to balance and re-distribute incomes throughout lifetimes and across social
groups, but also support better quality in employment, with consequent economic benefits."

In March 2006 the Employment, Social Policy, Health and Consumer Affairs (EPSCO) Council adopted
streamlined objectives under the Open Method of Coordination in social inclusion, pensions and healthcare.

A list of statistical “structural indicators” was agreed at the Nice summit in December 2000, including 7
indicators in the field of social cohesion. This list of indicators has been further developed by the Indicators Sub-
Group of the Social Protection Committee, who proposed a list of “cohesion indicators” which was adopted by
the Laeken summit in December 2001. The Indicators Sub Group continues to refine and extend this list. In
June 2006, the Social Protection Committee adopted a set of common indicators for the social protection and
social inclusion process and in May 2008, the Committee agreed on a full list of indicators to monitor the health
care and long-term care objectives. The indicator portfolios were updated in April 2008.

Under the Open Method of Coordination the EU supports Member States in their efforts to develop common
objectives and indicators. A key feature of the Open Method of Coordination is the joint analysis and
assessment by the European Commission and the Council of the National Action Plans submitted by the
Member States. The Joint Reports assess progress made in the implementation of the Open Method of
Coordination, set key priorities and identify good practice and innovative approaches of common interest to the
Member States.

The European Commission on October 3 2008, put forward a set of common principles to help guide EU
countries in their strategies to tackle poverty (COM (2008)639 final). The Recommendation is based around
three key aspects: adequate income support, inclusive labour markets and access to quality services. National
governments will be encouraged to refer to these common principles and define policies for 'active inclusion' on
this basis so as to step up the fight against exclusion from society and from the labour market.

Methodological notes
Sources:

— Eurostat — European Community Household Panel (ECHP), Users' Data Base version December 2003; for
data until 2001

— national data in the transition period

— For EU-25 and Norway and Iceland: Eurostat — Community Statistics on Income and Living Conditions EU-
SILC (2006) income reference period 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income
reference period (2005-2006). Data is provisional for PT and IS. MT data has been revised.

— New Member States: For Bulgaria and Romania data is derived from the national Household Budget Survey
(HBS), 2006, income data 2006.

EU aggregates are Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.

In EU-SILC the total income of each household (net or gross — from 2007 all countries using EU-SILC will
supply gross data) is calculated by adding together the income received by all the members of the household
from all component sources in the year preceding the survey year for most participant countries*. This includes
income from work, private income (e.g. from investments or property), as well as pensions and other social
transfers directly received. During the transition period to full implementation, no account is taken of indirect
social transfers, imputed rent for owner-occupied accommodation, mortgage interest payments, receipts in kind
(for former EU-15 Member States it is taken into account for the new Member States). These income
components will be mandatory only from 2007. As the weight of these income components varies between
countries, there is some limitation on the full comparability of income statistics. Moreover, due to the practical
differences in the underlying national data sources during the transition period, indicators derived from national
sources cannot be considered fully comparable either between countries or over time.

In order to take account of differences in household size and composition in the comparison of income levels,
the household's total income is equivalised by dividing by its 'equivalent size', computed using the modified

8 In EU-SILC 2006 the income reference period is 2005; except for the UK, income year 2006 and for |E, moving income

reference period (2005-2006).
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OECD equivalence scale. This scale gives a weight of 1.0 to the first person aged 14 and over, 0.5 to the
second and each subsequent person aged 14 and over, and 0.3 to each child aged under 14 in the household.

To calculate the income quintile share ratio, persons are first ranked according to their equivalised income and
then divided into 5 groups of equal size known as quintiles. S80/S20 income quintile share ratio represents the
sum of the income received by the 20% of the population with the highest equivalised disposable income (top
quintile) to that received by the 20% of the population with the lowest equivalised disposable income (lowest
quintile).

Links to other parts of the report

Social protection expenditure and receipts (2.10), Low-income households (2.13), Jobless households and low
wages (2.14) and Income, social inclusion and living conditions (Annex 1.3.6).

Further reading

e “European social statistics: Income, Poverty and Social Exclusion ond report", 2003 edition.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Poverty and social exclusion in the EU after Laeken-
part 17, No.8/2003. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Poverty and social exclusion in the EU after Laeken-
part 27, No.9/2003. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Monetary poverty in EU Acceding and Candidate
Countries”, No.21/2003. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Social protection: cash family benefits in Europe”,
No.19/2003. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “The social protection in Europe”, No.3/2003.
Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Monetary poverty in new Member States and
Candidate Countries”, No.12/2004. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Poverty and social exclusion in the EU”, No0.16/2004.
Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "In Work Poverty ", No. 5/2005. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Income poverty and social exclusion in EU-25", No.
13/2005. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): "Material Deprivation in the EU", No. 21/2005.
Eurostat.

e “A new partnership for cohesion — Third report on Economic and Social Cohesion”, 2004. European
Commission, Regional Affairs DG.

e (COM (2008)0042 final) “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008”, 2008, European
Commission, Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities, January 2008.

e (COM(2008) 418 final) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. "A renewed commitment to
social Europe: Reinforcing the Open Method of Coordination for Social Protection and Social Inclusion”, July
2008.
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Inequality of income distribution (S80/S20 income quintile share ratio), 2006 (The ratio of total income received by the 20% of the population with the highest

Key indicator 12 income (top quintile) to that received by the 20% of the population with the lowest income (lowest quintile). Income must be understood as equivalised disposable
income.)
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Source: EU-SILC (2006) income reference period 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006).
(1) BG and RO National HBS 2006, income data 2006.
(2) EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.
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Source: EU-SILC (2006) income reference period 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006).
(1) BG and RO National HBS 2006, income data 2006.
(2) EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data. (3) PT and IS provisional data. MT data has been revised.

Gini coefficient, 2006

Source: EU-SILC (2006) income reference period 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006).
(1) BG and RO National HBS 2006, income data 2006.
(2) EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data. (3) PT and IS provisional data. MT data has been revised.
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13. Low-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

In 2006 around 16 % of households in the EU-27 had an equivalised disposable income that was less
than 60 % of the respective national median income — these people are considered to be at risk of
poverty49. Using 60 % of the national median equivalised income as a cut-off threshold, the proportion
of people at-risk-of-poverty after social transfers had been taken into account was highest in Latvia
(23 %) and Greece (21 %), followed by Spain, Italy and Lithuania (all 20 %). It was lowest in the Czech
Republic and the Netherlands (both 10 %). In this context it should be remembered that with the at-risk-
of-poverty rates we are analysing relative poverty within each country and relative to national median
income and not absolute poverty by reference to an independent or common cut-off threshold. When
analysing the hypothetical case of the complete absence of social transfers (except pensions), in the
EU-27 countries an average of 26 % of the population would be at-risk-of-poverty. In the majority of
countries, social benefits reduce the proportion of people at risk of poverty between 25 and 50 %.

The household types most at-risk-of-poverty are single parents with dependent children, single elderly
people and single females

While the overall at-risk-of-poverty rate for EU-27 is 16 % using survey data 2006 (income reference period is
2005 in most countries), some household types are exposed to a much greater poverty risk than others. In EU-
27 countries single parents with dependent children have the highest poverty risk — 32 % have an equivalised
disposable income lower than 60 % of national median equivalised income.

Households composed of a single adult older than 65 had an at-risk-of-poverty rate of 26 % (EU-27) using 2006
figures. The poverty risk of single adults aged 65 and over is very unevenly distributed across Member States,
with values ranging from 4 % in the Netherlands and 8 % in Luxembourg and Poland to 69 % in Latvia and
70 % in Cyprus.

A quarter (25 %) of single females were at risk of poverty in EU-27 countries in 2006. In some countries over
half of single females were at risk of poverty: in Ireland (51 %), Cyprus (52 %) and Latvia (58 %). In only six EU-
27 countries (Hungary 14 %, Luxembourg 16 %, the Netherlands 12 %, Poland 11 % and Slovakia 16 %) the
at-risk-of-poverty rate for single females was equal to or below the EU-27 average at-risk-of-poverty rate for all
household types (16 %). Poland seems to be atypical in this respect as it is the only country where the poverty
risk of single females is consistently lower than the national average for all household types — 19°% - (and also
lower that of single male households — 27°% -). However, for six other EU-27 countries single females were
less at risk of poverty than single males: Denmark, Germany, Luxembourg, Hungary, the Netherlands and
Slovakia.

The poverty risk of single parents and their dependent children varies much between countries

In Luxembourg with 49 % almost half of households composed of single parents and their dependent children
were at-risk-of poverty in 2006. Ireland (47 %) and Lithuania (44 %) also record a comparatively high proportion
of those households at-risk-of-poverty. The poverty risk of single parent households is lowest in some of the
Nordic Member States. Within the EU, the lowest poverty risk for this household type is found in Denmark
(19 %) and Finland (18 %). Among EFTA countries Norway also records a very low figure of 18 %.

Uneven poverty risk between generations

The distribution of poverty risk among different age groups follows a U-shaped curve in most countries. In 2006
19 % of children under 18 and 20 % of young adults aged 18 to 24 lived in low income households in EU-25
Member States. For working age adults (aged 24-64) the risk of living in a low income household was lowest
(14 % for those aged 25 to 49 and 13 % for those aged 50 to 64 years old). 19 % of people aged 65 and over
were at risk of poverty in EU-25 countries in 2006.

Women (compared with men) and children (compared with adults) are more likely to be poor

In the survey used for monitoring the risk of poverty, no information can be obtained about the allocation of
income within a household, and in particular, between people of different gender living in one household, so

“ See the first footnote in the portrait no. 12 "Income distribution”.
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some caution is necessary in interpreting these figures. In a household composed of more than one individual,
we cannot automatically assume that all household members have equal access to money, and therefore
cannot know whether they should be considered as "poor" or "not poor". What we can say, is that certain types
of households are more at risk of poverty than others.

Throughout Europe in 2006, the probability of living in a household which can be considered to be at risk-of-
poverty is slightly higher among women than among men (EU-25 average of 17 % versus 15 %), although in
Luxembourg (14 %), Hungary (16 %), Malta (14 %), the Netherlands (10 %), Slovakia (12 %) and Sweden
(12 %) there is parity, whilst in Poland, it is men who are very slightly more at risk of poverty (20 % vs. 19 %).

Among household types composed of a single individual, where questions of intra-household allocation are
irrelevant (but the age structure of the households is not representative across the population and not
comparable between the genders), 25 % of single women households were at risk of poverty in the EU-27 in
2006, compared to 22 % of single men households. However, there is no uniform picture of this across
countries: In Ireland, Cyprus and Latvia over half of single females were at risk of poverty. While Belgium,
Bulgaria, Ireland, Greece, Spain, ltaly, Cyprus, Austria, Portugal and Romania had a difference in the at-risk-of-
poverty rates for single men and single women greater or equal to ten percentage points the situation is
markedly different in other countries. Indeed, in nine EU-27 countries, the poverty risk was higher or equal for
single men than for single women, with the difference in poverty risk rates being particularly marked in Hungary
(14 % for single women vs. 25 % for single men) and Poland (11 % vs. 27 %).

In 2006 (EU-25), the proportion of children (under the age of 18) living in a household with low income (19 %) is
higher than for the adult population (15 %). The proportion of children living in a low income household is
highest in Latvia and Poland (both 26 %), followed by lItaly, Lithuania and Hungary, where a quarter of children
are at risk of poverty as well as Spain and the United Kingdom (with 24 % of children in both countries at risk of
poverty). By contrast, in 2006, children in Denmark, Germany, Cyprus and Finland (and Norway among EFTA
countries) were less likely to live in 'poor' households than adults in those countries.

In this context, it also has to be noted, that in 2006 in EU-27 countries households composed of two adults and
three or more dependent children were more than 50°% more likely to be at-risk-of-poverty than other
household types (25 % compared to 16 % for all household types). On the other hand households composed of
two adults with one or two dependant children had a below average risk of poverty at EU-27 level in 2006.

Are general improvements in living standards successful in lifting people out of poverty?

It has to be kept in mind when interpreting the poverty risk indicator that no measures of wealth, i.e. no
measures other than momentary income are taken into account when calculating poverty risk indicators. In the
future, the relative concept of poverty represented by the at-risk-of-poverty rate will be complemented by
measures of material deprivation and updated data on the persistence of poverty risk to better capture the
relative dimension of poverty..

One so-called semi-absolute measure of poverty are various anchored poverty risk rates. In the framework of
the streamlined portfolio on Social Inclusion and Overarching indicators developed under the Open Method of
Coordination, the indicator at-risk-of-poverty rate anchored at a fixed moment in time (2005) is calculated. For
this indicator the poverty risk threshold for the year 2005 is adjusted for inflation and then used to calculate an
alternative poverty risk rate for the year 2006. This ratio takes into account that economic growth and more
directly growing incomes for part of the population may raise median incomes and thus the poverty risk
threshold by a higher proportion than the growth in consumer prices. Thus some part of the population may be
better off without this being captured in the at-risk-of-poverty rate.

When we look (with only one year’s distance to the reference year) at the data, we see that for the EU-25 the
anchored at-risk-of-poverty rate does not differ from the at-risk-of-poverty rate. But for the ten new Member
States™ the at-risk-of-poverty rate is reduced by three percentage points from 17 % to 14 % when using the
anchored measure. Indeed, for all new Member States save the Czech Republic and Slovenia (which has quite
a low poverty risk rate), but also for Spain and Finland we find the anchored measure being at least two
percentage points lower than the measure using a current threshold. Unsurprisingly, all of these countries have
experienced strong economic growth and high growth in incomes. The differences in those measures suggest
that at least part of the population with lower household incomes benefits from the general growth in those
countries. The difference between the two indicators is highest in the Baltic States which are experiencing very
high growth rates from very low base.

%0 For Bulgaria and Romania, no data for this indicator are available.
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The impact of benefits on the proportion of poor people is significant

A comparison of the number of people on low incomes before social benefits other than pensions and those on
low incomes after social benefits (i.e. old age pensions and survivors' benefits are included in income both
'before' and 'after'), illustrates one of the main purposes of such benefits: their redistributive effect and, in
particular, their ability to alleviate the risk of poverty and reduce the percentage of population having to manage
with a low income.

In 2006, the average at-risk-of-poverty rate in EU-27 countries was 26 % before social transfers other than
pensions were taken into account and 16 % when calculated after social transfers were taken into account.
That means that social transfers were successful in lifting approximately 38 % of persons with low income
above the poverty line.

Social benefits other than pensions reduce the percentage of people at risk of poverty in all the countries, but to
very disparate degrees. The reduction is smallest (less than 25 %) in Bulgaria, Greece, Spain, Italy, Latvia and
Romania. Inside the EU the reduction is greatest in Sweden (approximately 59 %), with Norway having the
highest reduction (around 63 %) among the EEA countries for which data is available. The Czech Republic,
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Slovenia and Finland also record reductions due to social transfers of
50 % or more.

In the absence of social benefits other than pensions, in 2006 in three Member States (Ireland, Hungary and
the United Kingdom) and Norway 30 % or more of the population would have been at-risk-of-poverty.

EU poverty gap over one fifth of threshold value

Looking at income below the poverty line identifies those people at risk of income poverty, but does not show
whether these persons can really be considered as poor51. The relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap measures
the difference between the at-risk-of-poverty threshold (60 % of national median equivalised income) and the
median equivalised disposable income of persons below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, expressed as a
percentage of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold. Measuring the gap between the median level of income of the
poor and the at-risk-of-poverty threshold provides an insight into the depth of income poverty — the poverty
gap. In 2006, the relative median at-risk-poverty gap equalled 22 % in EU-27, EU-25 countries and EU-15
countries. The at-risk-of-poverty threshold varied between 17 808 Euros in Luxembourg and 828 Euros in
Romania. This illustrates the high differences in income in Member States and that the poverty risk indicator
and other derived from it are measures of relative poverty. It should be noted here that median income levels,
whether compared nominally (in Euros or national currency) or with purchasing power standards (PPS) are
markedly lower in most new Member States than in the EU-15 countries.

More than 35 million people in EU-15 living in persistent risk of poverty

In 2001, 9 % of the EU-15 population were living in a low-income household and had been in this situation for at
least two of the three preceding years. This figure suggests that more than half of all people in low income
households are living at-persistent-risk-of-poverty. In 2001, the at-persistent-risk-of-income-poverty rate ranged
from around 6 % in Germany, Denmark, Netherlands and Finland up to 15 % in Portugal. No data is currently
available for New Member States for this indicator®.

Low income does not necessarily by itself imply low living standards, and in the short term consumption
expenditure can sometimes be maintained in a number of ways, including use of accumulated savings, asset
sales and access to credit. Typically it is the cumulative negative impact of persistent and/or multiple
disadvantages, which may lead to poverty and social exclusion. The high levels of persistent risk reported for
certain countries are consequently a source of particular concern.

%" The at-risk-of-poverty rate measures low income, not wealth. Households may have low income for a certain year, but

still not be "poor" because they have some wealth to draw on.

This indicator was previously calculated from the European Community Household Panel which was discontinued in
2001. As the maijority of countries have launched EU-SILC, currently the main data source for income and poverty in
2005 and four years of survey data are required to produce the ‘persistent risk of poverty’ indicator, results covering all
EU-25 member states will first be available for the survey year 2008.
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Policy context

Art.136 of the EC Treaty lists "the combating of exclusion" as one of the six objectives of European social
policy. Art.137.1 cites the integration of people excluded from the labour market as one of the fields in which
Community action should support and complement the activities of Member States. Art.137.2 creates scope for
action at Community level by encouraging "co-operation between Member States through initiatives aimed at
improving knowledge, developing exchanges of information and best practices, promoting innovative
approaches and evaluating experiences" in order to combat social exclusion.

The Lisbon European Council in March 2000 concluded that "the number of people living below the poverty line
and in social exclusion in the Union is unacceptable" and that "the new knowledge-based society offers
tremendous potential for reducing social exclusion" (Presidency conclusion No.32).

The Social Policy Agenda (COM (2000) 379 final) also addresses the issues of poverty and social exclusion.
The main objective is "to prevent and eradicate poverty and exclusion and promote the integration and
participation of all into economic and social life." (Section 4.2.2.1).

The Lisbon Council agreed that Member States’ policies for combating social exclusion should be based on an
Open Method of Coordination combining common objectives, National Action Plans and a programme
presented by the Commission to encourage cooperation in this field. The Nice European Council in December
2000 adopted the common objectives in the fight against social exclusion and poverty: "to facilitate participation
in employment and access by all to the resources, rights, goods and services; to prevent the risks of exclusion;
to help the most vulnerable; to mobilise all relevant bodies."

Key elements of the Open Method of Coordination are the definition of commonly agreed objectives for the EU
as a whole, the development of appropriate national action plans to meet these objectives, and the periodic
reporting and monitoring of progress made. The Joint Reports assess progress made in the implementation of
the Open Method of Coordination, set key priorities and identify good practice and innovative approaches of
common interest to the Member States. See portrait 10.

The 2008 Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion (COM (2008) 0042 final) examines more in
depth a set of themes identified in earlier year's editions: child poverty; health inequalities, access to health care
and evolving long-term care needs and longer working lives and privately managed pensions. The report also
outlines envisaged improvements of the working methods of the Open Method of Coordination on social
protection and social inclusion

The European Commission on October 3 2008, put forward a set of common principles to help guide EU
countries in their strategies to tackle poverty (COM (2008) 639 final). The Recommendation is based around
three key aspects: adequate income support, inclusive labour markets and access to quality services. National
governments will be encouraged to refer to these common principles and define policies for 'active inclusion' on
this basis so as to step up the fight against exclusion from the society and from the labour market.

Methodological notes
Sources:

For EU-25 Eurostat — Community Statistics on Income and Living Conditions EU-SILC (2006) income reference
period 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006). Data is
provisional for PT and IS. MT data has been revised.

New Member States: For Bulgaria and Romania data is derived from the national Household Budget Survey
(HBS), 2006, income data 2006. Data is only available for core indicators and breakdowns.

EU aggregates are Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.

The poverty risk (indicator: at-risk-of-poverty rate) is measured in terms of the proportion of the population with
an equivalised income below 60 % of the median equivalised disposable income in each country. Median
income is preferred over the mean income as it is less affected by extreme values of the income distribution.

The relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap is defined the difference between the at-risk-of-poverty threshold
(cut-off point: 60 % of median equivalised disposable income) and the median equivalised disposable income of
persons below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, expressed as a percentage of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.
This indicator is a measure of the intensity of poverty risk.
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The indicator “at-persistent-risk-of-poverty rate” is measured in terms of the proportion of the population which
is at risk of poverty in the present year and in at least two of the three preceding years. It thus provides an
assessment of the transitory or non-transitory nature of poverty.

The indicator “at-risk-of-poverty rate anchored at a fixed moment in time (2005)” is defined as the as the
percentage of the population whose equivalised total disposable income in a given year is below the ‘at-risk-of-
poverty threshold’ calculated in the standard way for the reference year or base year, currently 2005, and then
adjusted for inflation.

See the portrait "Income distribution" (2.12) for definition of income concepts and notes on data.

Links to other parts of the report

Employment (2.7), Social protection expenditure and receipts (2.10), Income distribution (2.12), Jobless
households and low wages (2.14), and Income, social inclusion and living conditions (Annex 1.3.6).

Further reading

e “European social statistics: Income, Poverty and Social Exclusion 2M Report”, 2003 edition. Eurostat.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Monetary poverty in EU Acceding and Candidate
Countries”, No.21/2003. “Poverty and social exclusion in the EU after Laeken-part1”, No.8/2003. “Social
protection: cash family benefits in Europe”, No.19/2003. “Persistent income poverty and social exclusion in
the European Union”, No.13/2000. “The social protection in Europe”, No.3/2003. “Income poverty in the
European Union: Children, gender and poverty gaps", No.12/2000. “Social benefits and their redistributive
effect in the EU", N0.9/2000. “Social exclusion in the EU Member States”, No.1/2000. “Low income and low
pay in a household context (EU-12)”, No.6/1998. Eurostat.

¢ 'Family and Welfare Research’, Policy Review Series Nr. 1, Brussels, 2006.

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008”, 2008, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

e (COM(2008) 418 final) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. "A renewed commitment to
social Europe: Reinforcing the Open Method of Coordination for Social Protection and Social Inclusion”, July
2008.
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EU- EU- EA- EA-
27 25 15 13 BE

Key indicator 13a

BG Cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK|HR MK TR| 1S LI NO CH

At-risk-of-poverty rate before social transfers, 2006 (The percentage of persons with an equivalised disposable income, before social transfers, below
the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60% of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social transfers). Retirement and survivor's
pensions are counted as income before transfers and not as social transfers.)

Total 26s 26 25 25 27 170 22 28 26 25 33 23 24 25 24 22 28 27 24 30 21r 21 25 29 25p 24i 24 20 29 29 30 19p 30
Femaley27s 27 26 26 28 19i 22 29 26 26 35 25 25 26 25 24 30 27 23 29 22r 22 26 28 26p 24i 25 20 29 30 32 20p 32
Males |25s 25 24 24 26 15i 21 27 25 23 31 22 23 24 22 20 26 26 24 30 20r 20 24 30 24p 24i 23 20 28 27 28 18p 28

Key indicator 13b

At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers, 2006 (The percentage of persons with an equivalised disposable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold,
which is set at 60% of the national median equivalised disposable income.)

Total 16s 16 16 16 15 14i 10 12 13 18 18 21 20 13 20 16 23 20 14 16
Female 17s 17 16 16 16 16i 11 12 13 20 19 21 21 14 21 18 25 21 14 16
Males |15s 15 15 15 14 12i 9 " 12 16 17 20 18 12 18 14 21 19 14 16

Notes: 1) BG and RO National HBS 2006, income data 2006.
2) EU aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.

14r 10 13 19 18p 19i 12 12 13 12 19 10p B 1"
14r 10 14 19 19p 19i 13 12 13 12 20 10p B 12
13r 10 11 20 18p 18i 10 12 12 12 18 9 B 10

Source: EU-SILC 2006 (income reference year 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006)).

At-risk-of-poverty rate before and

% after social transfers, 2006
35 After transfers l ‘
|
l
70 T L

Reduction

[ Before transfers

Notes: 1) BG and RO National HBS 2006, income data 2006.

2) EU aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data. 3) PT and IS: provisional data. MT data has been revised.

Source: EU-SILC 2006 (income reference year 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006)).

At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers and relative
35

median at-risk-of-poverty gap, 2006 (survey year)

o,
%o @ At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers

M Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap

30 B

EU- EU- EA- EA- BE BG CZ DK DE EE
27 25 15 13

IE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU

SE UK HR TR IS NO CH

HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI

Notes: 1) BG and RO National HBS 2006, income data 2006.

2) EU aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data. 3) PT and IS: provisional data. MT data has been revised.

Source: EU-SILC 2006 (income reference year 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006)).
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14. JOBLESS HOUSEHOLDS AND Low WAGES

An important cause of poverty and social exclusion is the lack of a job or low wages from employment.
In 2007 9.3 % of people aged 18-59 were living in jobless households in the EU-27 and 9.2 in the EU-25
countries. For children aged 0-17 these figures were 9.4 % in EU-27 and 9.3 in EU-25.

People living in households where nobody of working age is in employment are 3 times more likely to
be poor than people living in households where at least one person is working

In 2007 at EU level around 9.4 % of children aged 0-17 and 9.3 % adults aged 18-59 (excluding students aged
18-24 living with other students) were living in jobless households, i.e. households where no member was in
employment. Amongst adults, the proportion was lowest in Cyprus (4.7 %) and Portugal (5.7 %) followed by
Estonia (6.0 %). In contrast, Belgium (12.3 %), Hungary (11.9 %) and Poland (11.6 %) record much higher
rates. Rates amongst children are generally similar to those for adults, but in Greece, ltaly, Luxembourg and
Slovenia; children live in jobless households much less frequently than adults — whilst in Bulgaria, Ireland,
Hungary and the United Kingdom the proportions of children living in jobless households are noticeably higher
than for adults.

Amongst the enlarged EU-25 in 2006, persons who are unemployed (41 %) or 'other inactive' (not at work and
not retired, e.g. part of the silent labour market reserve) (27 %) have significantly higher risk of living in low
income households than those at work (8 %). However, having a job is not a sufficient condition to escape the
risk of poverty. Having children increases poverty risk from 15 % (households without dependent children) to
17 % (households with dependent children).

Working poor: a complex picture

Although people in employment are less likely to live in a low-income household, i.e. to be "working poor", the
risk of poverty is not removed. An employee's standard of living (as measured by income) is only partly
determined by his/her wage. Indeed, in many cases, low wages received by one member of a household are
"compensated for" by higher wages received by one or more other members of the household. Similarly, a
household may receive income other than wages (income from self-employed work or other types of income
such as social benefits, income from property, etc.). Lastly, the standard of living depends not only on the
resources available but also on the size of the household as well as its economic (number of people in
employment, etc.) and demographic (number of children and other dependants, etc.) characteristics. All low-
wage employees do not, therefore, live in low-income households. Inversely, employees whose wages are
above the low-wage threshold may be living in poor households — e.g. if they have a number of dependants.

EU-wide, 6 % of employees are poor

In 2001, for the EU-25, the at-risk-of-poverty rate for employees is about 8 %. It is higher in Estonia, Spain,
Italy, Latvia (2002 data), Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal and Slovak Republic (2003 data). In all the
countries analysed, the at-risk-of-poverty rate among employees is — as might be expected — lower than the at-
risk-of-poverty rate among the population as a whole. At EU level and for most countries in 2001, the at-risk-of-
poverty rate of employees is less than half that of the total population.

It is not necessarily the countries with the highest at-risk-of-poverty rates that have the highest proportions of
employees living at-risk-of-poverty, but there does seem to be a correlation. Denmark has some of the lowest
at-risk-of-poverty rates both for the population as a whole and for employees, while Portugal has some of the
highest at-risk-of-poverty rates both for the population as a whole and for employees.

Policy context

The system of financial incentives is one of the main determinants of participation in the labour market and has
been an important consideration both for the Employment Guidelines and the Broad Economic Policy
Guidelines , and the future EES will place more emphasis on this issue. The objective of "Making work pay"
should be pursued both from the point of view of the jobseeker and from that of the employer. In line with the
recommendations of the Joint Report on increasing labour force participation, there is a need for a systematic
review of tax/benefit systems with a particular focus on eliminating unemployment and poverty traps,
encouraging women to enter, remain in or reintegrate into the labour market after an interruption, and on
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retaining older workers, longer in employment. In addition taxation on labour particularly for the low-skilled
workers should be such as to reduce the attractiveness of undeclared work and to encourage job creation.

The European Commission on October 3 2008, put forward a set of common principles to help guide EU
countries in their strategies to tackle poverty (COM (2008) 639 final). The Recommendation is based around
three key aspects: adequate income support, inclusive labour markets and access to quality services. National
governments will be encouraged to refer to these common principles and define policies for 'active inclusion' on
this basis so as to step up the fight against exclusion from society and from the labour market.

See also Low-income households (2.13)

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat — European Union Labour Force Survey (data on population living in jobless households).
European Community Household Panel (ECHP) UDB, version December 2003, 2001 data, wave 8, Eurostat —
Community Statistics on Income and Living Conditions, advance launch, 2003 and Eurostat — “4™ round” of
data collection from national sources, 2005.

See Income distribution (2.12) for income concept and definition of equivalised income. For definition of low-
income (or poor) households, see Low-income households (2.13).

Links to other parts of the report

Employment (2.7), Social protection expenditure and receipts (2.10), Income distribution (2.12), Low-income
households (2.13) and Income, social inclusion and living conditions (Annex 1.3.6).

Further reading

e “European social statistics: Income, Poverty and Social Exclusion 2 Report”, 2003 edition. Eurostat.

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2007, 2007, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

e Statistics in Focus (Population and social conditions): “Monetary poverty in EU Acceding and Candidate
Countries”, N0.21/2003. “Poverty and social exclusion in the EU after Laeken-part1”, No.8/2003. “Social
protection: cash family benefits in Europe”, No.19/2003. “Persistent income poverty and social exclusion in
the European Union”, No0.13/2000. “The social protection in Europe”, No.3/2003.
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EU- EU- EA- EA-

27 25 15 13 BE BG CZ DK DE EE I[E EL

ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU

Lo People aged 18-59 living in jobless households, 2007
Key indicator 14a

same age class are counted neither in the numerator nor in the denominator

MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK|HR MK TR IS LI NO CH

Share of persons/women/men aged 18-59 who are living in households where no-one works. Students aged 18-24 who live in households composed solely of students of the

Total 93e 92e 87e 87e 123 102 65 : 95 60 79 80 62 100 92 47 66 70 70 119 77 65 71 116 57 104 65 89 91 c 107|113 1 154
Female§10.3¢10.2¢ 96e 96e 139 103 8.1 : 99 59 93 100 67 111 106 52 66 68 79 129 93 76 84 127 61 115 75 96 86 1271124 0 179
Males |8.2e 82e 78e 7.8e 106 10,1 49 : 91 61 67 60 58 90 79 42 67 73 60 108 62 53 59 104 53 93 55 81 96 102 @ 129
Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey.
[ Children aged 0-17 living in jobless households, 2007
Key indicator 14b g 9 In Jo" ’
Share of persons aged 0-17 who are living in households where no-one works
|9.4e 93e 75e 7.5e 12,0 128 8,0 : 96 72 115 39 53 87 58 39 83 83 34 139 92 59 53 95 51 100 22 106 44 16,7' 84 . 155
Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey.
18 Population in jobless households, 2007
%
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Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey. Sl: unreliable data for children.

At-risk-of-poverty rates among the persons living in households with working age adults, where no adult is working (work

intensity equal to zero), 2006
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Source: EU-SILC (2006) income reference period 2005; except for UK, income year 2006 and for IE moving income reference period (2005-2006).

(1) BG National HBS 2006, income data 2006.

(2) EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data. (3) MT, PT and IS provisional data.
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15. EARNINGS OF WOMEN AND MEN

In all EU-27 Member States, the average gross hourly earnings of women in 2007 were estimated at
17% less than the gross hourly earnings of men®. The smallest differences® are found in Italy, Malta,
Poland, Portugal and Slovenia, the biggest in Estonia, Austria, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands,
Slovakia, Cyprus, Germany and the United Kingdom. To reduce gender pay differences both direct pay-
related discrimination and indirect discrimination related to labour market participation, occupational
choice and career progression have to be addressed.

Important pay differences between men and women persist in Europe

According to the GPG figures calculated on the basis of the methodology of the Structure of Earnings Surveys
(SES) for 2006 and on SES comparable national data for the reference year 2007 the gender pay gap —
difference in average gross hourly earnings as a percentage of men’s average gross hourly earnings — varied
between 4 % and 30 % in 2007. Women’s earnings remain on average below those of men in all EU countries.
The pay differences are related both to differences in the personal and job characteristics of men and women in
employment and to differences in the remuneration of these characteristics.

Women and men in employment show important differences with respect to their personal and job
characteristics, including labour market participation, employment, earnings, the sector and occupational
employment structures as well as job status, job type and career progression. The differences in pay are
particularly high among older workers, the high-skilled and those employed with supervisory or managerial job
status. They also vary between different sectors of activity and different occupations. The statistics on annual
gross earnings (full-time workers) from 2006 show gender pay gaps in two sectors of activity, Industry and
Wholesale and retail trade; Repair of motor vehicles and personal & household goods, for which data are
available for most countries. Gender pay gaps vary between 8 % in Belgium and 39 % in Cyprus for Industry
which is a strongly male dominated sector. They vary between 17 % in Hungary and 38 % in the Czech
Republic for Wholesale and retail trade etc. which is a sector slightly dominated by women. In most countries
the gender pay gaps are bigger in Wholesale and retail trade etc. than in Industry.

Women have managerial responsibilities much less frequently than men in the Member States for which data
are available from the European Labour Force Survey. In the EU-25 Member States, 32 % of managers are
women in 2005, a slight increase since 2000. The highest percentages of women among managers are found
in Lithuania and Latvia, while the lowest percentages are in Malta and Cyprus.

Women are furthermore often in non-standard employment such as fixed-term and part-time work. In the EU-
25, 31.4 % of women were working part-time in 2004, against 7 % of men. Compared to 2001, the share of
part-time employment rose by 3.1 percentage points for women and 1.5 percentage points for men. The share
of female part-timers exceeded 30 % in France, Denmark and Luxembourg, 40 % in Sweden, Austria, Belgium,
United Kingdom and Germany and even reached 75 % in the Netherlands. Conversely, the share of part-timers
among female workers was very low in Bulgaria, Slovakia, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Latvia.. Men are
thus not only more concentrated in higher paid sectors and occupations, but within these sectors and
occupations they are also more likely than women to hold managerial responsibilities and if they do so the
earnings are relatively higher.

Furthermore, while both men and women have lower earnings in female-dominated sectors and occupations,
this wage penalty is more pronounced for women. Finally, independently of the initial pay differential the gender
pay differential widens considerably throughout working life.

% Source: From reference year 2006 onwards, the new GPG data is based on the methodology of the Structure of

Earnings Survey (Reg.: 530/1999 carried out with a four-yearly periodicity. The most recent available reference
years are 2002 and 2006 and Eurostat computed the GPG for these years on this basis. For the intermediate years
(2007 onwards) countries provide to Eurostat estimates benchmarked on the SES results.

According to the new methodology the coverage is defined as follows:

- target population: all employees, there are no restrictions for age and hours worked.

- economic activity according to NACE Rev. 1.1. Statistical Classification of Economic Activities in the European
Community: only for the aggregate sections C_O (excluding L); and if available, also for sections C to O and
aggregate C to O.

- size of enterprises: 10 employees or more.

Gross hourly earnings shall include paid overtime and exclude non-regular payments. Also, part-time employees
shall be included.

5 2006: EE, El, FR, MT and IT.
Provisional data: BE, BG, ES, Fl and UK.
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Both the above differences in the composition of the male and female workforce and differences in the
remuneration of the personal and job characteristics between men and women contribute to the overall gender
differences in pay. As shown in Employment in Europe 2005 and 2007, in particular differences in the male and
female workforce composition related to the sector of employment and the occupational category contribute
significantly to the gender differences in pay. Since such compositional differences can be due to various forms
of indirect discrimination such as traditions and social norms and constraints on choices related to education,
labour market participation, occupation and career progression both types of gender differences and both forms
of potential discrimination — direct pay-related one and indirect one related to the above choices — have to be
addressed to reduce the differences in pay.

Policy context

The important gender differences which persist in the European labour markets need to be tackled to promote
economic growth, employment and social cohesion.

The EC Treaty (Article 141) states that "Each Member State shall ensure that the principle of equal pay for male
and female workers for equal work or work of equal value is applied. For the purpose of this Article, ‘pay’ means
the ordinary basic or minimum wage or salary and any other consideration, whether in cash or in kind, which
the worker receives directly or indirectly, in respect of his employment, from his employer. Equal pay without
discrimination based on sex means:

(a) that pay for the same work at piece rates shall be calculated on the basis of the same unit of measurement;
(b) that pay for work at time rates shall be the same for the same job.

Council Directive 75/117/EEC of 10 February 1975 on the approximation of the laws of the Member States
relating to the application of the principle of equal pay for men and women.

The 2000 Employment Guidelines (No.19): “They (Member States) will initiate positive steps to promote equal
pay for equal work or work of equal value and to diminish differentials in incomes between women and men.”
The 2001 Employment Guidelines further specified that actions are needed to address gender differences in
pay in both the private and public sectors and that the impact of policies on gender differences in pay should be
identified and addressed. The 2002 Employment Guidelines also asked to set targets to tackle the differences
in pay and to include in the strategy, inter alia, a review of job classification and pay systems to eliminate
gender bias, improving statistical and monitoring systems, and awareness-raising and transparency as regards
differences in pay. The 2003 Employment Guidelines says that policies will aim to achieve by 2010 a
substantial reduction in the gender pay gap in each Member State, through a multi-faceted approach
addressing the underlying factors of the gender pay gap, including sectoral and occupational segregation,
education and training.

Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions on "Employment and social policies: a framework for investing in
quality”.

The Employment Committee Report on Indicators of Quality in Work contains indicators on earnings under the
form of transition tables.
Methodological notes

From reference year 2006 onwards, the new GPG (Gender Pay Gap) in unadjusted form is based on the
methodology of the SES (Structure of Earnings Survey according to Regulation (CE) 530/1999). The SES is
carried out with a four-yearly periodicity. The most recent available reference years for the SES are 2002 and
2006. Eurostat computed the GPG for these years on this basis. For the intermediate years (2007 onwards)
countries provide to Eurostat GPG estimates benchmarked on the SES results.

The GPG in unadjusted form represents the difference between average gross hourly earnings of male paid
employees and of female paid employees as a percentage of average gross hourly earnings of male paid
employees.

The GPG is calculated using the arithmetic mean.

According to the new methodology the coverage is defined as follows:

e target population: all employees, there are no restrictions for age and hours worked;
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e economic activity according to NACE Rev. 1.1. (Statistical Classification of Economic Activities in the
European Community): aggregate value for sections C to O (excluding L); detailed sections C to O and
aggregate C to O values are optional;

e size of enterprises: 10 employees or more.

Gross hourly earnings shall include paid overtime and exclude non-regular payments. Also, part-time
employees shall be included. The "old" GPG:

As regards the "old" GPG figures previously published by Eurostat, countries calculated results using different
data sources (administrative file, Labour Force Survey, EU-SILC — European survey about income and living
conditions — or specific national surveys) involving distinct definitions, different coverage, sample size problems,
etc.. All these elements hampered the GPG indicator's data quality and its comparability between Member
States (this is why it was agreed on switching to and EU-level comparable common data source: the SES).

Harmonised average gross annual earnings data relate to enterprises with 10 or more employees, except for

HU — enterprises employing more than 4 employees
ES — enterprises employing more than 5 employees
BE, LU, UK, CZ, CY and SK - enterprises from all size groups
All data relate to full-time employees except for CZ, EE, LV and Sl for which data relate to full-time equivalents.

Average annual gross earnings data is provided once a year by Member States to Eurostat on a voluntary basis
(Gentlemen's agreement).

Eurostat quarterly labour force data (QLFD) consist of employment by economic activity and status in
employment, further broken down by sex and some job characteristics. They are based on the EU Labour
Force Survey (LFS) and on European System of National Accounts (ESA 95).

Quarterly LFS data are available since the first quarter of 2003 in all EU countries, except Germany (provides
quarterly estimates until German LFS becomes quarterly from 2005) and Luxembourg. Data for France refer to
metropolitan France (excluding overseas departments).

The classification by part-time full-time job depends on a direct question in the LFS, except for the Netherlands
where it depends on a threshold on the basis of the number of hours usually worked.

Links to other parts of the report

Employment (2.7), Labour market and Gender equality (Annex 1.3.7).

Further reading:

e The life of women and men in Europe. A statistical portrait, edition 2008, Eurostat; Theme: Population and
social conditions; Collection: Statistical books, ISBN 978-92-79-07069-3, Cat. No. KS-80-07-135-EN-N

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1073,46587259& dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL&p_pr

oduct_code=KS-80-07-135

e List of publications about Gender Equality at the Commission's DG Employment and Social affairs website:

http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/emplweb/gender_equality/publications_en.cfm

e Link to the European annual Reports on Equality between Women and Men in the European Union:

http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/gender_equality/gender_mainstreaming/activity_reports_en.html

e Changing European Gender Relations: Gender Equality Policy Concerning Employment and the Labour
Market, Policy Review Series n°6, 2007.

¢ “Employment in Europe 2007”, European Commission, Employment and Social Affairs DG, October 2007.

e (COM(2007) 424 final) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions — Tackling the pay gap
between women and men, July 2007.
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Link to communication: http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/news/2007/jul/genderpaygap_en.pdf
Gender equality policy:
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=418&langld=en
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http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/ewco/surveys/EWCS2005/index.htm
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Key indicator 15 Gender pay gap in unadjusted form, 2007
(Difference between men's and women's average gross hourly eamings as a percentage of men's average gross hourly eamings. The population consists of all paid employees in enterprises with 10 employees or more in NACE Rev. 1.1 aggregate C to O (excluding L))
174 76 181 172 91 127 236 177 280 %03 1711 207 176 158 44 231 154 200 100 163 52 236 255 75 83 127 83 236 200 179 211 157 160
Provisional: BE, BG, ES, Fl and UK (2007)
EE, EL, FR, IT and MT (2006 data)
Source: Eurostat - GPG based on the Structure of Earnings Survey (SES)
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Gender pay gap in unadjusted form in %, 2006 and 2007
NACE Rev. 1.1 aggregate C to O (excluding L)

2007

EU27 EU25 EA15 EAT3 MT BE PT Sl E T EL RO FR M PL ES BG LW LV LT SE DK CZ M AT F UK DE SK O EE HROMK TR 5 U N cH

EE, EL, FR, IT and MT (2006 data)
Source: Eurostat - GPG based on the Structure of Earnings Survey (SES)

Difference between men's and women's annual average earnings as a percentage of men's annual average earnings (full-time employees in sections C - F
and G (NACE Rev. 1.1), 2006.

35 BC - F Industry B G Wholesale and retail trade
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27 25

Notes: Reference year (sectors C-F): 2000 ES; 2003 FR, PL; 2005 EE, LT (full-time units) NL, SI; (sector G): 2000 NL; 2003 FR; 2005 EE, LT (full-time units), NL, SI
The bars are in the order of the bars of previous graph in order make it easy to compare the two graphs.
Source: Eurostat, statistics on annual gross eamings (Gentlemen's agreement)
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16. LIFE AND HEALTH EXPECTANCIES

Life expectancy in EU-27 was 81.5 years for women and 75.2 for men in EU-27 in 2004. In all twenty-
seven Member States, Croatia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and the four EFTA
countries women live longer than men.

Women can expect to live 6.3 years longer than men in EU-27

From 1960 to 2006, life expectancy of women and men has risen quite steadily in almost all EU countries™.
Throughout the Union, women live longer than men. In 2006, the life expectancy of women in EU-27 was 81.5
years while that for men was 75.2 years which makes a difference of 6.3 years. Across the EU-27, considerable
differences can be observed: life expectancy at birth varied for men from about 66 years in Latvia and Lithuania
to about 79 years in Cyprus and Sweden and for women from around 76 in Bulgaria, Latvia and Romania to
about 84 years in Spain and France. The gender gap can go from about 4 years in Cyprus, United Kingdom
and Sweden to about 11 or 12 years in the Baltic States

Differences in life expectancy without disability less distinct between women and men

Health expectancies are a group of health indicators combining data on mortality and disability / morbidity. The
structural indicator Healthy Life Years (HLY) measures the number of years that a person of a specific age is
expected to live in good health i.e. without any severe or moderate limitation in functioning because of health
problems / without any disability. The general increase in life expectancy has been accompanied by a general
but smaller increase in healthy life years. There is no clear cut evidence of a reduction in the gap between life
expectancy and healthy life years, and in some countries the gap may even have increased. The number of
healthy life years is in general also greater for women than for men although the gender gap is either non-
existent or decreasing in a number of countries. In eight countries (Belgium, Germany, Spain, Italy, Slovak
Republic, Finland, Sweden and United Kingdom), at birth, men could expect to live about as long as women
without disability. For most countries, the differences between the HLY values for these two groups of
population were below 2 years. The highest differences were noticed in Estonia and Poland (4.3 years more for
women). However, these differences were smaller than for life expectancy. Indeed, while men have seen an
increase in their healthy life years in all countries, on average, women show only small changes or no
improvement in healthy life expectancy over the last decade. Hence, even if women live longer lives they spend
a higher proportion of their lives with a disability.

Circulatory (notably cardiovascular) diseases and cancer remained the major causes of death

Mortality patterns differ significantly according to age and sex. As a general rule, mortality is higher among men
than women in all age groups. For both men and women in EU-27, circulatory notably cardiovascular diseases
were the major cause of death in 2006, accounting for 38 % of deaths for men and 45 % for women. The
second most frequent cause of death was cancer responsible for 28 % of deaths for men and 22 % of women in
2006. Amongst the cancers, malignant neoplasm of larynx and trachea/bronchus/lung were the most common
cause of death for men (29 % of all deaths due to cancer) while for women it was breast cancer (17 % of all
deaths due to cancer). Considering all ages, diseases of the respiratory system were the 3" most frequent
cause of death (8 % of all deaths). However, as illustrated by the chart, diseases of the digestive system were
far more frequent in the middle age groups. More than 160 000 men died through external causes of injury and
poisoning in 2006; that were 7 % of all deaths. This cause of death is particularly prominent for younger men
(15-39) where more than half of deaths were due to external causes. With less than 4 % of all deaths, external
causes played a less prominent role for women.

Density of health care professionals is getting higher

Between 1995 and 2005, the density of physicians, dentists and nurses (expressed per 100 000 inhabitants)
increased in almost all Member States but the figures and staff mix across Europe vary. For practising
physicians, they ranged from around 400 per 100 000 inhabitants in Belgium and Austria to less than 240 in
Poland, Romania, Slovenia and the United Kingdom. For dentists as many as 95 per 100 000 inhabitant were
reported for Cyprus but only 32 per 100 000 inhabitants for Poland. Density of physicians increased strongest in

% Some EU Member States that experienced the economic transition from a planned to a market economy (e.g. BG,

LT, RO and LV) saw a temporary drop in life expectancy from 1986 to 1996 though they have since shown an
important recovery.
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Ireland, Luxembourg and Spain while Italy, Poland and Lithuania reported an overall slight decrease of their
density rates (and Hungary with a decrease of 8 % even a quite substantial one).

Eight Member States discharged over 20 000 in-patients per 100 000 population in 2005

The number of hospital discharges of in-patients ranged from less than 7 000 in Cyprus and Malta to over
20 000 in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Lithuania, Hungary, Austria, Romania and Finland. These
differences may partly reflect the differences in organisation of healthcare services. Following the International
Classification of Diseases (ICD), the highest share of discharges was reported for diseases of the circulatory
system (around 15 % of discharges for the countries with available data by diagnosis, the number of discharges
per 100 000 ranging from less than 1 000 in Cyprus and Malta and 4 475 in Lithuania), followed by discharges
for diseases of the digestive system (almost 10 % of all discharges, in the Czech Republic, Germany, Austria
and Romania, more than 2 000 in-patients are discharged per year due to digestive diseases). Cancers and
injuries also played an important role, each accounting for around 9 % of all hospital discharges.

The number of hospital beds further decreases

For many years the total number of hospital beds has decreased continuously in the EU. For EU-27, it
decreased by 17 % between 1995 and 2005. With up to 400 beds per 100 000 inhabitants, Denmark, Spain,
Italy, Cyprus, Portugal and the United Kingdom reported the lowest number of beds per 100 000 in EU-27. The
Czech Republic reported the highest rate with 850 hospital beds per 100 000 inhabitants, followed by Germany
(846) and Lithuania (815). All these numbers refer to all available beds in both public and private hospitals. A
considerable share of the observed reduction in hospital beds is likely to have been caused by the drop in the
length of hospital stay and an increase and day-case surgery which can be observed all across the EU. Another
reason are the financial constraints which arose during the 1990s and which have led to a rationalisation of
healthcare services everywhere and the search for efficiency in the hospital sector. The increased demand for
healthcare for elderly people, many of whom are suffering from chronic disability and diseases, has in most
cases been met by transferring beds for acute or psychiatric care to long-term care, while total numbers are still
declining.

Eight Member States discharged over 20 000 in-patients per 100 000 population in 2005

The number of hospital discharges of in-patients ranged from less than 7 000 in Cyprus and Malta to over
20 000 in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Lithuania, Hungary, Austria, Romania and Finland. These
differences may partly reflect the differences in organisation of healthcare services. Following the International
Classification of Diseases (ICD), the highest share of discharges was reported for diseases of the circulatory
system (around 15 % of discharges for the countries with available data by diagnosis, the number of discharges
per 100 000 ranging from less than 1000 in Cyprus and Malta and 4 475 in Lithuania), followed by discharges
for diseases of the digestive system (almost 10 % of all discharges, in the Czech Republic, Germany, Austria
and Romania, more than 2 000 in-patients are discharged per year due to digestive diseases). Cancers and
injuries also played an important role, each accounting for around 9 % of all hospital discharges.

Policy context

The EC Treaty (Title XlIl Public Health, Article 152) states that "Community action, which shall complement
national policies, shall be directed towards improving public health, preventing human illness and diseases, and
obviating sources of danger to human health. Such action shall cover the fight against the major health
scourges, by promoting research into their causes, their transmission and their prevention, as well as health
information and education.”

In October 2007 the Commission adopted a White Paper entitled “Together for Health: A Strategic Approach for
the EU 2008-2013”. This White Paper establishes a broad cross-policy framework and aims to pursue the
following objectives: Fostering good health in an ageing Europe, protecting citizens from health threats and
supporting dynamic health systems and new technologies. In addition, it put forward principles such as
solidarity, investment in health, mainstreaming health in all policies, strengthening the EU's voice in global
health.

In 2008 the Commission has put forward various policy actions to pursue these objectives: A proposal for a
Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on standards of quality and safety of human organs
intended for transplantation, a green paper on the EU health workforce, a communication and a proposal for a
Council Recommendation on Patient Safety, including the prevention and control of healthcare associated
infections, a communication and council recommendation on rare diseases and a proposal for a Directive on
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patient rights in cross-border healthcare (COM(2008) 414), and an accompanying Communication, (COM(2008)
415). The new programme of Community Action in the Field of Health (2008-2013), is the main financial
instrument of the strategy. The Council, as well as the European Parliament, the Council, the Economic and
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, have adopted conclusions on the Health Strategy White
Paper, welcoming its objectives and principles and emphasising e.g. health in all policies, prevention, threats,
health investment and inequalities. In June 2008, the Council adopted a second round of conclusions on the
Health Strategy setting up a co-operation mechanism with the Commission for the implementation of the
strategy, which m et for the first time in December 2008.

In October 2004 the Council endorsed the application of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) for Social
Inclusion and Social Protection also to the healthcare and long term care field. Member States agreed that the
OMC can usefully be applied to this field to stimulate policy development, highlight common challenges and
facilitate mutual learning (COM (2004) 304). In 2005 Member States submitted Preliminary National Policy
Statements on Health Care and Long-term Care, which were analysed in a 2005 Memorandum of the Social
Protection Committee and which helped defining the common objectives in the field of healthcare and long-term
care. In 2006, when the existing OMCs in the fields of social inclusion and pensions and the new process of co-
operation in the field of health and long-term care were brought together under common objectives, the first
reports on national healthcare and long-term care strategies were submitted and analysed in the 2007 Joint
Report. In 2008 an agreement on a set of common indicators on healthcare and long-term care was reached.
Life expectancy and healthy life years have been agreed as common indicators, as are numbers of beds and
staff per 100 000 inhabitants, inpatient discharge rates. Where relevant, indicators are to be reported by
gender, age and socio-economic status. The 2008 Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion
examines more in depth the issue of inequalities in health outcomes across and within countries across
population groups and their relation to a set of determinants including access to health care. In April 2008, a
Memorandum of the Social Protection Committee looked at evolving long-term care needs. On the work of the
OMC see also policy context in portraits 10-13 above.

Methodological notes

Life expectancy at birth is the average number of years a person would live if age-specific mortality rates
observed for a certain calendar year or period were to continue. Life expectancy without disability (or Healthy
Life Years) is calculated by the Sullivan method and uses mortality data from demographic statistics and
prevalence figures of persons not being limited in functioning/disability. For the time period 1995-2001,
prevalence figures from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) were used. For 2002 and 2003 the
prevalence was estimated on the basis of the trend of the 1995-2001 ECHP data. From 2004 onwards, the
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions survey (SILC) is used for calculating the prevalence. The way the
question providing the disability prevalence data was implemented by the EU Member States in EU-SILC
hampers cross-country comparisons for the data up to 2008. Therefore, before 2008, SILC health data should
be used with caution and only the evolution in time for each country should be followed.

The change of the data source for calculating the prevalence (the SILC question used for calculating the
prevalence is not similar to the ECHP one) created a break in series in 2004. To be able to present calculations
at birth (ECHP and SILC data covering population 16 years and more), Eurostat has, for all countries and for
both genders, considered that the disability rate between the ages 0 and 14 is the half of the prevalence in the
next age group (16-19).

Data on perceived health are based on a self-evaluation question addressed to persons interviewed in the
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions survey (SILC). For the total population (particularly aged 65 and
over), the percentages on (very) bad health may be somewhat higher due to the fact that a significant number
of people suffering important health problems live in homes or institutions for long-term nursing care which are
not covered by the surveys.

Practising physicians, dentists or nurses provide services directly to patients. Data on practising health care
professionals are best used to describe the availability of health care human resources, because all persons
included here immediately produce for the final demand. However, not all countries can provide data for
practising health care professionals. Please note that the 'professionally active' or 'licensed to practise' data
shown for a number of countries are not fully comparable due to the different concepts used.

Total hospital beds are all hospital beds which are regularly maintained and staffed and immediately available
for the care of admitted patients. Data on the number of beds reported to Eurostat are normally given as an
annual average of beds in use during the year of reporting or according to concepts of registration or budgetary
or planned approval. A hospital discharge is the formal release of a patient from a hospital after a procedure or
course of treatment. Data shown refer to hospital in-patients and to the main diagnosis.

Causes of death (COD) data refer to the underlying cause which — according to the World Health Organisation
(WHO) — is "the disease or injury which initiated the train of morbid events leading directly to death, or the
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circumstances of the accident or violence which produced the fatal injury". COD data are derived from death
certificates. The medical certification of death is an obligation in all Member States.

Links to other parts of the report

Ageing in the population (2.3) and Health and safety (Annex 1.3.7).

Further reading

o "Health statistics: Key data on Health 2002", 2002 edition. Eurostat.

e "Health in Europe", data 1998-2003, pocketbook, 2005 edition. Eurostat
e "Health statistics: Atlas of Mortality", 2002 edition. Eurostat.

o "European social statistics — Population statistics", 2006 edition. Eurostat.
e FEurostat Population and social conditions statistics

e OECD Health data 2008.

e WHO Health For All Database

o Follow-up to the high level reflection process on patient mobility and healthcare developments in the
European Union — COM (2004) 301

e "Modernising social protection for the development of high-quality, accessible and sustainable health care
and long-term care: support for the national strategies using the ‘open method of coordination" — COM
(2004) 304

e "Review of the 2005 Preliminary National Policy Statements on Health Care and Long-term Care",
Memorandum of the Social Protection Committee, November 2005

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2007”, 2007, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

e “Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008”, 2008, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

¢ Review of the Long-term care part of the National Reports on Strategies for Social Protection and Social
Inclusion 2006-2008 and updates 2007, Memorandum of the Social Protection Committee, April 2008

e "Monitoring progress towards the objectives of the European Strategy for Social Protection and Social
Inclusion”, Commission Staff Working Document, Brussels, 6.10.2008, SEC(2008)
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K indicat 16 Life expectancy at birth, 2006 (The mean number of years that a newborn child is expected to live if subjected throughout her/his life to the mortality
ey indicator 16a itions (age specific ilities of dying) of the year of her/his birth)

FemaI94 815 819 828 828 823 763 799 807 824 786 821 819 844 844 838 824 763 77,0 81,9 77,8 819 820 828 79,7 823 762 820 784 83,1 83,1 81‘1| 793 762 |82,9 83,1 829 842

Males 752 757 76,8 76,8 76,6 692 735 761 77,2 674 773 772 77,7 773 779 788 654 653 768 692 77,0 77,7 772 709 755 692 745 704 759 788 771

Notes: UK: 2005; EU-27, EU-25, EA-15, EA-13, IT: 2004 data.
Sources: Eurostat - Demographic statistics

725 71,7 . 795 789 782 792

K . d t 1 Gb Healthy Life Years at birth, 2006 (The mean number of years that a newborn child is expected to live in healthy condition if subjected throughout her/his life
ey Indicator to the current morbidity and mortality conditions (age specific probabilities of becoming disabled/dying))
Femaled : H : : 628p : 59.8p67.1p58.0p 53.7p 65.0p 67.9¢ 63.3p 64.1p 64.0p 63.2p 52.1p 56.1p 61.8¢ 57.0p 69.2p 63.2p 60.8p 62.5p 57.6p 61.0p 54.4p 52.7p 67.0p 64.8 : - : |65.3p 63.4p
Males 62.8p @ 57.8p67.7p 58.5p 49.4p 63.3p 66.3¢ 63.7p 62.7p 64.4p 64.3p 50.5p 52.4p 61.0r 54.2p 68.1p 65.5p 58.4p 58.2p 59.6p 57.6p 54.3p 52.9p 67.1p 64.9) : 68.3p 65.7p
Source: Eurostat - Health Statistics.
Major causes of death by age-group, EU-27, 2005
O Other

O External causes of injury and
poisoning

O Cancer
O Diseases of the digestive
system

O Diseases of the respiratory
system

O Diseases of the circulatory
system

Source: Eurostat - Mortality Statistics.
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17. ACCIDENTS AND WORK-RELATED HEALTH PROBLEMS

In 2005, around 3.1 % of workers in EU-15 were victims of a working accident resulting in more than
three days' absence, 5.1 % including accidents with no absence from work or an absence of up to 3
days. From 1998, the number of accidents at work with more than three days' absence decreased in by
22 % (the value of the index 1998 = 100 was 78 in 2005) in EU-27 and by 24 % in EU-15. In 2005 around
5700 lives were lost due to an accident at work and around 500 million working days were lost in as a
result of accidents at work and work-related health problems in EU-27. Road transport fatalities
decreased 29 % from 1995 to 2005 in EU-27, but there were still around 45 000 deaths on EU-27 roads
recorded in 2005. During the ten-year period 1996-2005 over 540 000 people lost their lives in road
accidents in EU-27.

Working accidents more frequent among younger and low seniority workers

In 2005, around 4.0 million accidents at work — that resulted in more than three days’ absence — were
recorded in the 15 old Member States of the EU. Including the accidents with no absence from work or an
absence of up to three days, the estimated total number of accidents at work in the EU-15 is 6.4 million in 2005.
This represents respectively estimated rates of 3 100 and 5120 accidents at work per 100 000 employed
people, or put another way, 5.1 % of all workers were the victims of an accident at work during the year (3.1 %
for accidents with an absence of more than 3 days). There was a substantial drop in this rate (accidents
resulting in more than three days absence) of 24 % between 1998 and 2005 (index = 76 in 2005 and 100 in
1998). In addition, 5 720 fatal accidents in the course of work were recorded in 2005 in EU-27, of which 40 %
were road traffic or transport accidents during work. The incidence rate is 3.4 fatalities per 100 000 employed
people against 6.1 in 1994 and 3.8 in 2004 (-44 % and -10 % respectively). The new Member States and
candidate countries are gradually implementing the European Statistics of Accidents at Work (ESAW) data
collection methodology. In EU-27, between 2000 and 2005, the incidence rate of fatal accidents at work has
decreased by 24 % and the incidence rate of non-fatal accidents at work by 22 %.

These proportions differ of course on the economic activity and the size of the enterprise, as well as the age,
sex and working conditions of the workers. The construction industry has the highest incidence of accidents
resulting in more than three days absence, though decreasing since 1994: 6 100 per 100 000 workers in 2005
against 9 000 in 1994. Agriculture has the second highest incidence: 4 600 in 2005 (6 500 in 1994). For fatal
accidents agriculture has the highest incidence, around 10 per 100 000 workers in 2004 and construction has
the second highest, around 9 per 100 000 workers. In addition one must bear in mind that systematic and
annual data are not available for some economic activities, like fishing, which according to ad hoc surveys are
at a high risk of accidents. When including accidents up to three days absence (1998-1999 data from the ad
hoc module in the European Union Labour Force Survey), the accident rate is particularly high in the fishing
industry (where the risk of an accident is 2.4 times greater than the average for all branches in the EU). Taking
all economic activities together, the risk of accidents was in 2005 the highest in local units employing 10 to 49
people and those employing 50-249 people. In these size categories the incidence rate of accidents at work
was 1.1 an 1.2 times higher, respectively, than in local units employing more than 250 people. For non-fatal
accidents at work the incidence rates are the highest among the young workers. Among those aged 18-24
years the incidence rate is 30-60 % higher than in the other age categories. In contrast, the incidence of fatal
accidents tends to increase considerably with age. Men are 2.5 times more likely than women to have an
accident — resulting in more than three days absence — and about 13 times more likely to have a fatal
accident. This result is a function of men’s jobs and sectors of activity which tend to be more high-risk than
those of women. There are also relatively more women who work part-time which reduces their exposure to risk

Accidents at work: 138 million days lost to the economy

In addition to the major impact of these accidents in human terms, they also have a high socio-economic cost:
though, according to previous data, for 37 % of accidents there was no absence from work or the resulting
absence was only up to three days, in 2005 for 46 % the absence was more than three days but less than two
weeks and for 47 % the absence was between two weeks and three months. For the remaining 7 % of
accidents, the consequence was an absence of three months or more, or permanent partial or total disability. It
is estimated that 143 million work days were lost in 2005 in the EU-15 owing to accidents at work, i.e. a mean of
22 days per accident for those who had an absence due to an accident at work (35 days per accident with more
than three days absence) and the equivalent of one day of work lost per year for every person in employment.
Additionally, 5 % of the victims say they had to change to a different type of work or another job, or to reduce
working hours. Finally, about 14 % of the victims of accidents at work suffer more than one accident per year.
Accidents at work are estimated to cause annually costs of 55 billion euros in EU-15. Most of these costs are
due to lost working time, but on the other hand, reliable data on other type of costs of accidents at work (e.g.
health care costs) are difficult to collect and therefore such costs have probably been underestimated in the
above figure.
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460 million working days lost due to work-related health reasons

According to the results of the Fourth European Survey on Working Conditions, carried out by the European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions in 2005, there was an average of 4.6 annual
days off work because of health-related reasons for each worker in the EU-27. Of these, 2.2 days were due an
accident at work or a work-related illness. This equals to roughly 460 lost working days due to work-related
health reasons. These figures do not include the days lost due to permanent disability as only employed
persons were questioned. According to the same survey 35 % of the workers of EU-27 say that their work
affects their health, ranging from 61 % in agriculture to 21 % in financial intermediation. The most often reported
work-related health problems were backache, muscular pain, fatigue and stress. Physical risk factors like
vibration, noise, handling of chemicals, painful and tiring positions as well as repetitive movement continue to
affect a significant proportion of the workforce. Meanwhile the occurrence of violence at work appears to be
increasing, especially in certain sectors like health and education where 15 % and 8 % of workers, respectively
report violence at work.

About 630 000 commuting accidents in EU-15

The number of commuting accidents (accidents on the way to and from work) resulting in more than three days’
absence was estimated at approximately 630 000 in 2003 in EU-15 (in addition to accidents at work). The
incidence rate was 430 per 100 000. The number of fatal commuting accidents, which were chiefly road traffic
and transport accidents, was around 3 000 for EU-15.

EU-27 roads claimed around 45 000 lives in 2005

For the EU-27 as a whole, the number of road accident fatalities decreased 29 % from 1995 to 2005, when
around 45 000 deaths were caused by road accidents. During the ten-year period 1996-2005 over 540 000
people lost their lives in road accidents in EU-27. The annual data 1995-2005 per country is given in the annex
1.3.8.

In all Member States and Candidate Countries (no data available Turkey) there died much more men than
women in transport accidents (road transport and other transport accidents) in the year 2000. The lowest
standardised death rates were observed in Malta (13 women per million women and 62 men per million men),
the Netherlands (28 and 77), Sweden (23 and 85) and the United Kingdom (26 and 88) and the highest ones in
Cyprus (44 and 281), Lithuania (90 and 410) and Latvia (105 and 345).

Policy context

The EC Treaty (Article 137) states that "the Community shall support and complement the activities of the
Member States in ... (the) improvement in particular of the working environment to protect workers’ health and
safety." Art.140 adds that "the Commission shall encourage cooperation between the Member States and
facilitate the coordination of their action in all social policy fields under this chapter, particularly in matters
relating to ... (the) prevention of occupational accidents and diseases".

In 2001 the Commission gave the Communication on “Employment and social policies: a framework for
investing in quality”. It takes forward the Social Policy Agenda commitment and the Lisbon strategy reinforced
by Nice and Stockholm, to promote quality in employment. In particular it defines the approach of improving
quality of work and ensures its integration in employment and social policies. For this purpose it establishes a
set of indicators on quality in work to be used within the framework of the European Employment Strategy.

The lists of indicators of both the Synthesis Report and the Employment Committee Report on Indicators of
Quality in Work include the evolution (index 1998=100) of the incidence rate of accidents at work, as defined by
the number of accidents at work per 100 000 people in employment.

In 2007 the Commission adopted a Communication (COM (2007) 62 final) on “Improving quality and production
at work: Community strategy 2007-2012 on health and safety at work”. On July 2007 the Council adopted a
Resolution on “a new Community strategy on health and safety at work (2007-2012)". The European
Parliament adopted its resolution on the strategy on 15 January 2008. Among other, the Community strategy
2007-2012 identify research priorities including psychosocial issues, musculoskeletal disorders, dangerous
substances, knowledge of reproductive risks, occupational health and safety management, risks associated
with several cross-factors (e.g. work organisation and workplace design issues, ergonomics, combined
exposure to physical and chemical agents) and potential risks associated with nanotechnologies. The Council
Resolution states as one of the main objectives: “to achieve an ongoing, sustainable and consistent reduction in
accidents at work and occupational illnesses" and it supports the Commission in seeking to reduce the
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incidence rate of accidents at work by 25 % at Community level. National strategies should seek to establish
measurable targets for reducing incidence of occupational accidents and illnesses for relevant categories of
worker, types of company and/or sectors. The EP Resolution endorses these aims.

In its 2001 Transport White Paper, the Commission proposed the ambitious goal to save yearly 25 000 lives on
European roads by the target date of 2010. This target has meanwhile been endorsed by the European
Parliament and all Member States. In 2003, the European Road Safety Action Programme was tabled,
containing many concrete measures proposed to achieve this goal. And in February 2006, the Commission has
issued a mid-term review on our common endeavours to halve road fatalities. Summing up, Europe has
achieved a lot in the last five years, but we need to do more together to achieve our objective.

The "CARS21" Report of December 2005 and the mid-term review of the Transport White paper of June 2006
provide some guidance on the strategic direction of the European Union concerning road safety.

In Europe, the agreed method to more road safety is the principle of "shared responsibility". Beyond all
institutional rhetoric, each and everyone has a role to play to make Europe’s road safer. In this respect, the
European Road Safety Charter is central, inviting all members of society, be they for instance a local school, a
rural association or a large multinational company, to make their own measurable contribution to improving road
safety.

Finally, road safety initiatives are — or should be — underpinned by solid statistical data on accident causes
and other relevant issues. The collection and analysis of data, today in the European CARE accident data base,
tomorrow in the European Road Safety Observatory is essential to devise effective and proportionate measures
to improve road safety.

To achieve its objectives, the Commission proposes legislation and political action, but makes also some
funding available through the European Research Framework Programmes and its Road Safety Subvention
Programme.

Methodological notes

Sources: Eurostat — European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW), ad hoc module on accidents at work
and occupational diseases in the 1999 Labour Force Survey and Transport Statistics. European Commission
Transport DG — Community Road Accident database (CARE).

For road accidents, people killed are all those killed within 30 days of the accident. For Member States not
using this definition, corrective factors were applied.

The data on working accidents relate to almost 90 % of people in employment in the EU-15. The new Member
States are in the process of implementing the full ESAW methodology. Only those working accidents that lead
to more than three days absence are included in the annual ESAW data but accidents with no absence from
work or resulting in an absence from work from one to three days were also covered in the ad hoc module on
accidents at work and occupational diseases in the 1999 Labour Force Survey which is being repeated in 2007.
The ESAW incidence rates have been calculated for only nine major branches of economic activity (NACE Rev.
1 sections).

The fourth European Survey on Working Conditions was carried out in 2005 by the European Foundation for
the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions. The previous surveys were carried out in 1990, 1996 and
2000.

The EHLASS (European Home and Leisure Accident Surveillance System) was introduced by the Council
Decision 93/683/EEC of 29 October 1993 introducing a Community system of information on home and leisure.
Since 1999 the EHLASS system has been integrated into the Community Programme of Prevention of Injuries.

Links to other parts of the report

Health and safety (Annex 1.3.7).

Further reading

e http://ec.europa.eultransport/roadsafety/index_en.htm

o Work and Health in the EU — A statistical portrait. Panorama series — 2003 edition — Eurostat.
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L]
Detailed tables series — 2002 edition — Eurostat.
e Statistics in Focus (Transport): "EU road safety 2004: Regional differences”, No 14/2007; Eurostat.
e “European Statistics on Accidents at Work — Methodology", 2001 Edition. Eurostat and DG Employment
and social affairs, “Health and safety at work” series.
e “Panorama of transport” (2007 edition), 2007. Eurostat.
e “Fourth European Survey on Working Conditions" European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions (http://www.eurofound.europa.eu).
e “Guidance on work-related stress — Spice of life or kiss of death?", European Commission, 16 December
2002.
¢ Quality of Work, Policy Review Series n°8, 2007.
e Communication from the Commission (COM (2007) 62 final) "Improving quality and productivity at work:
Community strategy 2007-2012 on health and safety at work".
e Council Resolution of 25 June 2007 on a new Community strategy on health and safety at work (2007-2012)
[0.J. C145 of 30.06.2007, page 1].
EU- EU- EA- EA-
‘27 25 15 13 BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK|HR MK TR‘ IS LI NO CH
Key indicator 17a Serious accidents at work, 2005 (Index of the number of serious accidents at work per 100 thousand persons in employment (1998=100))
Total 78 77 : 74 62 58 80 83 65 126 101 55 87 90 71 97 92 104 72 79 77 100b 77 80 74 96 84 52 88 85 84 65
Females 85 89 B 80 65 62 95 96 68 142 104 49 88 111 76 111 B 101 65 93 72 100b 77 90 77 88 95 63 93 88 79 :
Males 81 79 B 73 63 56 74 80 65 131 98 57 91 87 71 91 B 103 75 73 80 100b 78 78 74 97 80 48 89 84 86
Source: Eurostat - European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW)
Key indicator 17b Fatal accidents at work, 2005 (Index of the number of fatal accidents at work per 100 thousand persons in employment (1998=100))
‘86 72 H 72 84 85 71 7 82 58 117 43 64 50 52 66i 74 133 57i 73 44i 75 94 81 84 128 84 64 83 131 88‘ H H 70‘ H
Note: In CY, LU and MT the values are based on small annual numbers. NL, non-fatad accidents break in the series in 2005.

“European social statistics — Accidents at work and work-related health problems — Data 1994-2000” —

Source: Eurostat - European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW)

Accidents at work by type of activity, EU-15, 2005
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Number of transport accident deaths per 100,000 inhabitants (SDRs) by sex, 2006
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ANNEXES TO PART 2

ANNEX 1.1: KEY INDICATORS PER GEOPOLITICAL ENTITY
LATEST YEAR AVAILABLE
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READING NOTES FOR THE KEY INDICATORS

a
11b

13a
13b
14a

14b
15
16a

16b

17a
17b

NOTES:

In EU-27 the growth rate of Gross Domestic Product volume was 2.9 % in 2007.

In EU-27 there were 495 million 90 thousand inhabitants on 1.1.2007.

In EU-27 the number of persons aged 65 and over is estimated to have corresponded to 24.9 % of what is considered to be the working age population (15-64 years) in 2006.

In EU-27 the difference between population change and natural increase (the latter is the surplus or deficit of live births over deaths) is estimated to have been +3.8 per 1000 inhabitants (more immigrants than emigrants) in 2007.

In EU-27, 78.1 % of the population aged 20 to 24 had completed at least upper secondary education (Baccalauréat, Abitur, apprenticeship or equivalent) in 2007.

In EU-27, 9.7 % of the population aged 25-64 had participated in education or training over the four weeks prior to the survey in 2007.

In EU-27, 65.4 % of the population aged 15-64 were in employment in 2007.

In EU-27, 44.7 % of the population aged 55-64 were in employment in 2007.

In EU-27, 7.1 % of the active population (i.e. labour force i.e. those at work and those aged 15-74 years seeking work) were unemployed in 2007.

In EU-27 in 2006 3.0 % of the active population (i.e. labour force i.e. those at work and those aged 15-74 years seeking work) had been unemployed for at least one year.

In EU-27 public ependiture on Labour Market Policy measures (categories 2-7) represented 0.511 % of Gross Domestic Product in 2006.

In EU-27 public ependiture on Labour Market Policy measures (categories 8-9) represented 1.196 % of Gross Domestic Product in 20086.

In EU-27 social protection expenditure represented 27.2 % of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2005.

In EU-27 old-age and survivors benefits made up 45.9 % of total benefits in 2005.

In EU-27 sickness and health care benefits made up 28.6 % of total benefits in 2005.

In EU-27 Member States in survey year 2006 (income reference year mainly 2005) as a population-weighted average the top (highest equivalised disposable income) 20 % of a Member State's population received 4.8 times as much of the Member
State's total income as the bottom (lowest equivalised disposable income) of the Member State's population.

In EU-27 in 2006 before social transfers, 26 % of the population would have been living below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social transfers). Retirement and survivor's
pensions are counted as income before transfers and not as social transfers.

In EU-25 in 2006 after social transfers, 16 % of the populationactuallyhas an equivalised disopsable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60% of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social transfers).

In EU-27, 9.3 % of the population aged 18-59 were living in households where no-one works in 2007. Students aged 18-24 who live in households composed solely of students of the same age class are counted neither in numerator nor in
denominator.

In EU-27, 9.4 % of the children aged 0-17 were living in households where no-one works in 2007.

The population consists of all paid employees in enterprises with 10 employees or more in NACE Rev. 1.1 aggregate C to O (excluding L).

In EU-27 the mean number of years that a newborn girl/boy is expected to live if subjected throughout her/his life to the mortality conditions of the year 2006 (age specific probabilities of dying) is 81.5/75.2 years.

In Czech Republic the mean number of years that a newborn girl/boy is expected to live in healthy condition if subjected throughout her/his life to the morbidity and mortality conditions of the year 2006 (age specific probabilities of becoming
disabled/dying) is 59.3/57.5 years.

In EU-27, the number of serious working accidents (resulting in more than three days' absence) per 100 000 persons in employment, went down by 22 % from 1998 to 2005.

In EU-27, the number of fatal working accidents per 100 000 persons in employment, went down by 14 % from 1998 to 2005.

1) Flag codes: The letters ('flag codes') added to data (e.g. the 'f in the HR value '4.8f of the first key indicator in this table) indicate the following specific charasteritics: 'b' = "break in the series", 'e" = "estimated value", 'f = "forecast", 'i' = "more

information in corresponding portrait or in the Eurostat web site http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu”, 'p' = "provisional value" and 's' = "Eurostat estimate".

2) Special values: The two special values used have the meaning: "' = "not available" and '.' = "not applicable".
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ANNEX 1.2: KEY INDICATORS PER GEOPOLITICAL ENTITY
TIME SERIES (MAINLY LATEST 10 YEARS, WHEN AVAILABLE)
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Key indicator 1
1996 1.8 1.8
1997 27 28
1998 3.0 3.0
1999 3.0 3.1
2000 3.9 3.9
2001 2.0 2.0
2002 1.2 1.2
2003 1.3 1.3
2004 25 24
2005 2.0 20
2006 3.1 3.1
2007 29 29
2008Q2 2.1 2.1
2008Q3 1.0 0.8

Notes: Quarterly growth rates are in comparison to the same quarter of the previous year and are based on raw, i.e. not seasonally adjusted data
"f": forecast by the Commission Services.

Source: Eurostat - National Accounts.
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EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cY Lv LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK Fl SE UK HR MK TR

. . Total population, 1st January (The number of inhabitants of the area on 1st January (or on 31st December of the previous year) in 1000 inhabitants),
Key indicator 2a Observed
1950 : 8639 : : 4251 68376 : 2969 7566 28009 41647 47101 : : : 295 : : 10027 6926 : 8437 : : : 3988 6986 50616 :
1960 402607 376459 253105 252205 9129 7829 9638 4565 72543 1209 2836 8300 30327 45465 50026 572 2104 2756 313 9961 327 11417 7030 29480 8826 18319 1581 3970 4413 7471 52200 [ 4127 1384 27120
1970 435474 406870 274150 273235 9660 8464 9906 4907 78269 1356 2943 8781 33588 50528 53685 612 2352 3119 339 10322 303 12958 7455 32671 8698 20140 1718 4537 4614 8004 55546 [ 4403 1617 34881
1980 457053 426074 287577 286751 9855 8846 10316 5122 78180 1472 3393 96584 37242 53731 56388 510 2509 3404 363 10709 315 14091 7546 35413 9714 22133 1893 4963 4771 8303 56285 | 4598 1878 44021
1990 470388 438410 295595 294670 9948 8767 10362 5135 79113 1571 3507 10121 38826 56577 56694 573 2668 3694 379 10375 352 14893 7645 38038 9996 23211 1996 5288 4974 8527 57157 4773 1873 55495
1995 477010 445870 301696 300681 10131 8427 10333 5216 81539 1448 3598 10595 39343 57753 56844 645 2501 3643 406 10337 369 15424 7943 38581 10018 22712 1989 5356 5099 8816 57943 | 4659 1957 61204
1996 477 856 446815 302502 301474 10143 8385 10321 5251 81817 1425 3620 10674 39431 57936 56844 656 2470 3615 412 10321 371 15494 7953 38609 10043 22656 1990 5368 5117 8837 58095 4581 1972 62338
1997 478 630 447707 303281 302241 10170 8341 10309 5275 82012 1406 3655 10745 39525 58116 56876 666 2445 3588 47 10301 374 15567 7965 38639 10073 22582 1987 5379 5132 8844 58239 | 4533 1991 63485
1998 480920 450111 305571 304520 10192 8283 10299 5295 82057 1393 3694 10808 39639 59935b 56904 675 2421 3562 422 10280 377 15654 7971 38660 10110 22526 1985 5388 5147 8848 58395 4537 2002 64642
1999 481618 450899 306233 305172 10214 8230 10290 5314 82037 1379 3732 10861 39803 60159 56909 683 2399 3536 427 10253 379 15760 7982 38667 10149 22489 1978 5393 5160 8854 58580 ( 4527 2013 65787
2000 482761 452114 307320 306249 10239 8191 10278 5330 82163 1372 3778 10904 40050 60538 56924 690 2382 3512 434 10222 380 15864 8002 38654 10195 22455 1988 5399 5171 8861 58785 | 4498 2022 66889
2001 483782 453202 308652 307563 10263 8149 10267 5349 82260 1367 3833 10931 40477 60964 56961 698 2364 3487 439 10200 391b 15987 8021 38254 10257 22430 1990 5379 5181 8883 59000 | 4439 2031 67896
2002 484614 454889 310209 309109 10310 7891 10206 5368 82440 1361 3900 10969 40964 61399 56994 706 2346 3476 444 10175 395 16105 8065 38242 10329 21833 1994 5379 5195 8909 59218 4445 2039 68838
2003 486617 456999 312143 311031 10356 7846 10203 5384 82537 1356 3964 11006 41664 61832 57321 715 2331 3463 448 10142 397 16193 8102 38219 10407 21773 1995 5379 5206 8941 59438 [ 4443 2024 69770
2004 488757 450244 314156 313026 10396 7801 10211 5398 82532 1351 4028 11041 42345 62252 57888 730 2319 3446 455 10117 400 16258 8140 38191 10475 21711 199 5380 5220 8976 59700 | 4442 2030 70692
2005 491024 461604 316165 315013 10446 7761 10221 5411 82501 1348 4109 11083 43038 62638 58462 749 2308 3425 461 10098 403 16306 8207 38174 10529 21659 1998 5385 5237 9011 60060 4444 2035 71610
2006 492975 463646 317861 316690 10511 7719 10251 5427 82438 1345 4209 11125 43758 62999 58752 766 2295 3403 469 10077 405 16334 8266 38157 10570 21610 20038 5389 5256 9048 60393 4443 2039 72520
2007 495090 465846 319588 318401 10585 7679 10287 5447 82315 1342 4313 11172 44475 63392 59131 mn 2281 3385 476 10066 408 16358 8299 38125 10599 21565 2010 5394 5277 9113 60817 4441 2042 6968%
Note: Data for France refer to metropolitan France until 1997 and to France including overseas departments starting from 1998. (:) data not available. (p) provisional data. (b) break in series
Source: Eurostat - D Statistics

EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cy LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO S| SK Fl SE UK HR MK TR

. . Total population, 1st January (The number of inhabitants of the area on 1st January (or on 31st December of the previous year) in 1000 inhabitants),
Key indicator 2b Eurostat 2008-based population projections, convergence scenario
2010 499389 470491 322855 321620 10784 7564 10394 5512 82145 1333 4614 11307 46673 62583 60017 821 2247 3337 494 10023 414 16503 8405 38092 107238 21334 2034 5407 5337 9306 61984
2015 507727 479242 329516 328207 11070 7382 10497 5591 81858 1323 5052 11476 49381 64203 60929 888 2200 3275 523 9964 41 16717 8570 38068 10947 21103 2053 5427 5429 9588 63792
2020 513838 485816 334108 332727 11322 7188 10543 5661 81472 1311 5404 11556 51109 65607 61421 955 2151 3220 551 93893 427 16896 8723 37960 11108 20834 2058 5432 5501 9853 65683
2025 517811 490352 337115 335668 11547 6974 10516 5736 80907 1292 5673 11575 52101 66846 61683 1017 2095 3158 579 9790 431 17069 8866 37612 11224 20484 2047 5402 5549 10094 67543
2030 519942 493140 339077 337574 11745 6753 10420 5808 80152 1267 5881 11573 52661 67982 61868 1072 2033 3083 607 9651 432 17208 8988 36975 11317 20049 2023 5332 5569 10270 69224
2035 520 654 494500 340204 338654 11906 6535 10288 5858 79150 1243 6057 11575 53027 69021 61995 1121 1970 2998 633 9501 429 17271 9075 36141 11395 19619 1992 5231 5557 10382 70685
2040 520103 494612 340359 338768 12033 6330 10158 5882 77821 1221 6221 11567 53290 69898 62002 1167 1913 2912 657 9352 424 17226 9122 35219 11452 19161 1958 51156 5521 10470 72009
2045 518362 493554 339432 337802 12125 6129 10036 5890 76249 1202 6381 11531 53409 70553 61777 1211 1858 2825 678 9213 419 17085 9138 34257 11475 18679 1921 4993 5481 10565 73282
2050 515303 491231 337350 335684 12194 5923 9892 5895 74491 1181 6531 11445 53229 71044 61240 1251 1804 2737 697 9061 415 16909 9127 33275 11449 18149 1878 4859 5448 10672 74506
2055 510996 487702 334246 332547 12247 5710 9722 5903 72621 1159 6654 11301 52701 71442 60413 1288 1746 2645 715 8898 410 16740 9088 32244 11373 17584 1830 4712 5422 10780 75647
2060 505719 483312 330561 328836 12295 5485 9514 5920 70759 1132 6752 11118 51913 71800 59390 1320 1682 2548 732 8717 405 16596 9037 31139 11265 16921 1779 4547 5402 10875 76677

Note: Data for France refer to metropolitan France.

Sources: Eurostat - 2008-based population projections, convergence scenario
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EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cy Lv LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO S| SK Fl SE UK HR MK TR
oL Old age dependency ratio (Population aged 65 and over as a percentage of the working age population (15-64) on 1st January (or on 31st December of the previous year)),
Key indicator 3a
Observed

1950 : : : : : : 13.8 : 177 105 111 172 : : : 122 155 : 10.5 : 105 152 :
1960 : : : 185 | 112 146 164 170 : 192 142 127 187 140 : : 159 136 146 184 95 124 : : 14 116 178 180 6.4
1970 : : : 212 | 140 179 189 214 177 193 172 152 206 167 : 180 159 191 170 162 227 126 149 130 148 144 136 207 205 8.2
1980 : : 219 | 178 216 222 239 190 182 206 174 221 203 : 196 174 203 209 125 174 243 155 178 163 164 167 176 253 233 : 8.4
1990 206 208 210 210 221 | 195 190 232 216 175 186 204 202 214 215 172 177 162 193 200 157 186 221 154 200 156 155 160 198  27.7 241 | 17.0 7.4
1995 219 221 226 226 238 | 222 193 227 225 202 178 222 222 230 240 172 205 185 206 209 163 193 225 166 219 180 174 163 211 274 245 | 182 128 7.8
1996 223 225 230 230 243 | 226 194 225 228 209 176 226 227 234 247 172 209 190 209 212 168 195 227 169 222 184 180 164 215 274 245 | 182 132 79
1997 225 227 233 233 247 | 227 196 224 230 215 174 230 232 238 252 174 214 195 212 213 174 196 228 172 226 186 185 165 217 274 245 | 182 134 80
1998 228 229 236 236 250 | 231 197 223 232 220 172 234 237 238 258 174 218 200 213 216 176 198 229 174 230 191 190 166 219 273 245 | 182 138 81
1999 230 231 239 239 253 | 234 198 222 233 222 170 238 241 240 263 170 220 205 214 218 178 199 229 175 234 194 194 166 220 271 244 | 182 142 82
2000 232 234 242 243 255 | 238 198 222 239 224 168 242 245 243 268 170 221 208 214 220 179 200 229 176 237 197 198 166 222 269 243 | 244 146 83
2001 235 237 246 246 257 | 240 198 222 245 227 166 247 247 244 274 170 226 213 207 222 181 201 228 180 242 200 202 165 224 268 243 | 234 149 83
2002 238 240 250 250 258 | 249 197 223 252 230 165 253 248 246 279 174 229 217 208 223 185 202 229 182 245 204 206 163 227 266 243 | 237 153 84
2003 24.1 242 253 253 260 | 249 197 223 259 235 164 258 247 247 285 176 233 220 209 224 187 203 227 184 247 206 210 163 229 265 243 | 242 155 85
2004 243 245 257 257 261 | 249 197 225 268 239 164 264 246 247 289 175 236 223 208 226 190 205 228 186 249 209 214 163 233 264 243 | 246 156 87
2005 246 248 264 261 263 248 198 227 27.8 243 164 268 244 249 293 173 241 223 209 227 193 208 235 187 252 211 218 163 238 265 243 249 158 89
2006 249 251 265 265 262 249 200 229 289 245 162 27.6 243 249 298 17.3 244 225 208 229 198 211 244 189 254 212 222 164 240 264 242 252 160 90
Notes: Data for France refer to metropolitan France until 1997 and to France including overseas departments starting from 1998.
Source: Eurostat - Demographic Statistics

EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cy Lv LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO s SK Fl SE UK HR MK TR

Key indicator 3b

Eurostat 2008-based population projections, convergence scenario
218 250 312 250 167 282 244 258 310 180 252

2010 259 261 217 217 26.1 253 232 211 242 212
2015 283 285 299 299 282 282 265 291 322 26.7 184 306 258 293 336 199 262 24.0 223 263 267
2020 314 313 325 325 306 311 311 318 353 292 202 328 274 328 355 23 281 26.0 242 303 312
2025 342 345 367 367 338 337 338 345 395 319 223 354 30.2 358 380 249 311 297 211 333 359
2030 380 384 402 402 376 363 357 378 46.2 344 2486 385 343 390 424 274 346 347 308 341 391
2035 421 424 450 450 405 391 37.8 411 528 36.1 272 432 397 417 483 290 371 388 344 362 400
2040 454 456 486 487 423 436 427 427 54.7 39.0 306 482 464 440 54.1 308 40.7 428 363 401 417
2045 480 480 51.0 511 430 49.7 50.2 427 55.1 422 353 532 539 442 579 333 447 46.0 372 46.7 454
2050 504 50.2 528 529 439 554 54.8 413 56.4 472 404 570 587 447 592 377 512 511 378 50.8 498
2055 524 520 537 538 44.7 613 58.8 412 582 537 429 576 60.0 452 594 414 599 59.1 381 545 545
2060 535 53.0 539 539 458 635 614 427 59.1 556 436 571 59.1 452 593 445 64.5 65.7 391 576 59.1

Notes: Data for France refer to metropolitan France.

Sources: Eurostat - 2008-based population projections, convergence scenario
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EU- EU-
27 25 EA-15 EA-13  BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT cY Lv LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO S| SK Fl SE UK ‘ HR MK TR

K indi 4 Crude rate of net migration including adjustments and corrections (The difference between population change and natural increase (the surplus or deficit of live births over deaths) during the
ey in icator year per 1000 population)

1994 12 13 18 18 17 0.0 1.0 20 39 -143 08 74 16 -01 04 110 91 66 94 1.7 2.4 13 04 05 1.7 07 00 09 0.7 5.8 0.6 3.1 14 .
1995 14 15 21 20 02 0.0 1.0 55 49 108 16 7.3 18 03 05 92 55 65 106 17 0.2 1.0 03 05 22 09 04 05 0.8 13 11 | 87 07 17
1096 1.2 14 1.9 1.9 15 0.1 1.0 33 34 95 44 66 21 03 10 80 -41 65 83 1.7 0.7 14 05 -03 26 09 -7 04 08 07 08 | -11.3 22 15
1097 0.9 1.0 13 13 1.0 0.0 12 2.3 11 49 47 57 24 02 09 72 -39 63 86 1.7 15 19 02 03 29 06 07 03 09 07 1.0 01 1.0 16
1998 1.1 12 14 14 12 00 09 21 06 -47 44 5.1 4.0 0.0 1.0 62 24 62 90 1.7 0.9 2.8 11 03 31 03 27 02 0.9 12 17 | 09 10 15
1099 2.0 2.2 2.7 2.7 16 00 09 18 25 -08 65 41 6.0 25 06 61 1.7 59 104 16 0.9 28 25 04 37 01 54 03 0.7 15 23 | 51 08 12
2000 1.5 1.6 3.2 3.2 1.4 0.0 0.6 1.9 20 0.2 8.4 2.7 9.7 26 0.9 5.7 2.3 -5.8 79 1.6 2.3 3.6 2.2 -10.7 4.6 -0.2 1.4 -4.1 0.5 27 2.4 -11.7 -1.2 09
2001 12 3.0 40 40 35 267 42 22 33 01 102 35 108 28 09 66 22 07 75 1.0 5.5 35 54 04 63 252 25 02 12 3.2 2.6 32 1.3 00
2002 38 41 5.3 53 39 0.1 12 18 27 01 8.3 35 157 30 60 97 08 06 59 03 44 17 43 05 68 0.1 1.1 0.2 1.0 35 2.7 19 122 00
2003 42 45 58 57 34 00 25 13 17 041 7.8 32 149 30 106 171 04 18 120 15 42 47 04 61 03 18 03 1.1 3.2 3.0 27 1400
2004 3.8 41 5.1 5.1 34 0.0 1.8 0.9 1.0 0.1 17 37 143 17 96 213 05 28 96 1.8 438 76 02 45 05 09 05 1.3 238 3.8 26 01 0.0
2005 34 36 44 44 48 0.0 3.5 12 10 01 159 36 148 15 55 190 02 26 131 17 40 68 03 36 03 32 06 17 3.0 3.2 19 04 o0
2006 33 35 441 41 5.1 0.0 3.4 13 03 01 157 37 139 15 64 112 11 14 113 21 5.3 35 09 25 03 31 0.7 2.0 5.6 2.9 16 03 .

2007 38 41 49 49 59 02 841 42 06 01 147 37 156 1.1 83 163 03 16 125 14 49 38 05 18 00 7.0 13 26 5.9 2.9 13 01 0.0

Notes: 1) Conceptually net migration is the surplus or deficit of immigration into over emigration from a given area during the year and the crude rate of net migration is net migration per 1000 population.

Since many countries either do not have accurate figures on immigration and emigration or have no figures at all, net migration is calculated indirectly as the difference between total population change and natural increase (the surplus or deficit of live births over deaths) between two dates. It then includes
adjustments and corrections, i.e. all changes in the population size that cannot be classified as births, deaths, immigration or emigration. It is then used for the calculation of the crude rate of net net migration, which also consequently includes adjustments and corrections.

2) CY: Government-controlled area only. 1998 break in series - before 1998 France metropolitan, from 1998 - whole France.

Source: Eurostat - Demographic Statistics
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Key indicator 5

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2008
2007

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

76.6
76.6
76.7
76.9
77.2
775
77.9
78.1

79.3
79.2
79.3
79.4
79.9
80.2
80.8
80.8

738
74.0
74.0
74.4
74.4
74.9
75.0
75.4

76.6
76.5
76.7
77.0
773
776
77.9
78.0

795
793
79.4
796
80.2
80.4
81.0
80.9

73.7
73.7
74.0
74.4
744
748
74.9
75.2

EA-
15

73.0
72.7
728
72.9
736
73.8
74.0
745

76.4
76.0
76.2
76.2
77.3
773
777
78.0

69.6
69.3
69.6
69.6
70.0
704
704
71.0

716
73.1
72.7
729
73.0
736
73.8
74.0
745

74.6
76.5
76.0
76.2
76.3
77.3
773
777
78.0

68.5
69.6
69.3
69.6
69.7
70.0
704
704
711

BE

BG

cz

DK

DE

EE

IE

Youth education attainment level (Percentage of the population

7786
80.2
80.1

79.6
76.2i
81.7b
81.7
816
81.2
81.8
81.8
824
826

80.7
838
82.4
82.9
80.1i
85.6b
85.2
84.8
84.6
84.8
85.3
85.6
84.9

746
76.6
779
76.4
72.3i
78.0b
78.3
785
779
78.9
784
79.1
80.4

75.2
78.1b
774
76.3
76.1
76.5
80.5i
83.3

77.0
79.00
795
773
775
771
81.1i
83.6

734
77.2b
75.2
75.4
749
75.9
80.0i
83.0

92.2
91.8
91.2
90.6
922
92.1
91.4
91.2
91.8
91.8

91.6
91.6
91.7
91.3
92.0
915
91.8
91.1
92.4
92.4

92.8
92.0
90.7
89.8
92.4
92.8
91.0
91.3
91.1
91.3

89.3
74.6b
736
76.3
732
72.0
78.4i
786
76.2b
76.2
771
77.4
70.8b

87.8
77.4b
773
79.3
77.9
76.5
81.7i
82.6
78.5b
78.1
80.5
81.5
77.70

90.9
71.8b
69.9
73.0
67.8
67.5
74.8i
743
73.8b
743
738
73.4
64.2b

79.4
74.90
748
746
74.7
736
733
725
72.8
71.5b
716
725

796
74.5b
751

745
74.8
736
73.8
734
74.2
72.5b
735
74.4

79.1
75.2b
745
74.7
7486
736
726
716
715
70.4b
69.8
70.6

83.1
83.0
79.0b
79.8
814
815
80.3
826
82.0
80.9

85.5
88.6
83.7b
85.2
85.8
85.1
875
87.6
89.8
89.6

80.7
771
74.2b
747
771
779
732
776
741
722

738
773
774
82.0
82,6
83.9
84.0
85.1p
85.3p
85.8p
85.7
86.7

78.9
82.8
821
85.0
856
87.4
87.3
88.5p
88.4p
88.9p
89.3
89.7

68.8
720
72.9
79.1
79.7
80.4
80.7
81.6p
82.3p
82.6p
82.0
83.7

EL ES
aged 20
738 590
753 615
768 637
764 64.6i
786 652
79.2 66.0
802 650
81.1 63.7
817 622
830 612
84.1 61.8
810p 616
821 61.1
782 644
792 674
807 693
821 704
828 717
846 719
848 714
860 703
868 692
868 684
885 685
86.6p  69.0
870 673
689 537
707 556
722 584
706 588
743 887
736 601
753 588
76.1 574
766 555
792 544
797 554
7550 546
775 554

FR

T

cy

Lv

LT

LU

HU

to 24 having completed at least upper secondary education)

78.6
75.2
76.3
78.9
80.0
81.6
81.8
81.7
81.3b
81.7
83.4
83.2
82.4

80.7
76.7
773
80.8
81.4
83.5
83.2
82.8
83.0b
83.3
85.4
85.0
85.0

76.3
735
75.1
76.8
78.6
796
80.3
80.5
79.70
80.1
81.3
81.4
79.8

589 |
60.9
62.4
65.3
66.3
69.4b
67.9
69.6
71.0
73.4
736
755
763

62.7
64.8
66.7
70.0
70.4
74.20
73.0
74.3
751
786
78.1
79.4
80.0

55.0
56.8
57.9
60.6
62.1
64.5b
62.7
64.8
66.8
68.2
69.2
77
72.7

80.8
79.0
80.5
83.5
795
776
80.4
83.7p
85.8

856
82.8
84.9
89.5
87.0
83.8
89.1
90.7p
91.0

75.1
74.4
75.4
76.7
713
70.7
711
76.1p
79.8

785
74.6b
76.5
7170
77.1b
754
79.5
79.9
81.0
80.2

86.4
82.3b
82.4
77.5i
84.3b
80.9
85.1
85.2
86.2
84.1

708
67.2b
709
66.2i
70.0b
70.1
742
74.7
75.9
76.4

Total

83.2
81.3
78.9i
80.5
81.3b
84.2
85.0
87.8
88.2
89.0
Females

86.2
845
82.9i
838
83.2b
87.9
88.5
918
912
915
Males

80.3
78.2
75.0i
771
79.4b
80.6
815
83.9
85.3
86.5

51.9
49.5
53.1

71.2b
775
68.0
69.8

72.7b
725
7.1
69.3
709

523
47.8
53.0

72.8b
75.8
69.0
65.5

75.6b
734
758
745
76.4

515
51.2
53.2

69.6b
79.2
67.0
74.0

69.7b
716
66.6
64.0
65.6

77.7
815
85.2
835
84.7
85.9
84.7b
835
83.4
829
84.0

779
814
85.3
84.0
85.0
86.3
86.1b
84.9
84.9
84.7
85.6

775
815
85.2
83.0
84.5
85.5
83.4b
82.0
81.9
81.2
825

T

40.9
40.1
39.0
45.1b
51.0
53.7
50.4
54.7

40.2
38.7
422
48.8b
52.4
57.0
52.8
58.6

416
414
36.1
4130
49.8
505
48.1
51.1

NL

80.5

64.2
66.5
69.1
68.4
68.2
68.7
68.8
72.0
712
714
69.9
71.9

AT

79.2
80.5
81.8
84.4
84.7
85.1b
85.1
85.3
84.2
85.8i
85.9
85.8
84.1

745
77.8
80.1
824
82.9
84.9b
85.3
84.6
83.4
86.5i
87.3
86.7
85.4

84.1
83.3
83.6
86.5
86.6
85.3b
84.9
86.1
85.1
85.1i
84.6
84.9
82.7

85.1
845
81.6i
88.8b
89.7
89.2
90.3
90.9
91.1
91.7
91.6

88.1
87.1
84.3
91.7b
91.8
91.9
92.8
93.1
93.3
93.8
93.4

81.9
81.7
78.8i
85.8b
87.7
86.5
87.9
88.7
88.9
89.6
89.7

PT

45.1

46.2

471
39.3b

43.2
444
44.4
47.9
496
49.0
496
534

52.0
52.7
53.9
44.80
46.7
51.8
53.0
52.9
55.5
58.7
57.5
58.6
60.8

38.3
39.9
404
33.8b
336
346
359
36.1
404
40.8
40.8
40.8
46.3

RO

82.0
81.0
778
76.1
773
76.3
75.0
753
76.0
772
774

82.7
81.2
79.1
77.0
775
777
75.7
76.1
76.8
77.8
7

81.3
80.8
76.3
75.2
771
748
743
746
75.2
76.6
771

S

84.4
85.7
86.8
85.8
88.0b
88.2
90.7
90.8
90.5
90.5
89.4
91.5

86.6
88.7
88.5
87.1
90.8b
90.3
93.3
94.0
94.1
93.2
91.4
94.3

82.1
82.8
85.1
84.5
85.4b
86.3
88.3
87.7
87.1
88.0
87.7
89.0

SK

934
93.3
94.8
94.4
945

91.7
91.8
91.5
91.3

93.0
93.4

95.1
95.4
945
92.0
926
91.7
92.1

93.7
93.3
94.8
93.8
93.5
93.7
91.3
91.0
91.2
90.5

FI

84.2
83.1
87.2
85.2
88.8
90.0b
89.4
89.0
87.6
87.0
85.7
87.0
88.0

83.0
81.9
81.0
823
84.8

SE

88.1
86.3
86.6
875
86.3
85.2
85.5b
86.7
85.8
86.0
875
86.5
87.2

86.1
87.1
88.2
88.1
875
87.6
86.8b
88.3
87.2
87.2
88.7
88.6
89.0

90.0
85.5
85.0
86.9
85.1
82.8
84.2b
85.2
84.3
84.8
86.4
845
85.4

UK

64.0
62.2
65.8
75.3b
76.6
76.9
771
78.7
770
782
788
78.1

62.0
60.0
64.5

75.90
773
784
776
789
78.0
789
80.3
79.0

65.9
64.3
67.1

74.7b
75.9
75.4
766
784
76.0
774
773
772

HR

90.6
91.0
935
93.8
94.6

89.4
89.5
926
928
94.3

MK TR

44' 7
46.4

389
400

51.7
54.2

438
46.1
46.1
48.5
51.2
51.7
50.8
49.3

41.0
475
53.3
56.9
56.3
57.8
57.7
58.7

46.3
448
39.2
405
46.4
457
445
40.7

L

NO

90.1
929
934
94.4
95.0
96.2
94.8
93.7
95.1
96.2

89.8
93.1
935
95.1
95.4
96.9
96.1
94.7
95.9
97.5

90.4
92.7
933
935
94.6
95.5
935
92.6
943
94.9

CH

837
81.0
77.0
76.0
77.7
80.4
79.4
775
78.7
783
781

82.6
80.5
74.3
74.9
78.3
85.1
80.6
794
80.2
795
80.0

84.9
81.4
795
77.0
771
76.0
783
75.9
773
772
763

Notes: 1) Reference period: From 27 October 2008, this indicator is based on annual averages of quarterly data instead of one unique reference quarter in spring. This improves both the accuracy and reliability of the results thanks to a better coverage of all weeks of the year and an increased sample size. Annual averages are used from 2005 onwards for all countries. Spring data are used between 2000 and

2002 for DE, FR, LU, CY, MT and SE, and for 2003-2004 for DE and CY. The average of the two semi-annual surveys is used for LV and LT for 2000-2001 and from 2002 for HR. Before 2000, all results are based on the spring survey.
2) Estimations are performed by Eurostat in case of outliers or missing information in the quarterly series.

3) Educational attainment level: From 1998 data onwards ISCED 3c levels of duration shorter than 2 years do not fall any longer under the level ‘upper secondary’ but under ‘lower secondary’. This change implies revised results in DK (from 2001), ES, CY and IS compared to results published before December 2005. The definition could not be implemented on 1998-2005 data in EL, IE and AT where all ISCED
3c levels are still included.
4) Changes in survey characteristics: Due to changes in the survey characteristics, data lack comparability with former years in IT (from 1993), DK and DE (from 1996), PT (from 1998), BE and UK (from 1999), PL (1999 — quarter 1 for that year), F! (from 2000), SE and BG (from 2001), LV and LT (from 2002), DK and HU (from 2003), AT (from 2004), DE (from 2005).
5) Students living abroad for one year or more and conscripts on compulsory military service are not covered by the EU Labour Force Survey, which may imply lower rates than those available at national level. This is especially relevant for the indicator 'youth education attainment level’in CY.
6) The indicator covers non-nationals who have stayed or intend to stay in the country for one year or more.

7) FR data do not cover the overseas departments (DOM). TR (youth education attainment level): national data.

R11In race nf micsinn raintry data the 11 anaranates are nravided 1isina the clncact availahle vear racilt

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey
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Key indicator 6 Lifelong learning (adult participation in education and training) (Percentage of the population aged 25-64 participating in education and training over the four weeks prior to the survey)
Total
1995 28 16.8 : 43 0.9 43 29 38 29 131 77 33 : : : 14.1 :
1996 : 29 18.0 57 48 09 44 27 41 29 125 79 34 : 163 265 : 157 165 295
1997 30 : 18.9 5.4 43 52 0.9 4.4 29 46 28 29 126 7.8 35 09 : 158 250 : 165 164 208
1998 44 : 198 53 63 : 1.0 42 27 48 : : 5.1b 33 129 3.1b 1.0 : : 16.1 : : 193 : 333
1999 55  6.9b : 19.8 55 65 : 13 5.0 26 55 26 : 3.9 53 29 136 9.1 : 34 0.8 : : 176 258 192 20.2 : 311
2000 7.1e 7.5¢ 52 52 62i : : 19.4b 52 650 : 10 4.1b 28 4.8 31 28 48 29 45 155 83 34 09 : : 1750 216 205b 235 133 347
2001 7de 75 52 5.2e 6.4 14 : 18.4 52 54 : 12 44 27 45 34 : 35 53 27 46 15.9 82 43 33 1.0 73 : 172 1750 209 235 142 373
2002 72 76 53 53 6.0 12 56 18.0 58 54 55 11 44 27 44 37 73 3.00 77 29 44 15.8 75 42 29 10 8.4 85 17.3 184 213 1.9 24.0 133 358
2003 850 9.0b 65 6.5b 7.0 1.3 51 2420 6.0i 6.7 59  26b 47 7.1b 45 7.90 7.8 38 650  4.5b 42 16.4b  8.6b 44 32 1.4 133b  37b  224b 318 26.8b 18 29.5b 1746 247b
2004 93 9.9 7.4 74 8.6b 13 58 256 7.4i 6.4 6.1 18 47 71 6.3b 93 8.4 59 98 40 43p 164  116i 500  4.3b 14p 162 43 228 321 294 1.9 242 17.4 286
2005 97 103 82 82 83 13 56 274 7.7 59 74 1.9 1050 7.1 58 5.9 7.9 6.0 85 39 53 159 129 49 4.1 16 153 46 225  334e 275 21 257 17.8 27.0
2006 96 10.2 83 83 7.5p 13 56 292 75 65 73 19 104 76 6.1 7.4 6.9 4.9p 82 38 55 156 134 47 4.2p 13 15.0 41 231 320e  266p 29 18 279 187 225
2007 97p  103p 84 8.4 72 13 57 29.2 7.8 7.0 76 21 104 74 6.2 8.4 71 53 7.0 36 6.0 16.6 128 5.1 4.4p 13 1438 3.9 234 : : 15 18.0
Females
1995 23 18.9 : 43 0.9 48 3.0 36 23 122 63 35 : : 155 :
1996 25 201 48 48 08 48 28 4.0 19 1.7 6.1 35 : 175 284 : 163 16.7 221
1997 : 26 : 214 4.8 5.7 53 0.8 4.9 3.0 45 21 3.0 15 6.7 34 08 : 174 272 : 183 166 235
1998 38 : 219 46 78 : 1.0 46 28 46 : : 480 36 18 320 09 : : 17.0 : : 215 : 26.7
1999 53  6.1b : 23.0 5.0 8.4 : 13 5.4 27 5.2 22 : 53 44 31 127 8.4 : 35 07 : : 19.1 286 223 222 : 25.7
2000 75e 80 52 5.2e 57i : : 2180 48 820 : 10 45b 31 4.8 32 : 36 39 33 35 147 74 : 35 08 : : 1960 241 236b 26.7 138 294
2001 76e 80 52 5.2e 59 14 : 20.7 48 6.9 : 11 49 3.0 46 34 : 46 47 3.1 3.4 15.2 7.7 49 36 1.0 7.9 : 197 19.7b 244 28.1 145 321
2002 77 82 54 54 6.0 12 54 205 55 6.9 64 11 48 3.0 46 38 9.2 4.00 6.4 33 38 155 73 47 31 1.0 89 8.8 200 212 249 19 217 140 307
2003 91b  97b 6.6 6.6b 6.9 14 54i  274b 560 82 68  27b 5.1 720 48 850 100 47 61b 49 36 1680 8.6b 4.9 34 1.2 147b 39  262b  354b  30.9b 19 34.1b 180b  24.0b
2004 10.0 106 75 75 850 13 6.0 291 7.0i 75 7.1 18 5.1 71 6.7b 96 108 740 104 46 38 168 1220  57b  44pb 14p 176 48 264 365 337 20 28.9 186 274
2005 105 1.1 8.4 8.4 85 1.2 59 31.2 7.4 7.3 86 18 1M14p 72 6.2 63 106 77 85 46 45 16.1 135 5.4 42 16 172 5.0 261 385e 320 21 298 193 265
2006 105 1.1 86 86 7.6p 13 59 338 73 86 8.7 18 15 8.0 65 78 9.3 6.6p 87 44 56 15.9 14.0 5.1 4.4p 13 16.3 44 270  383e 312p 28 14 337 202 234
2007 106p 11.2p 88 8.8 7.4 1 59 34.2 76 9.3 9.0 21 15 7.9 6.6 86 9.3 6.8 74 41 57 17.0 14.0 55 4.5p 14 16.1 43 275 : : 12 189
Males
1995 33 1438 : 44 10 38 28 4.0 35 139 92 30 : : : 127 :
1996 34 16.0 6.4 48 11 39 25 42 39 132 97 32 : 152 247 : 15.0 163 36.9
1997 : 34 : 16.4 6.0 27 52 14 4.0 28 46 36 27 138 9.0 37 1.4 : 143 228 : 1438 163 360
1998 5.0 : 17.9 6.0 46 : 1.0 38 25 5.0 : : 5.4b 3.0 139 3.0 14 153 : : 171 : 39.9
1999 57  78b : 16.7 6.0 44 : 12 45 24 5.9 31 : 24 62 26 145 98 : 32 1.0 : : 162 232 16.3 183 : 365
2000 67e  7.de 53 53¢ 6.7i : : 17.1b 56 4.5b 10 37b 26 4.8 31 : 19 57 24 56 16.3 92 : 32 09 : : 1550 192 17.5b 20.4 128 400
2001 66e 69 52 5.2e 69 13 : 16.1 57 38 : 12 4.0 25 44 34 23 59 22 58 165 87 37 29 14 67 : 147 154b 175 19.0 138 424
2002 66 6.9 52 52 59 1.2 5.8 15.6 6.1 36 47 11 4.0 24 4.2 36 5.1 1.90 8.9 26 49 16.0 76 36 26 1.0 79 8.2 145 15.7 17.8 20 20.4 126 408
2003 79  83b 6.4 6.4b 7.0 14 48 2100 64 5.0 51b  26b 43 7.0 42 7.1b 54 28 68  40b a7 161b  86b 39 30 1.4 120b 350  186b  284b  227b  1.8u 25.0b 1620 253b
2004 86 9.1 7.2 72 8.7b 1.2 55 221 7.8 5.1 5.1 18 42 7.4 5.9b 9.0 57 4.2b 95 3.4 48b 161 109 43b  4.1b 13p 148 38 192 279 250 1.8u 19.6 16.3 29.7
2005 90 9.4 8.0 8.0 82 13 52 236 8.0 43u 6.2 19 9.7b 7.0 54 5.4b 5.0 42 85 32 6.1 156 123 43 40 15 136 43 190 285 230 20 216 163 274
2006 87 92 79 79 7.4p 13 54 246 7.8 420 6.0 20 93 7.2 5.7 6.5 4.1 2.9u 76 3.1 55 15.3 12.2 43 4.1p 13 13.8 38 193 260e  220p 31 2.1 224 17.2 21.7
2007 88 93p 8.0 8.0 7.0 14 55 242 8.0 46u 6.2 22 93 7.0 59 8.1 46 36 65 30 6.4 16.1 16 47 4.4p 1.2 135 34 19.4 : : 18 17.1

Notes: 1) Reference period: From 27 October 2006, this indicator is based on annual averages of quarterly data instead of one unique reference quarter in spring. This improves both the accuracy and reliability of the results thanks to a better coverage of all weeks of the year and an increased sample size. Annual averages are used from 2005 onwards for all countries. Spring data are used between 2000 and
2002 for DE, FR, LU, CY, MT and SE, and for 2003-2004 for DE and CY. The average of the two semi-annual surveys is used for LV and LT for 2000-2001 and from 2002 for HR. Before 2000, all results are based on the spring survey.

2) Estimations are performed by Eurostat in case of outliers or missing information in the quarterly series.

3) Changes in survey Due to the of concepts and definitions in the survey, information on education and training lack comparability with former years: a) from 2003 in CZ, DK, EL, IE, CY, HU, NL, AT, SI, FI, SE, NO, CH, from 2004 in BE, LT, IT, IS, MT, PL, PT, UK and RO, and from 2005 in ES due to wider coverage of taught activities. b) from 2003 in SK due to
restrictions for self-learning. c) in 2003 and 2004 in DE due to the exclusion of personal interest courses. d) in 2001 and 2002 in SI due to the exclusion of certain vocational training. €) 1999 in NL, 2000 in PT, 2003 in FR, 2003 in CH due to changes in the reference period (formerly one week preceding the survey; additionally in CH: 12 months for vocational training instead of 4 weeks). f) EU-27, EU-25 and EA
Due to changes in the survey characteristics, data lack comparability with former years in IT (from 1993), DK and DE (from 1996), PT (from 1998), BE and UK (from 1999), PL (1999 — quarter 1 for that year), FI (from 2000), SE and BG (from 2001), LV and LT (from 2002), DK and HU (from 2003), AT (from 2004), DE (from 2005),

4) FR data do not cover the overseas departments (DOM). TR (youth education attainment level): national data.

5) In case of missing country data, the EU aggregates are provided using the closest available year result.

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey.
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Key indicator 7a

1998 61.2 61.2 59.2 59.3 57.4
1999 | 61.8 61.9 604  60.5 59.3
2000 | 62.2 62.4 615 615 60.5
2001 62.5 62.8 622 622 59.9
2002 | 62.3 62.8 624 624 59.9
2003 | 626 63.0 627 627 59.6
2004 | 62.9 63.3 632  63.2 60.3
2005 | 63.5 64.0 63.8  63.8 61.1
2006 | 64.5 64.8 648 648 61.0
2007 | 65.4 65.8 65.7  65.7 62.0

1998 | 52.0 51.8 486 487 476
1999 | 53.0 52.9 50.1 50.2 50.4
2000 | 53.7 53.6 514 514 51.5
2001 54.3 54.3 524 524 51.0
2002 | 54.4 54.7 53.1 53.1 51.4
2003 | 54.9 55.2 538 53.8 51.8
2004 | 555 55.8 547 547 52.6
2005 56.3 56.6 55.7 55.7 53.8
2006 | 57.3 57.6 56.8  56.9 54.0
2007 | 58.3 58.6 58.0 58.0 55.3

1998 | 70.3 70.6 69.9  69.9 67.1
1999 | 70.7 71.0 708 708 68.1
2000 70.8 7.2 71.6 716 69.5
2001 70.9 713 720 720 68.8
2002 | 70.3 71.0 77 7T 68.3
2003 | 70.3 70.9 716 716 67.3
2004 | 70.4 70.9 716 716 67.9
2005 70.8 7.4 71.9 71.9 68.3
2006 | 71.6 721 727 727 67.9
2007 | 725 73.0 734 734 68.7

Source: Eurostat - EU Labour Force Survey (main

EL ES FR T cYy

56.0 51.3 60.2 51.9

55.9 53.8 60.9 52.7 :
56.5 56.3 62.1 53.7 65.7
56.3 57.8 62.8 54.8 67.8
57.5 58.5 63.0 55.5 68.6
58.7 59.8 64.0 56.1 69.2
59.4 61.1 63.7 57.6 68.9
60.1 63.3 63.9 57.6 68.5
61.0 64.8 63.8 58.4 69.6
61.4 65.6 64.6 58.7 71.0

40.5 35.8 53.1 37.3

41.0 38.5 54.0 38.3 :
4.7 41.3 55.2 39.6 53.5
41.5 431 56.0 41.1 57.2
42.9 44.4 56.7 42.0 59.1
44.3 46.3 58.2 42.7 60.4
45.2 48.3 58.2 45.2 58.7
46.1 51.2 58.5 453 58.4
47.4 53.2 58.8 46.3 60.3
47.9 54.7 60.0 46.6 62.4

N 66.8 67.4 66.8

711 69.3 68.0 67.3 H
7.5 7.2 69.2 68.0 78.7
71.4 725 69.7 68.5 79.3
72.2 726 69.5 69.1 78.9
73.4 732 69.9 69.6 78.8
73.7 73.8 69.4 70.1 79.8
74.2 75.2 69.3 69.9 79.2
74.6 76.1 69.0 70.5 79.4
74.9 76.2 69.3 70.7 80.0

Lv LT

Employment rate (Employed persons aged 15-64 as a percentage of the population of the same age group)

TR

48.8
47.8
46.9
45.8
46.1
46.0
45.9

25.8
26.3
27.0
25.7
243
23.8
23.9

7.8
69.4
66.9
65.9
67.8
68.2
68.1

861

EU- EU- EA- EA-
27 25 15 13

Key indicator 7b

1998 | 36.2 35.8 335 335 229
1999 | 36.5 36.2 338 3338 246
2000 | 36.9 36.6 344 343 26.3
2001 37.7 37.5 35.1 35.1 25.1
2002 | 38.5 38.7 364 364 26.6
2003 | 40.0 40.3 378 378 28.1
2004 | 40.7 41.0 386 38.6 30.0
2005 | 424 42.6 40.5 405 31.8
2006 | 43.5 43.7 418 418 32.0
2007 | 44.7 44.9 433 433 34.4

1998 | 26.1 255 229 229 14.0
1999 | 26.7 26.3 237 237 156.7
2000 | 27.4 26.9 243 243 16.6
2001 28.2 27.8 25.1 251 15.5
2002 | 29.1 29.2 266  26.6 17.5
2003 | 30.7 30.8 28.0 28.0 18.7
2004 | 316 31.7 29.0 29.0 21.1
2005 | 33.6 33.8 316 31.6 221
2006 | 34.9 35.0 33.1 33.1 232
2007 | 36.0 36.1 347 347 26.0

1998 47.0 46.6 44.5 44.5 321
1999 46.9 46.7 44.5 44.4 33.8
2000 471 46.9 449 44.8 36.4
2001 477 47.7 456 45.5 35.1
2002 48.4 48.8 46.7 46.7 36.0
2003 | 49.9 50.3 48.1 48.0 37.8
2004 | 504 50.8 487 486 39.1
2005 | 51.6 51.9 499 498 417
2006 | 52.7 52.8 50.9 509 409
2007 53.9 54.1 52.4 52.3 429

Source: Eurostat - EU Labour Force Survey (main indicators)

Employment rate of older workers

EL ES FR T cYy

(Employed persons aged 55-64

39.0 35.1 28.3 27.7

39.3 35.0 28.8 27.6 :
39.0 37.0 29.9 27.7 49.4
38.2 39.2 31.9 28.0 49.1
39.2 39.6 34.7 28.9 49.4
41.3 40.7 37.0 30.3 50.4
39.4 41.3 376 30.5 49.9
41.6 431 38.7 31.4 50.6
42.3 441 38.1 32.5 53.6
42.4 44.6 38.3 33.8 55.9

235 18.8 24.4 15.0

24.4 18.9 25.4 15.0 :
243 20.2 26.3 15.3 32.1
229 21.7 27.8 16.2 322
24.0 21.9 30.8 17.3 322
255 233 333 18.5 327
24.0 246 34.0 19.6 30.0
25.8 27.4 36.0 20.8 31.5
26.6 28.7 35.9 21.9 36.6
26.9 30.0 36.2 23.0 40.3

56.0 52.6 325 41.4

55.7 52.2 32.3 41.2 B
55.2 54.9 336 40.9 67.3
55.3 57.7 36.2 40.4 66.9
55.9 58.4 387 41.3 67.3
58.7 59.2 40.8 42.8 68.9
56.4 58.9 414 42.2 70.8
58.8 59.7 416 42.7 70.8
59.2 60.4 40.5 43.7 71.6
59.1 60.0 40.5 45.1 72.5

Total
59.9 62.3
58.8 61.7
57.5 59.1
586 57.5
60.4 59.9
618 611
62.3 61.2
63.3 62.6
66.3 63.6
68.3 64.9
Females
55.1 58.6
53.9 59.4
53.8 57.7
55.7 56.2
56.8 57.2
57.9 58.4
58.5 57.8
59.3 59.4
62.4 61.0
644 622
Males
65.1 66.2
64.1 64.3
61.5 60.5
61.9 58.9
64.3 62.7
66.1 64.0
66.4 64.7
67.6 66.1
704 66.3
725 67.9
Lv LT

as a percentage of the population of the same age group)

Total
36.3 39.5
36.6 40.9
36.0 40.4
36.9 38.9
a“.7 416
441 44.7
47.9 471
49.5 49.2
53.3 49.6
57.7 53.4
Females
275 28.3
26.6 30.6
26.7 32.6
30.0 31.1
352 34.1
38.8 36.7
41.9 39.3
45.3 4.7
48.7 45.1
524 47.9
Males
481 544
499 544
48.4 50.6
462 492
50.5 51.5
513 55.3
55.8 57.6
55.2 59.1
59.5 55.7
64.6 60.8

TR

36.3
35.8
35.7
33.5
33.2
31.0
30.1

20.8
21.2
233
221
20.0
171
16.7

524
51.0
48.7
454
46.9
454
441




6G1

EZL; Ezl; Eé Eg BE BG Cz DK DE EE E | EL ES FR T | CY LV LT LU HU | MT NL AT PL PT | RO Sl SK F SE UK | H MK TR
Key indicator 8a Unemployment rate (Unemployed persons as a percentage of the active population)
Total
1998 93 100 100 93 64 49 91 92 75 108 150 110 113 143 132 27 84 38 45 102 49 : 74 126 114 82 61
1999 | 91 92 92 85 : 86 52 82 113 57 120 125 104 109  : 140 137 24 69 : 32 39 134 44 69 73 164 102 67 59
2000| 87 86 83 83 69 164 87 43 75 128 42 112 114 90 104 49 137 164 23 64 67 28 36 161 39 72 67 188 98 56 54
2001| 85 84 78 78 66 195 80 45 76 124 40 107 103 83 91 38 129 165 20 57 76 22 36 182 40 66 62 193 91 49 50 :
2002| 89 87 82 82 75 181 73 46 84 103 45 103 111 86 86 36 122 135 27 58 7.5 28 42 199 50 84 63 187 91 49 51 | 147
2003| 89 90 86 86 82 137 78 54 93 100 47 97 114 90 84 41 105 124 37 59 76 37 43 196 63 70 67 176 90 56 49 | 141
2004| 90 90 88 88 84 120 83 55 97 97 45 105 106 93 80 46 104 114 51 61 74 46 48 190 67 81 63 182 88 63 47 | 136
2005 89 89 88 89 84 104 79 48 107 79 43 98 92 92 77 52 89 83 45 72 73 47 52 177 76 72 65 163 84 74 48 | 126 :
2006 | 81 82 82 82 82 90 71 39 98 59 44 89 85 92 68 46 68 56 47 75 73 39 47 138 77 73 60 134 77 70 54 | 111 8.4
2007 | 74 72 74 74 75 69 53 37 84 47 45 83 83 83 61 39 60 43 47 74 64 32 44 96 80 64 48 111 69 61 53 : :
Females
1998 108 124 121 116 ¢ 81 60 94 83 73 167 211 128 154 136 117 40 78 50 54 122 62 : 75 131 120 80 53
1999 | ;104 114 114 103 : 103 58 84 104 56 181 180 121 148 136 123 33 63 44 47 153 50 62 75 164 107 68 52
2000| 98 99 100 100 85 162 103 48 75 118 42 171 160 108 136 72 129 141 31 56 74 36 43 181 49 64 70 186 106 53 48 :
2001| 94 94 93 93 75 186 97 50 74 122 38 161 148 99 122 53 115 143 26 50 93 28 42 198 50 59 68 187 97 45 44 :
2002 96 96 95 95 86 173 90 50 79 97 41 156 157 97 115 45 110 128 37 54 93 31 44 209 60 7.7 68 187 91 46 45 | 165
2003 97 98 98 98 89 132 99 61 86 99 43 150 153 99 113 48 104 122 47 56 91 39 47 204 72 64 74 177 89 52 43 | 156
2004| 98 99 99 100 95 115 99 60 91 89 41 162 143 103 105 60 102 118 71 61 90 48 53 199 76 69 68 192 89 61 42 | 156
2005 96 97 99 99 95 98 98 53 101 71 40 153 122 102 101 65 87 83 58 74 90 51 55 191 87 64 70 172 86 74 43 | 138 :
2006 89 90 93 93 93 93 88 45 94 56 41 136 116 101 88 54 62 54 62 78 89 44 52 149 90 61 72 147 81 74 49 | 127 8.4
2007| 78 79 84 84 84 73 67 41 83 39 41 128 109 89 79 46 56 43 57 77 76 36 50 103 96 54 58 127 72 64 49
Males
1908 | 83 85 85 77 50 39 88 99 77 70 112 94 88 © 151 146 19 90 : 30 38 85 39 : 73 122 109 84 68
1999 | - 80 77 78 74 : 73 46 81 125 57 79 90 89 84 © 144 151 18 75 : 23 33 118 39 75 74 163 98 66 65
2000 78 76 69 69 56 167 73 39 75 138 43 74 79 75 78 32 144 186 18 70 64 22 31 144 31 78 65 189 91 59 59
2001 77 76 67 67 59 202 67 41 78 126 41 74 75 70 714 26 142 186 17 63 69 18 31 169 32 72 56 198 86 52 55 :
2002| 82 80 72 72 67 189 59 43 88 108 47 68 81 77 67 29 133 142 20 62 66 25 40 194 41 91 59 186 91 53 56 | 132
2003| 84 83 77 77 76 141 62 48 98 102 50 62 82 81 65 36 106 127 30 61 69 35 40 190 55 76 63 174 92 60 55 | 128
2004| 84 83 79 79 75 125 71 51 103 104 49 66 80 84 64 36 106 110 37 61 66 43 44 182 58 91 58 174 87 65 50 | 120
2005 83 83 80 80 76 103 65 44 112 88 46 61 70 84 62 43 91 82 35 70 65 44 49 166 67 78 61 155 82 74 52 | 116 :
2006| 76 75 74 74 74 86 58 33 102 62 46 56 63 84 54 40 74 58 35 72 65 35 44 130 65 82 49 123 74 68 57 | 98 8.4
2007| 66 65 66 66 67 65 42 34 85 54 47 52 64 78 49 34 64 43 40 71 58 28 39 90 66 72 40 99 65 58 56 : :
Source: Eurostat - EU Labour Force Survey (main indicators)
EU-  EU- EA-
P ., BE BG CZ DK DE EE E | EL ES FR T [ CY LV LT LU HU| M NL AT PL PT | RO S SK F SE UK|H MK TR
Key indicator 8b Long-term unemployment rate (Long-term unemployed persons (12 months and more) as a percentage of the active population)
Total
1998 44 50 50 56 20 13 47 42 39 58 75 45 68 79 75 09 42 15 13 47 21 : 33 65 41 26 19
1999 | 41 45 45 48 : 32 11 42 50 24 65 57 41 67 : 76 53 07 33 : 12 12 58 17 31 33 78 30 19 17
2000| 40 39 39 40 37 94 42 09 38 59 16 61 46 35 63 12 79 80 06 31 44 08 10 74 17 37 41 103 28 14 14 :
2001 39 38 36 36 32 121 42 09 38 60 13 55 37 29 57 08 72 93 06 26 37 06 09 92 15 33 37 113 25 10 13 :
2002| 40 39 36 36 37 120 37 09 40 54 13 53 37 30 51 08 55 72 07 25 33 07 11 109 17 46 35 122 23 10 11 | 89
2003 41 40 38 39 37 89 38 11 46 46 15 53 37 35 49 10 44 60 09 24 32 10 11 110 22 43 35 114 23 10 11 | 84
2004| 42 41 40 40 41 72 42 12 55 50 16 56 34 38 40 12 46 58 11 27 34 16 13 103 29 48 32 118 21 12 10 | 73
2005| 41 40 39 39 44 60 42 11 57 42 15 51 22 38 39 12 41 43 12 32 34 19 13 102 37 40 31 117 22 14 10 | 74 :
2006 | 37 37 37 37 42 50 39 08 55 28 14 48 18 39 34 09 25 25 14 34 29 17 13 78 38 42 29 102 19 11 12 | 67 25
2007| 30 30 32 32 38 40 28 06 47 23 14 41 17 33 29 07 16 14 13 34 26 13 12 49 38 32 22 83 16 08 13 : :
Females
1908 | 52 62 62 71 : 26 17 51 41 28 101 116 53 91 75 70 11 38 18 18 63 27 33 71 39 18 12
1999 | - 49 55 55 59 : 42 13 45 45 16 107 90 49 90 : 76 44 09 29 : 15 15 74 20 30 31 83 28 14 10
2000 46 46 49 49 46 92 52 11 40 50 10 101 74 43 84 22 75 65 06 25 42 10 12 91 20 34 42 102 27 10 09
2001| 44 44 44 44 35 114 51 10 38 54 08 90 60 36 76 11 63 77 06 21 27 07 11 108 19 30 40 113 23 08 08 :
2002 | 45 44 43 43 43 114 45 10 40 44 08 86 59 34 69 10 46 68 09 22 24 09 12 123 22 43 36 125 20 08 07 [ 107
2003| 45 45 45 45 42 86 50 10 45 44 10 89 57 39 66 13 44 60 09 23 24 141 11 117 27 41 36 117 20 08 07 | 95
2004| 45 45 46 46 47 70 53 13 52 44 10 94 50 42 55 16 43 62 14 26 30 16 14 110 34 38 34 124 20 10 06 | 89
2005| 44 45 45 45 50 60 53 12 53 42 08 89 34 43 52 17 37 45 12 32 32 19 14 114 42 34 33 123 19 12 07 | 84 :
2006 | 40 40 42 42 49 52 49 09 53 26 09 80 28 42 45 12 19 24 16 34 25 18 13 86 44 36 35 112 18 10 08 | 77 33
2007 | 33 33 37 37 43 44 36 07 47 17 09 70 25 36 39 07 12 13 12 36 24 14 14 54 45 27 27 93 14 08 09 : :
Males
1998 38 41 41 45 15 09 43 44 47 31 49 38 53 83 79 07 45 13 10 35 16 : 33 60 43 32 24
1999 | 35 36 36 40 : 24 10 40 55 30 37 36 34 52 : 76 61 06 37 : 09 09 45 15 32 35 74 32 22 22
2000 35 34 32 32 30 96 35 08 37 67 20 35 28 28 48 05 83 94 05 35 45 06 09 60 14 39 41 103 28 17 19
2001 34 33 29 30 29 126 34 08 37 66 17 32 23 24 44 06 81 108 05 30 39 05 07 78 12 35 35 113 27 12 17 :
2002 36 34 30 30 32 125 30 07 41 63 18 31 23 26 40 05 64 76 06 28 35 06 10 97 14 48 34 119 25 12 14 | 74
2003| 38 36 33 33 33 92 29 12 47 48 19 30 24 32 38 07 43 60 09 25 34 10 11 103 18 46 34 113 26 12 14 | 74
2004 38 37 35 35 37 73 34 11 57 56 20 30 22 33 29 09 48 55 08 28 37 15 13 96 26 55 31 113 23 14 12 | 60
2005 38 37 35 35 38 61 34 11 59 42 19 26 14 33 29 08 44 42 12 33 34 19 12 93 32 46 29 112 24 15 13 | 65 :
2006 35 34 34 34 37 48 31 07 57 31 18 26 12 36 26 07 30 25 12 33 31 16 13 71 33 47 24 94 21 12 15| 58 23
2007 | 28 28 29 29 33 37 21 05 48 29 17 22 11 31 22 08 19 14 14 33 27 12 10 46 31 36 18 74 17 09 16

Source: Eurostat - EU Labour Force Survey (main indicators)




09l

EU27 EU25 EU15 EA15 EA13  BE BG cz DK DE EE IE GR ES FR i cy Lv LT L HU MT NL AT PL PT RO sl SK FI SE UK HR MK R Is u NO CH
Key indicator 9a Public expenditure on LMP measures (categories 2-7) as a percentage of GDP
1998 : : : : 1643 0955 : 0928 0498 0986  0.483 0923 0325 0394 0996 2195  0.084 :
1999 : : : 1831 1070 : 0866 0240 0632  1.045 0922 0.408 0317 0910 1952 0.091 0.597
2000 : : : 1666 0988 : 0786 023 0659 1.013 0561 0.180 1083 0385 0354 0746 1510 0.494
2001 : : : : : 1629 0957 : 0721 0249 0605 0956 0632 0.188 1116 0427 0.466 0675 1417 0515
2002 : : : 0417 1650  1.037 : 0634 0169 0562 0901  0.706 : 0.201 1437 0407 0427 0692 1341 0.567
2003 : : : 0416 1517 0950 0047 0587 0089 0561 0819  0.697 0085 0152 0316 1153 0450 0510 0.109 0735 1010 0.666
2004 0.609 : 0937 0465 0130 1517 0855 0040 0492 0141 0549 0721 0532 0076 0154 0361  0.204 0904  0.433 : 0545  0.103 0070 0767 0982  0.055 0.646
2005 0516 0534 0877 0432 0.4122 0615 0046 0480 0056 0581 0664 0470 0148 0147 0406  0.202 0847 0458 035 0517 0108 0198  0.169 0711  1.071  0.055 0616
2006 0511 0531 : 0886 0388  0.126 0611 0050  0.460 0629 0681  0.446 0471 0479 0392  0.193 0746 0540 0359 0451 0106 0179 0143 0720 1132  0.046 0.466
Notes: LMP measures (categories 2-7): Training - Job rotation and job sharing - Employment incentives - Supported employment and rehabilitation - Direct job creation - Start-up incentives.
Data for most countries contain estimates.
Source: Eurostat - Labour Market Policy Database (LMP)

EU27 EU25 EU15 EA15 EA13  BE BG cz DK DE EE IE GR ES FR i oy Lv LT L HU MT NL AT PL PT RO sl SK FI SE UK HR MK R Is u NO CH
Key indicator 9b Public expenditure on LMP supports (categories 8-9) as a percentage of GDP
1998 : : 1.972 : : 2936 2267 : 1.483 1623 1540 0739 0619 2316 1413 : 2558 1787 0.405 0.486
1999 1.373 : 1.817 : 2567 2111 : 1116 0398 1440 1514 0672 0501 2009 1313 0805 2322 1642 0358 0.459
2000 1.229 : 1,618 : : 2381 1889 0800 0393 1347 1377 0620 0432 2035 1172 0824 2076 1340 0301 0502
2001 1.210 : 1616 : 2273 1924 : 0715 0355 1370 1410 0608 0.466 1747 1182 0976 1954 1046  0.261 0.540
2002 1.306 : 1.784 : 0277 2310 2140 : 0832 0330 1471 1578 0661 : 0501 : 1767 1248 1.150 : 2018 1015 0248 0.661
2003 1.394 : 1.948 : 0308 2662 2281 0189 0883 0369 1453 1727  0.646 0374 0157 0597 0357 1971 1370 1.089 0538 2058 1182 0229 0.864
2004 1.406 : 1925 0261 0251 2661 2319 0173  0.897 0405 1491 1706 0738 0381 0110 0643 0374 2084 1399 : 1451 0488 0337 2033 1290  0.187 0842
2005 1.334 1.387 : 1913 0213 0241 2343 0418 0831 0400 1450 1592 0813 0324 0123 0659 0391 2006 1506 0857  1.287 0395 0397 0266 1901 1170  0.186 0.853
2006 1.19 1.247 : 1813 0182 0232 2094 0075  0.863 1433 1394 0793 0301 0125 0593 0357 1465 1393 0711 1265 0277 0390 0339 1689 0958  0.187 0498

Notes: LMP supports (categories 8-9): Out of work income maintenance and support - Early retirement.
Data for most countries contain estimates.

Source: Eurostat - Labour Market Policy Database (LMP)
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EU27 EU-25 EA-l5 EA-13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT cy LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO sl SK Fl SE UK HR MK TR 1S L NO  CH
Key indicator 10 Expenditure on social protection as a percentage of GDP
1995 : : : : 27.4 174 319 283 188 199 216 303 242 : 20.7 16.1 306 288 21.0 : 185 315 336 277 18.9 265 256
1996 : 276 28.0 176 312 294 176 205 215 306 243 : 134 212 175 296 289 20.2 238 195 314 331 274 18.7 258 264
1997 27.3 274 186 301 289 164 208 208 304 249 153 138 215 180 287 288 20.3 242 198 291 322 269 185 251 273
1998 269 2741 185 300 289 152 217 202 301 246 1641 152 212 : 179 278 285 20.9 245 200 270 314 263 183 269 27.3
1999 : : : 269 27.0 192 298 292 : 146 227 198 299 248 : 172 164 205 207 178 271 290 : 214 : 244 202 262 310 257 18.8 269 27.3
2000 : 265 267 267 265 195 289 293 140 139 235 203 295 247 148 153 158 196 193 169 264 284 197 217 132 242 194 251 301 264 19.2 244 269
2001 : 267 268 269 27.3 194 202 294 131 149 243 200 296 249 149 143 147 209 193 178 265 288 210 227 132 245 190 249 308 268 19.4 254 276
2002 : 27.0 274 274 280 202 297 301 127 175 240 204 304 253 163 139 140 216 204 178 276 292 211 237 134 244 191 256 316 257 21.2 260 285
2003 : 273 278 278 291 202 309 304 126 17.9 236 206 309 258 184 138 135 221 211 182 283 297 210 241 126 237 182 265 325 257 23.0 272 2941
2004 : 272 277 277 293 : 193 307 298 130 182 235 207 313 260 181 129 133 222 208 186 283 203 201 247 151 234 172 266 320 259 22.7 259 293
2005 271 27.3 278 278 297 160 194 302 297 127 182 243 211 314 263 184 124 131 217 219 184 279 288 197 254 142 230 167 267 315 263 21.7 238 293
2006 269 27.0 275 275 301 150 187 291 287 124 182 242 209 311 266 184 122 132 204 223 181 293 285 192 254 140 228 159 262 307 264 21.2 226 284
Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS)

EA-

EU27 EU25 15 EAq3 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT cY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO sl SK Fl SE UK | HR MK TR 1S Ll NO  CH
Key indicator 11a Old age and survivors benefits as a percentage of total social benefits
1995 : : : : 43.1 398 377 427 265 521 439 435 634 : 45.1 50.2 380 463 41.1 : 381 328 377 431 30.0 31.0  50.6
1996 : 457 425 405 389 420 257 532 447 436  63.1 : 472 436 504 395 46.7 44.4 461 364 338 392 440 305 307 50.4
1997 466 434 430 394 429 254 527 456 438 639 58.7  47.6 437 49.0 406 472 44.3 455 364 338 395 458 30.9 309  49.9
1998 46.9 440 440 383 433 258 539 455 439 640 60.0 46.6 432 : 495 410 474 44.1 455 363 344 398 452 317 315  49.9
1999 : : : 46.9 440 435 380 430 : 251 520 454 442 6441 59.7 485 402 411 506 418 470 : 44.9 : 452 365 352 391 464 312 311 511
2000 : 46.9 469 469 441 434 381 433 453 254 497 447 444 632 487 601 478 399 414 505 424 480 553 447 485 452 372 358 304 488 31.1 306 51.8
2001 : 464 468 468 447 430 380 435 442 247 514 439 444 622 469 577 476 373 424 526 419 482 563 458 491 455 383 366 393 463 30.6 304 514
2002 : 46.0 465 465 449 425 377 433 449 289 505 433 439 620 494 575 475 373 432 511 416 480 57.0 454 478 465 384 369 388 453 30.9 303 49.4
2003 : 458 463 463 443 413 372 434 448 281 508 423 436 620 468 539 476 371 413 507 407 479 579 462 454 450 396 37.0 394 447 305 295 482
2004 : 459 465 465 439 : 412 372 4441 437 278 509 421 436 610 482 519 474 363 425 50.0 420 47.8 597 474 387 450 422 369 396 445 306 299 486
2005 | 460 46.0 465 465 447 511 427 375 440 440 277 512 415 439 606 466 50.0 464 366 425 516 426 481 594 479 413 444 441 373 400 451 31.2 307 483
2006 | 462 462 467 467 47.0 529 431 379 443 452 274 513 413 443 605 461 483 448 367 422 528 414 486 612 491 450 454 453 37.8 402 447 30.6 31.0 489
Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS)

| EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13  BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cy LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO sI SK Fl SE UK [ HR MK TR 1S L NO  CH

Key indicator 11b Sickness and health care benefits as a percentage of total social benefits
1995 23.6 372 178 309 362 260 286 283 232 24.9 276 285 256 36.2 330 209 218 240 37.9 283  24.8
1996 278 246 369 17.7 300 352 251 289 282 232 : 303 26.1 265 276 251 315 308 375 214 221 240 376 300 244
1997 274 238 346 181 204 366 252 287 279 233 180 314 255 288 274 256 318 307 370 219 229 240 3756 315 23.7
1998 276 240 335 193 202 378 242 288 282 236 168 325 252 : 282 282 260 32,0 309 361 227 243 253 38.0 326 24.7
1999 : : : 27.8 244 331 196 203 : 400 245 296 281 236 : 167 304 258 274 280 292 264 : 324 : 307 340 229 254 255 39.8 328  24.6
2000 : 274 282 282 242 336 202 295 321 414 265 294 288 251 272 167 298 254 279 293 293 256 196 320 256 307 349 238 270 255 39.2 342 251
2001 : 281 286 286 242 343 203 206 319 427 258 297 201 261 266 194 301 256 276 291 304 256 193 313 263 314 350 245 280 276 38.5 345 259
2002 : 282 284 284 235 350 209 291 311 391 262 299 294 254 253 198 300 256 279 280 307 255 204 309 259 313 342 248 284 285 37.2 342 266
2003 : 285 285 285 267 355 205 289 318 395 265 307 297 251 260 232 298 250 297 289 311 250 200 288 27.0 324 327 251 277 299 36.1 344 262
2004 : 286 286 286 274 : 353 206 281 315 402 265 31.0 300 261 238 244 293 253 295 298 305 252 194 305 360 322 299 255 265 305 348 330  26.0
2005 | 28.8 288 288 288 274 290 353 207 284 319 409 27.8 309 298 267 250 260 303 257 299 294 307 255 198 301 362 323 296 259 259 309 34.8 320 264
2006 | 292 292 291 291 257 260 344 216 291 312 411 287 312 299 268 257 291 321 254 290 284 318 255 204 292 348 321 310 262 260 318 34.8 326 264

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS)
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Key indicator 12

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

EU-27 EU-25

49s
48s

46s
46s
45s
45s
ti
46s
48s
49b
4.8

Notes: 1) EU-15 countries
a) 1995-2001: European Community Household Panel, Users' Data Base version December 2003, except National Surveys for DK, SE (all), FR, FI, UK (2001), NL (2000,2001).
b) From 2002 National Surveys except from 2003 BE, DK, EL, IE, LU and AT: EU-SILC; from 2004 ES, FR, IT, PT, Fl and SE: EU-SILC and from 2005 DE, NL and UK: EU-SILC.
2) New Member States

a) National surveys until 2004, EE until 2003, BG, RO until 2006.

EA-15 EA-13 BE

4.5
4.2
4.0
4.0
4.2
43
4.0

43b

H 4p
4.6 4.6 4.0
4.6 4.6 42

b) EU-SILC from 2005, EE from 2004
3) Candidate countries: national surveys
EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.

Sources: Eurostat - Various.

BG

3.7i
3.8i
3.8i
36i
4.0i
3.7i
35i

cz

34i

3.7b
3.5

DK

29i

3.6b
3.4
3.5
3.4

DE

4.6
4.0
3.7
3.6
3.6
3.5
3.6

3.8b
4.1

EE

6.3i
6.1
6.1
59i
72b
5.9
5.5

IE

5.1
5.1
5.0
5.2
4.9
4.7
4.5

50b
5.0
5.0
4.9

EL

6.5
6.3
6.6
6.5
6.2
5.8
57

6.4b
5.9
5.8
6.1

ES

5.9
6.0
6.5
5.9
57
54
55
5.1 bi
511
51b
54
5.3

FR

4.5
43
4.4
4.2
4.4
4.2
3.9 bi
3.9i
3.8i
42b
4.0
4.0

IT

5.9
5.6
5.3
5.1
4.9
4.8
4.8

57b
5.6
55

CYy Lv LT

55i 5.0
: 4.9i

4.1i

43b 67b 69b
43 7.9 6.3

LU

4.3
4.0
36
37
3.9
3.7
3.8

4b
39
3.8
4.2

HU

3.3i
3.1
3.0i
3.3i

40b
55

MT

NL

4.2
4.4
36
36
37
4.1ip
4.0ip
4.0ip
4.0ip

39br 4.0b

4r

3.8

AT

4.0
3.8
3.6
3.5
3.7
3.4
35

41b
3.8
3.8
3.7

PL PT

74
6.7
6.7
6.8

: 6.4
4.7i 6.4
471 6.5
73ip
74ip
6.9b
66b 6.9
56 6.8p

RO

45i
46i
47i
4.6i
48i
4.9i
53i

SI

3.2i
3.1
3.1i
3.1

3.4b
3.4

SK

39b
4.0

Fl

3.0
3.0
3.1
3.4
33
3.7 bi
3.7i
36i
35b
3.6
3.6

SE

UK

52
5.0
4.7
5.2
52
5.2 bi
54i
55i
53i

58b
5.4

HR

MK

TR 5]

10.8i

9.9i :
3.4b
35p
37p

LI

NO

3.3i
34i
3.3i
3.3i
35i
3.2i
3.8b
3.6
4.1
4.6

CH

Inequality of income distribution (S80/S20 income quintile share ratio) (The ratio of total income received by the 20% of the population with the highest income (top quintile) to that received by the 20% of the population with the lowest
income (lowest quintile). Income must be understood as equivalised disposable income.
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Key indicator 13a

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

‘EU—27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13 BE

26s
26s

26s
27s

25s
25s

24s
24s
23s
24s
ti
25s
26s
26b
26

25s
24s
24s
26s
26s
26s
27b
27

23s
23s
22s
24s
ti
23s
24s
25b
25

Notes: 1) EU-15 countries
a) 1995-2001: European Community Household Panel, Users' Data Base version December 2003, except National Surveys for DK, SE (all), FR, Fl, UK (2001), NL (2000,2001).
b) From 2002 National Surveys except from 2003 BE, DK, EL, IE, LU and AT: EU-SILC; from 2004 ES, FR, IT, PT, Fl and SE: EU-SILC and from 2005 DE, NL and UK: EU-SILC.
2) New Member States

a) National surveys until 2004, EE until 2003, BG, RO until 2006.

27
27
26
25
24
23
23

29b

: H 27p
24b 24b 28
25 25 27

25b  25b 29
26 26 28

23b  23b 27
24 24 26

b) EU-SILC from 2005, EE from 2004
3) Candidate countries: national surveys
EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.

Sources: Eurostat - Various.

BG

181
19i
171
160
18
171
171

19i
20
18
160
20i
19i
19i

161
181
151
14
151
151
151

cz DK DE

22

22

22

22

21

: : 20
181 29i 21

21b 30 23b
22 28 26

23
23
23
22
21
22

33b
31 :
22b 31 24b
22 29 26

30b
: 29 :
20b 28 22b
21 27 25

EE

26
251
25i
25i
26b
24
25

261
26
261
261
27b
25
26

251
25i
251
231
25b
23
23

IE

34
34
32
32
30
31
30

31b
33
32
33

35
35
34
34
32
33
32

33b
35
34
35

EL

23
22
23
22
22
22
23

24b
23
23
23

24
23
23
23
23
23
24

25b

24
25

ES

27
26
27
25
23
22
23
22 bi
22i
25b
24
24

27
26
27
25
23
23

24 bi
23i
26b
25
25

FR

26
26
26
25
24
24
26 bi
26
24
26b
26
25

27
27
26
25
25
25
27 bi
271
251
27b
27
26

IT

23
23
22
21
21
21
22

cy

20i

22b
22

23b
24

18

20b
20

Lv

26b
28

27b
30
231

24b
26

LT

Total

23i
24

26b
27

Females

24
24

27b
27

Males

23i
24i

25b
26

LU

25
24
22
23
24
23
23

23b
22
23
24

26
25
22
23
24
22
23

24b
23
23
23

HU

171
171
15i
171
29b
30

171
171
15i
171
29 b
29

16
171
15i
17i
30 b
30

MT

21 br
21r

20 br
20r

NL

24
24
23
21
21
22ip
22ip
22ip
23ip
22b
21

24
24
24
22
22
23ip
23ip
23ip
24ip

22b
22

22ip
21b
20

AT

24
25
24
24
23
22
22

25b
25
24
25

27
27
26
27
26
25
25

26b
26
25
26

PL

PT

27
27
27
27
27
27
24
26ip
26ip
27b
26
25p

RO

21i
22i
231
22i
23i
24
241

221
231
23i
231
24
24
24

21i
22i
231
22i
23i
23i
24

SI

181
171
16
16
26 b
24

181
181
18
181
27b
25

171
160
151
151
25b
23

SK Fl

23
23
22
21
19
29 bi
281
281
29b
22b 28
20 29

24
24
23
22
21
30 bi
29i
291
29b
22b 29
20 29

SE

17i
29 bi
30b
29
29

31bi

33b
30
30

UK

32
29
30
30
30
29 bi
28i
28i
29i
31b
30

HR

291

29i

MK

TR |

31i
31i

31i
32i

30i
29i

26

5}

19b
20 p
19p

20b
20p
20p

18 b
20p
18 p

LI

NO

At-risk-of-poverty rate before social transfers (The percentage of persons with an equivalised disposable income, before social transfers, below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60% of the national median equivalised
disposable income (after social transfers). Retirement and survivor's pensions are counted as income before transfers and not as social transfers.).

26
29
30

27
30
32

21b
24
27
28

CH
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Key indicator 13b At-risk-of-poverty rate after social transfers (The percentage of persons with an equivalised disposable income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60% of the national median equivalised disposable income.)
Total

1995 : : : : 16 : : 10i 15 : 19 22 19 15 20 : : : 12 : : " 13 : 23 : : : : : 20

1996 : : : : 15 : : : 14 : 19 21 18 15 20 : : : " : : 12 14 : 21 : : : 8 : 18

1997 : : : : 14 : : 10i 12 : 19 21 20 15 19 : : : 1" : : 10 13 : 22 : : : 8 8i 18

1998 : 15s : 14 : : : 1" : 19 21 18 15 18 : : : 12 : : 10 13 21 9 : 19

1999 : 16s : : 13 : : 10i 1" : 19 21 19 15 18 : : : 13 : : " 12 : 21 : : : 1" 8i 19 :

2000 : 16s : : 13 14 : : 10 18 20 20 18 16 18 : 16 17 12 11i 15i 11ip 12 16 21 171 i : 1" : 19 bi :

2001 : 16s : : 13 161 8i 10i 11 181 21 20 19 13 bi 19 : : 171 12 11i : 11ip 12 161 20 17i i : 11 bi 9i 181 : : : : : 11i

2002 H H : 14 H H : 181 H H 19 bi 121 H : : : H 10i : 11ip H : 20ip 181 10i : Mi 11 bi 18i : : 25i H : 101

2003 : 15s 15 b 14 : 12b : 181 20b 21b 19i 12i : 15i : : 11b 12i : 12ip 13b 19ip 17i 101 : 11i : 181 181 : 26 : 1b

2004 : 16s : : 15p  15i : 1" : 20b 21 20 20b  13b  19b : : : 12 : : : 13 : 20b 181 : : 11b  11b : : : : 10b : "

2005 16's 16 b 15b 15b 15 141 10b 12 12b 18 20 20 20 13 19 16 b 19b 21b 13 18b  14br 11b 12 21b 19 18i 12b 13b 12 9 19b 181 : 26 10p : 11

2006 16s 16 16 16 15 14 10 12 13 18 18 21 20 13 20 16 23 20 14 16 14r 10 13 19 18 p 19i 12 12 13 12 19 : H : 10p : 1

F emales

1995 : : : : 17 : : : 16 : 20 22 19 16 21 : : : 13 B : 12 15 B 24 : : : : : 22

1996 : : : : 17 : : : 16 : 21 21 18 16 21 : : : " : : 12 16 : 22 : : : 9 : 20

1997 : H H : 15 H : : 13 : 20 22 21 16 20 : H : 12 B : 11 14 B 23 : : : 9 19

1998 : 16s : : 15 : : : 12 : 20 22 18 15 19 : : : 13 B : 10 15 22 11 21

1999 : 17s : : 14 : : : 12 : 20 21 19 16 18 : : : 13 : : " 14 : 22 : : : 12 : 21

2000 : 17s : : 14 15i : : 1" 19i 21 20 19 16 19 : 16 171 12 12i 15i 11ip 14 16 22 18i 12i : 13 : 21 bi

2001 : 17s : : 15 17i 8i : : 19i 23 22 20 13 bi 20 : : 171 13 12i : 12ip 14 151 20 17i 12i : 12 bi : 19i : : :

2002 B H B B M 151 B H B 19i B B 21bi 131 B B B B B 10i B 12ip B . B 181 1Mi . 121 12 bi 19i B B 25i B

2003 : 16s : : 16 b 161 : 12b : 20i 21b 21b 20i 131 : 17i : : 12b 12i : 12ip 14 b : 181 1Mi : 12i : 19i 19i : 261 : 12b

2004 : 17s : : 16p 171 : 1 : 21b 23 21 21b  14b  20b : : : 13 : : : 14 : 22b 18 : : 11b  12b : : : : 10b : 12

2005 17s 17b 16 b 16 b 15 151 11b 12 13b 19 21 21 21 14 21 18b 20b 21b 13 13b 15br 11b 13 20b 20 181 14 b 13b 13 10 19b 201 : 27i 9p : 13

2006 17s 17 16 16 16 161 11 12 13 20 19 21 21 14 21 18 25 21 14 16 14r 10 14 19 19p 19i 13 12 13 12 20 : : : 10p : 12
Males

1995 : : : : 15 : : : 13 : 17 21 19 15 19 : : : 1 B : 1 12 B 21 19

1996 : : : : 14 : : : 12 : 18 21 18 14 19 : : : " : : " 12 : 20 8 16

1997 : : : : 13 : : : 1" : 18 21 20 14 19 : : : " : : 10 1" : 20 : : : 8 : 16

1998 : 14s : : 12 : : : 10 : 18 20 18 14 17 : : : 12 : : 10 " : 19 : : : 8 : 17

1999 : 15s : : 1 : : : 10 : 17 20 18 15 18 : : : 12 : : 10 10 : 19 : : : 9 : 18

2000 : 15s H : 12 131 : : 10 171 19 19 17 15 18 : 171 171 12 11i 151 10ip 9 161 19 171 1Mi : 9 16 bi

2001 : 15s : : 12 141 7i : : 171 20 19 17 12 bi 19 : : 181 12 11i : 11ip 9 161 20 171 101 : 10 bi : 171 : : :

2002 H H : : H 12i : : : 171 : : 18 bi 121 H : : : H 9i : 11ip : : H 18i 9i : 1Mi 10 bi 17 : : 25i :

2003 : 14s : : 14 b 12i : 11b : 171 19b 20b 181 12i : 14 : : 11b 12i : 12ip 12b : 171 9i : 11i : 171 171 : 251 : : 9b

2004 : 15s : : 14 p 131 : 1 : 19b 19 19 19b 13b 18b : H : 12 B : : 1 B 19b 181 : 10b 10b : : : : 10b : 10

2005 15s 15b 14 b 14 b 14 131 10b 12 11b 17 19 18 19 12 17 15b 18b 20b 13 14 b 14br  11b 11 21b 19 18i 11b 13b 11 9 19b 161 : 26i 10p : 10

2006 15s 15 15 15 14 12 9 1 12 16 17 20 18 12 18 14 21 19 14 16 13r 10 1 20 18p 18i 10 12 12 12 18 : : : 9 : 10

2005 15s 15b 14 14 14 131 10b 12 11b 17 19 18 19 12 17 15b 18b 20b 13 14 b 14b 11b 1" 21b 19 181 11b 13b 11 9 19b 161 : 26i 10p 10

2006 15s 15 15 15 14 12 9 1" 12 16 17 20 18 12 18 14 21 19 14 16 13 10 1" 20 18 p 181 10 12 12 12 18 : : : 9p 10

Notes: 1) EU-15 countries

a) 1995-2001: European Community Household Panel, Users' Data Base version December 2003, except National Surveys for DK, SE (all), FR, FI, UK (2001), NL (2000,2001).
b) From 2002 National Surveys except from 2003 BE, DK, EL, IE, LU and AT: EU-SILC; from 2004 ES, FR, IT, PT, Fl and SE: EU-SILC and from 2005 DE, NL and UK: EU-SILC.
2) New Member States

a) National surveys until 2004, EE until 2003, BG, RO until 2006.

b) EU-SILC from 2005, EE from 2004

3) Candidate countries: national surveys

EU Aggregates: Eurostat estimates are obtained as a population size weighted average of national data.

Sources: Eurostat - Various.
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People aged 18-59 living in jobless households

Key Indlcator 143 Share of persons/women/men aged 18-59 who are living in households where no-one works. Students aged 18-24 who live in households composed solely of students of the same age class are counted neither in the numerator nor in the denominator
Total

1995 B : : : 14.1 : : : 106 : 135 10.3 12.5 11.0 11.9 : : : 6.5 : : 11.0 7.0 : 5.9 B : : : : 13.7

1996 B : : : 14.1 : : : 10.9 : 129 9.8 121 10.9 12.0 : : : 76 15.8 : 10.2 8.1 : 6.3 B 8.8 : : : 13.5

1997 B : : : 14.3 : 53 : 114 9.6 125 10.0 11.3 114 12.2 : : : 7.0 15.7 : 8.9 77 9.8 59 6.8 8.7 : : : 12.9

1998 B : : : 14.4 : 6.2 : 1.1 8.7 : 9.6 10.2 1.3 12.0 : 14.0 10.4 7.3 15.8 : 8.8 8.4 : 51b 7.3 8.3 9.0 : : 12.5

1999 B : : 102e 13b : 7.2 : 10.5 10.4 9.8 9.6 8.5 1.3 1.7 : 149b 88 6.7 14.2 : 7.8 8.2 : 4.7 7.8 9.6 9.8 : : 11.8

2000 102e 102e 95e 95e 124 16.2 7.8 : 9.7 1.3 8.3 9.7 7.7 10.2 11 5.2 14.8 10.0 7.0 13.4 7.7 7.6 7.9 : 4.5 9.0 8.7 10.4 : : 11.3

2001 102e 101e 94e 94e 133 17.7 78 : 9.8 11.3 134 9.4 75 10.2 10.4 5.0 13.1 11.4 6.6 13.2 7.6 6.9 7.8 13.6 4.4 9.4 8.1 10.1 : : 1.2 :

2002 104e 102e 94e 94e 140 1741 7.3 8.4 10.3 10.5 8.8 9.4 75 10.1 10.0 5.2 10.3 8.9 71 13.0 7.9 6.8 7.3 15.0 4.8 11.8b 82 10.5 : : 1.2 13.5

2003 104e 102e 95e 95e 144 15.9 7.7 9.4 10.9 10.2 9.1 9.0 7.3 10.1 9.6 5.1 8.8 8.2 75 1.7 8.5 7.8 6.8 15.0 5.3 11.5 8.8 10.3 11.0 : 11.0 13.5

2004 104e 102e 95e 95e 138 14.4 8.0 94 111 97 8.6 9.1 72 10.1 94b 5.1 8.1 78 71 12.0 8.8 7.9 82b 155 5.3 11.8 77 10.5 1.1 : 10.8 11.8

2005 103e 101e 95e 95e 137 137 7.4 8.6 11b 8.6 8.3 8.9 6.6b 103 9.8 53 8.5 6.8 6.7 123 8.2 7.9 8.4 14.8 57 1.3 71 10.3 10.5 : 10.9 12.2 : H

2006 98e 97e 92e 92e 136 121 72 77 10.5 6.6 78 8.1 6.3 10.5 95 52 6.7 6.9 71 11.8 79 7.4 76 13.2 58 10.3 7.4 95 9.5 : 10.8 12.4 : 15.2

2007 93e 92e 87e 87e 123 10.2 6.5 : 9.5 6.0 7.9 8.0 6.2 10.0 9.2 4.7 6.6 7.0 7.0 11.9 7.7 6.5 71 11.6 57 10.4 6.5 8.9 9.1 : 10.7 1.3 : 15.4

Females

1995 B : : : 16.2 : : : 1.7 : 14.6 12.9 13.2 121 13.9 : : : 8.1 : : 125 8.4 : 6.8 B : : : : 16.7

1996 B : : : 16.0 : : : 11.8 : 14.1 12.4 12.8 121 13.8 : : 9.6 17.5 : 116 9.6 : 73 B 9.7 : : 16.5

1997 B : : : 16.3 : 6.6 : 124 9.9 13.6 125 121 126 14.1 : : : 8.9 171 : 10.5 9.1 10.7 7.0 7.8 9.4 : : : 15.0

1998 B : : : 16.3 : 77 : 12.0 8.9 : 121 11.0 125 13.8 : 14.5 11.2 9.0 171 : 10.6 10.0 : 6.1b 8.3 9.0 9.9 : : 14.6

1999 B : : 11.5e 14.8b : 8.8 : 114 10.4 111 121 9.3 125 13.5 : 164b 85 8.4 15.6 : 9.4 9.8 : 53 8.6 10.5 10.9 H 13.9

2000 11.5e 115e 107e 107e 145 16.9 9.4 : 10.6 11.2 9.5 121 8.4 1.3 12.8 6.6 15.1 9.8 8.9 14.4 9.2 9.3 9.7 : 5.1 9.8 9.3 10.9 : : 13.5

2001 11.5e 114e 107e 107e 155 18.3 9.4 : 10.7 11.2 17.2 1.7 8.3 1.5 121 6.4 13.6 11.4 8.1 14.4 9.6 8.4 9.4 14.4 5.1 10.3 9.2 10.6 : : 13.3 :

2002 11.6e 114e 105e 106e 164 17.5 9.1 8.8 10.9 10.3 10.0 1.7 8.2 1.4 116 6.4 10.1 9.1 7.9 14.0 9.6 8.2 8.8 15.9 5.4 129b 9.2 1.1 : 13.3 15.1

2003 115e 114e 106e 106e 163 16.2 9.7 10.0 115 9.7 10.4 1.3 8.0 1.3 1.2 5.9 8.9 8.3 9.0 12.5 10.4 9.1 8.1 16.0 5.9 12.6 9.7 11.0 10.3 : 13.0 14.7

2004 114e 113e 104e 105e 16.0 14.8 97 9.5 114 9.1 10.0 11.3 79 113 108b 62 8.2 77 8.5 12.8 10.8 9.1 95b 165 5.7 126 8.5 11.2 10.9 : 12.8 12.6

2005 113e 112e 104e 104e 157 141 8.9 8.7 12b 75 9.8 1.1 71b 1.4 11 6.2 8.3 6.6 8.1 13.0 10.1 9.1 9.4 16.0 6.1 12.2 7.8 11.0 10.0 12.8 13.4 : :

2006 109e 108e 10.1e 10.1e 154 126 8.6 8.3 10.8 6.6 9.2 10.3 6.8 115 10.9 6.1 6.6 6.6 8.9 12.7 9.8 8.6 8.7 14.4 6.3 11.2 8.5 10.1 9.0 : 127 13.6 : 176

2007 103e 102e 96e 96e 139 10.3 8.1 : 9.9 5.9 9.3 10.0 6.7 11 10.6 5.2 6.6 6.8 79 12.9 9.3 7.6 8.4 12.7 6.1 1.5 75 9.6 8.6 : 12.7 12.4 : 17.9
Males

1995 H : : : 121 : : : 9.5 : 125 75 11.9 9.9 9.9 5.0 : H 9.5 5.6 : 5.0 H : 11.8

1996 B : : H 123 : : : 9.9 : 11.8 71 11.4 9.7 10.1 : H : 56 14.1 : 8.8 6.7 H 5.1 B 7.9 : H : 11.6

1997 H : : : 12.4 : 3.9 : 10.5 9.3 11.5 7.2 10.5 10.2 10.3 : : : 5.2 141 : 7.4 6.3 8.8 4.8 5.8 8.0 : : : 10.9

1998 H : : : 12.4 : 4.6 : 10.1 8.5 : 7.0 9.4 10.1 10.2 : 13.4 9.5 55 14.5 : 71 6.9 : 4b 6.3 75 8.1 : : 10.3

1999 H : : 89e 11.2b : 5.6 : 9.5 10.5 8.5 7.0 7.7 10.1 9.8 : 134b 9.0 5.1 12.8 : 6.3 6.5 : 4.1 7.0 8.7 8.8 : : 9.6

2000 89e 89e 82e 82e 104 15.4 6.1 : 8.8 11.4 7.2 71 6.9 9.0 9.3 37 14.4 10.2 5.1 12.3 6.3 5.9 6.0 : 3.9 8.2 8.1 9.9 : : 9.1

2001 89e 88e 81e 81e 111 171 6.2 : 9.0 11.4 9.6 7.0 6.7 8.8 8.7 35 12.4 115 53 12.0 5.6 5.4 6.1 12.8 3.7 8.5 7.0 96 : : 9.1 :

2002 91e 89e 82e 82e 117 16.8 55 79 9.7 10.7 75 71 6.8 8.8 8.4 3.9 10.6 8.7 6.3 12.0 6.3 5.5 59 14.1 4.1 10.6b 7.1 10.0 : : 9.0 11.9

2003 92e 9e 84e 84e 124 16.5 5.8 8.8 10.3 10.8 77 6.8 6.7 8.9 8.1 4.1 8.6 8.1 6.0 11.0 6.7 6.5 5.4 14.0 47 10.4 7.9 96 11.6 : 8.9 123

2004 93e 92e 86e 86e 116 14.0 6.3 9.2 10.8 10.3 7.2 6.8 6.6 9.0 8.1b 4.0 8.0 7.9 5.7 1.2 7.0 6.6 6.8b 14.5 4.9 11.0 7.0 9.8 1.2 8.8 11.0

2005 92e 91e 86e 86e 117 13.3 5.9 8.4 10.7b 97 6.9 6.7 6.1b 9.2 8.4 43 8.7 71 54 115 6.3 6.8 73 13.5 53 10.3 6.4 96 11.0 : 8.9 111 : :

2006 88e 87e 83e 83e 118 11.6 57 71 10.2 6.5 6.5 6.0 5.8 9.4 8.1 43 6.9 7.3 5.4 10.8 6.0 6.1 6.5 11.9 5.2 9.3 6.4 8.8 10.1 : 8.8 1.3 : 127

2007 82e 82e 7.8e 78e 106 10.1 49 : 9.1 6.1 6.7 6.0 58 9.0 7.9 42 6.7 73 6.0 10.8 6.2 5.3 59 10.4 53 9.3 5.5 8.1 9.6 : 8.8 10.2 : 12.9

Source: Eurostat - EU Labour Force Survey (main indicators)

ol
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Kev indicator 14b Children aged 0-17 living in jobless households
y Share of persons aged 0-17 who are living in households where no-one works
1995 : : : 123 : : 8.3 170 60 115 92 83 : 3.7 : 9.7 37 5.1 : : 204
1996 123 : 9.1 163 51 112 96 8.6 : 45 150 8.9 4.9 5.1 : 3.8 : 20.1
1997 118 5.1 102 : 157 52 105 101 85 : 42 149 75 43 5.2 6.9 3.2 : 18.9
1998 : 12.9 6.1 100 89 : 5.0 9.0 9.8 8.2 : 10.0 40 156 7.5 4.4 46b 75 3.5 9.3 18.9
1999 : : : 86e 113b 72 95 102 117 52 7.3 9.9 83 : 12b 40 155 : 6.9 42 45 7.3 41 106 18.4
2000 | 98e 98e 81e 81e 114 : 7.7 94 113 101 55 6.6 9.3 76 38 126 40 135 76 7.0 3.8 3.8 8.1 40 112 17.0
2001 | 10.1e 10e 84e 84e 119 196 7.8 : 96 115 321 55 6.6 95 6.9 34 113 : 33 137 74 5.8 3.8 3.8 8.0 3.8 9.8 : 17.0 :
2002 | 102e 10e 82e 82e 131 194 77 57 103 110 111 53 6.5 9.1 7.0 32 101 841 36 144 78 5.8 37 43  107b 36 116 : 174 | 97
2003 | 102e 10e 84e 84e 132 179 86 57 111 84 118 46 6.2 9.0 6.9 2.6 8.1 75 39 130 88 6.8 4.1 47 103 39 118 57 17.1 | 107
2004 | 10.1e 99e 82e 83e 130 165 9.1 60 114 87 118 47 6.2 88 59b 27 8.1 741 34 131 92 71 52b 44 122 35 127 57 163 | 8.0
2005 | 99e 97e 81e 81e 128 157 82 57 11b 88 119 42 56b 88 59 3.6 8.0 6.1 27 141 94 6.7 59 : 46 113 31 139 66 165 | 87 :
2006 | 98e 97e 79e 79e 127 150 841 50 106 69 112 39 53 9.3 57 3.9 7.1 6.8 37 137 93 6.4 60 111 46 103 34 121 49 165 | 94 15.3
2007 | 94e 93e 75e 75e 120 128 8.0 9.6 72 115 39 5.3 8.7 5.8 3.9 8.3 8.3 34 139 92 5.9 53 9.5 51 100 22 106 44 167 | 84 15.5
Source: Eurostat - EU Labour Force Survey (main indicators)
EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cy Lv LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO s SK FI SE UK HR MK TR
K indicator 15 Gender pay gap in unadjusted form The unadjusted Gender Pay Gap (GPG) represents the difference between average gross hourly earnings of male paid employees and of female paid
ey indicator employees as a percentage of average gross hourly earnings of male paid employees.

2002 189 221 151 255  20.2 22,5 132 19.1 187 75 160 61 277 27.3
2006 177 181 187 172 95 124 234 227 303 172 207 179 158 44 218 151 171 107 144 52 236 255 75 84 7.8 80 258 213 24.3
2007 174 176 181 172 91 127 236 177 230 303 171 207 176 158 44 231 154 200 100 163 52 236 255 75 83 127 83 236 200 179 211

Provisional: UK (2002, 2006 and 2007); EU-27, EU-25, EA-15, EA-13 (2006 AND 2007); BE, BG, ES and FI (2007)

EE, EL, FR, IT and MT (2006 data)

Source: Eurostat - GPG based on the Structure of Earnings Survey (SES)

Ll NO

L NO

16.0

16.7

CH

CH



191

EU- EU- EA- EA-

27 25 15 13 BE BG cz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT cYy Lv LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO S SK FI SE UK HR MK TR
Key indicator 16a Life expectancy at birth (The mean number of years that a newborn child is expected to live if subjected throughout her/his life to the current mortality conditions (age specific probabilities of dying))
Females
1950 : B : : H : : :
1960 728 711 735 77 : : 70.2 : 66.6 : 727 :
1970 742 735 731 73.6 76.1 75.0 721 : 735 69.6 70.4 731 773
1980 : 76.7 739 74.0 76.2 : : 775 785 : 75.4 : 728 728 76.1 749 720 : 744 79.0 :
1990 797 795 747 755 77.8 785 75.0 777 795 80.6 80.4 76.3 78.7 73.8 : 80.3 79.0 775 731 77.8 75.7 79.0 80.5 76.1 :
1995 80.9 80.4 749 76.8 77.9 79.9 743 78.3 80.1 81.8 81.6 751 80.6 748 796 80.5 80.1 79.0 733 785 76.5 80.4 81.7 79.3 : 74.0
1996 81.1 80.7 745 775 78.4 80.1 75.6 78.7 80.2 82.0 81.8 75.9 80.2 75.0 796 80.5 80.2 : 79.0 727 79.0 77.0 80.7 81.7 79.5 74.8
1997 81.4 80.7 738 776 78.6 80.5 75.9 787 80.4 823 : 82.1 76.6 80.0 755 80.0 80.7 80.7 77.0 793 731 791 76.9 80.7 82.0 79.7 747
1998 815 | 807 746 782 790 808 754 791 | 80.3 824 826 822 767 808 756 | 80.0 808 81.0 774 796 | 736 792 770 810 821 79.8 74.5
1999 817 81.0 75.0 78.3 79.0 81.0 76.0 78.9 80.5 824 827 82.7 77.0 814 75.6 794 80.5 81.0 : 797 741 795 774 81.2 82.0 79.9 : :
2000 : 81.0 75.0 785 79.2 81.2 76.2 79.2 80.6 82.9 83.0 82.9 775 81.3 76.2 80.3 81.2 78.0 80.2 746 79.9 775 81.2 82.0 80.3 777 75.2
2001 : : B 82.2 81.2 75.4 78.6 793 815 76.4 79.9 81.0 83.2 83.0 83.2 : : 776 80.7 76.7 81.2 80.8 81.7 78.4 80.5 748 80.4 777 81.7 82.2 80.5 78.0 76.1
2002 80.9 81.3 822 82.2 81.2 755 78.7 794 81.3 77.0 80.5 81.1 83.2 82.9 83.2 81.0 76.0 775 815 76.7 81.3 80.7 81.7 78.8 80.6 747 80.5 777 81.6 82.2 80.6 : 75.6
2003 | so8 812 820 | 820 | 811 759 786 798 813 771 808 | 812 830 827 828 | 816 759 778 808 767 | 808 81.0 815 788 806 | 750 803 777 819 825 80.5| 782 757
2004 815 81.9 82.8 82.8 81.8 76.2 79.2 80.2 81.9 779 81.4 81.3 83.7 83.8 : 82.1 76.2 777 823 77.2 81.2 815 82.1 79.2 815 755 80.8 78.0 825 82.8 81.0 78.9 75.8
2005 : : : : 81.9 76.2 79.3 80.5 82.0 78.2 817 81.6 83.7 : : 81.1 76.5 773 82.2 77.2 814 81.7 823 79.3 81.3 75.7 80.9 78.1 825 82.9 81.1 78.8 75.9
2006 823 763 799 807 824 786 821 819 844 844 838 824 763 M77|.0 819 778 819 820 828 797 823 762 820 784 831 831 811 793 762
ales
1950 : B : : : : : :
1960 66.8 67.5 67.8 66.5 : : 65.9 : 61.0 : 67.9 :
1970 67.9 69.1 66.1 67.5 716 : 66.8 66.3 : 66.5 63.6 65.8 66.8 723
1980 : 69.9 68.4 66.9 : 69.6 : : 73.0 723 : 65.4 : 65.5 68.0 69.0 67.9 66.7 : 66.7 : 72.8 :
1990 728 727 68.0 67.6 72.0 72.0 64.7 721 747 734 739 66.5 724 65.2 : 738 723 70.6 66.7 69.8 66.7 71.0 748 : 68.4 :
1995 74.0 735 67.4 69.7 727 733 61.5 728 75.0 744 75.1 63.3 73.0 65.5 748 746 734 7 65.3 70.8 68.4 729 76.2 74.0 : 69.8
1996 742 739 67.4 70.4 731 73.6 64.3 731 751 745 755 64.6 733 66.3 748 747 737 : 716 64.9 711 68.9 731 76.6 74.3 70.3
1997 747 742 67.0 70.5 73.6 741 64.3 734 75.4 75.2 : 75.9 65.5 74.0 66.7 752 75.2 741 68.5 722 65.0 711 68.9 735 76.8 747 70.3
1998 749 | 744 674 712 740 746 641 734 | 755 753 748 76.1 660 737 665 | 749 752 745 689 724 | 660 713 686 736 769 748 70.2
1999 75.2 744 68.3 715 742 748 64.9 734 755 753 75.0 76.6 66.3 744 66.7 753 75.4 749 : 726 66.9 71.8 69.0 73.8 771 75.0 : :
2000 : 746 68.3 7 745 75.1 65.5 74.0 755 75.8 75.3 77.0 66.8 746 67.6 76.2 75.2 69.6 732 67.5 722 69.2 742 774 75.5 70.7 70.8
2001 : : B 75.8 75.0 68.5 721 747 75.6 64.9 745 76.0 76.2 755 772 : : 65.9 751 68.2 76.6 75.8 75.7 70.0 735 67.4 723 69.5 746 776 75.8 71.0 70.9
2002 745 75.0 76.0 76.0 75.1 68.8 721 74.8 75.7 65.3 75.2 76.2 76.3 75.7 774 76.4 64.7 66.2 747 68.3 76.3 76.0 75.8 70.3 738 67.4 726 69.8 749 77.8 76.0 : 70.6
2003 | 746 751 760 | 760 | 753 689 720 750 758 661 759 | 765 763 758 774 | 774 656 664 748 684 | 764 763 759 705 742 | 677 725 698 752 780 762 | 712 709
2004 75.2 75.7 76.8 76.8 76.0 69.0 726 75.4 76.5 66.5 76.5 76.6 76.9 76.7 : 76.8 65.9 66.3 759 68.7 774 76.9 76.4 70.6 75.0 68.3 735 70.3 75.4 78.4 76.8 72.0 715
2005 : : : : 762 690 729 760 767 67.3 773 | 768 770 : : 768 654 653 766 687 | 773 773 767 708 749 | 687 739 702 756 785 771 | 718 716
2006 766 692 735 761 772 674 773 772 777 773 779 788 654 653 768 692 770 777 772 709 755 692 745 704 759 788 771 725 717
Sources: Eurostat - Demographic statistics.
EU- EU- EA- EA-
BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T cY L LT LU  HU MT  NL AT PL PT RO sl SK Fi SE UK | HR MK TR

27 25 15 13

Key indicator 16b

1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

Sources: Eurostat - Health statistics.

Healthy Life Years at birth (The mean
disabled/dying))

68.5e 61.1 64.5
68.3 60.7e 64.3e
65.4e 61.3e 643e
68.4 60.8 64.3e
69.1 619 646e
68.8 : 604 645e
69.0e 633p 61.0e 645e
69.2e : 609e 64.7e
58.1pb : 68.8pb
61.9p 59.9pb 68.2p 55.1pb
62.8p 59.8p 67.1p 58.0p
64.1 61.7 60.8
66.5 616 619e
63.3 624 621e
66.0 625 623e
65.7 629 632e
66.6 : 622 64.1e
66.9 e 628p 628e 644e
67.4e : 63.0e 650e
58.4pb : 68.3pb
61.7p 57.9pb 68.4p 55.0pb
62.8p 57.8p 67.7p 58.5p

number of years that a newborn

69.6
68.7
68.3
69.4
68.2
68.8
685e
68.4e
65.2pb
67.2p
67.9p

68.4
68.2
68.2
69.5
69.3
69.2e
69.9e
702e
62.5pb
63.1p
63.3p

67.6

66.9

66.5
659e
654 e
64.3pb
64.1p
65.0p

53.3p
522p
53.7p

65.1
65.5
65.2
65.6
66.5
66.0
66.6 e
66.8 e
62.5pb
63.2p
63.7p

64.0
63.2
64.0
63.9
63.3
63.3
63.5e
: 634e
49.8p 62.5pb
48.0p 62.9p
49.4p 63.3p

66.9
66.4
66.5
66.7
66.3
66.7
66.7 e
66.7 e
63.7pb
65.7p
66.3p

child is expected to live in healthy condition if subjected throughout her/his life to the current morbidity and mortality conditions (age specific probabilities of becoming

Females
625 705e : 61.5 66.8 60.5 57.7 : 61.8e
63.1 7.3 61.4 H 60.4 57.6 60.0 612e
62.8 713 61.1e 61.1 58.3 613e 622e
63.3 721 61.4 60.7 57.4 618 61.3e
632e 729 60.2 68.0 62.2 56.8e 619 61.2e
63.3 73.0e : 59.4 68.5 62.7 56.9 61.0 608e
637e 739e : 657p 59.3e 69.0e 689 618e 56.8e 619e 609e
639e 744e 696 : 57.8p : 58.8e 69.6e 61.8e 56.5e 622e 609e
64.1pb 70.2pb : : 60.2p : : 60.2pb 52.0pb : : 52.9pb 60.9pb :
643p 67.0p 579p 53.1p 543p 62.1p 53.9pb 70.1pb 63.1pb 59.6p 66.6pb 56.7p 59.9p 56.4p 524p 63.1p 65.0pb
64.1p 640p 632p 521p 56.1p 618p 57.0p 69.2p 632p 60.8p 625p 57.6p 61.0p 544p 527p 67.0p 64.8p
Males
59.6 67.4 62.1 62.3 59.9 58.2 54.6 : 60.8
60.2 68.0 62.5 62.2 59.3 55.5 62.1 609e
59.2 67.9 61.9 63.4 59.1 55.9 617 608e
60.1 68.7 61.6 63.6 58.8 55.8 62.0 612e
60.1 69.7 61.4 64.6 60.2 56.3 63.1 613e
60.5 69.8 : 61.9 64.2 59.5 56.7 619 611e
604e 704e : : 65.1p 617e 656e 625 59.7e 57.0e 624e 614e
606e 709e 684 : 53.5p : 61.7e 66.2e 59.8e 57.3e 625e 615e
61.2pb 67.9pb B B 59.1p B . 58.1pb 55.1pb B . 53.1pb  62.0pb
620p 658p 59.5pb 50.6p 512p 622p 52.0pb 68.5pb 65.0pb 57.8p 61.0pb 58.4p 56.3p 549p 51.7p 64.2p 63.2pb
62.7p 64.4p 643p 505p 524p 61.0p 542p 68.1p 65.5p 584p 582p 59.6p 576p 543p 529p 67.1p 64.9p

76.6
79.7
80.7
80.1
81.2
81.6
81.6
81.4
81.6
83.2
82.5
82,5
83.2
83.5
82.9

70.5
733
75.5
76.0
76.5
76.4
7.7
774
778
78.3
786
79.5
78.9
79.6
79.5

IS

65.3p

68.3p

Ll

79.9
816
80.4
82.1
829
79.9
82.4
82.3
81.6
85.1
84.1
83.1

75.0
723
71.9
73.6
755
739
76.3
771
78.4
78.5
775
78.9

NO

76.0
775
79.3
79.9
80.9
81.2
81.1
81.4
81.2
81.5
81.6
81.6
82.1
82.6
82.7
82.9

71.6
7.2
724
73.4
74.8
75.4
75.5
75.6
75.6
76.0
76.2
76.4
771
77.6
77.8
78.2

63.4p

65.7p

CH

711
741
76.2
79.0
80.9
81.9
82.2
82.2
827
82.7
82.8
83.2
83.2
83.2
83.8
84.0
84.2

66.6
68.7
70.0
723
74.0
75.4
76.0
76.3
76.4
76.9
77.0
775
77.9
78.0
78.6
78.7
79.2

CH
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EU- EU- EA- EA-

P 15 1, BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL  ES FR T ¢y LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO Sl SK FI SE UK | HR MK TR
Key indicator 17a Serious accidents at work (Index of the number of serious accidents at work per 100 thousand persons in employment (1998=100))
Total
1995 : : : : 110 147 : 82 106 8 62 118 92 104 102 90 98 123 106e 108 164 109 109 95 106 76 119 :
1996 : : : : 99 131 9 84 103 77 104b 129 95 101 102 88 100 110 92e 109 107b - 109 : 110 96 98 92 103 9
1997 : : : 9% 106 91 100 101 83 115 113 95 101 100 90 98 103 112e 107 105 113 100 106 106 107 98 81 102 107
1998 : 100 : : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1999 : 100 : : % 84 93 95 99 106 : 93 107 101 99 100 75 97 105 93 113 108b 99 78 92 100 102 92 91 107 106 84
2000 100 99 : : 82b  100b 91 89 9% 105 88 108 102 99 112 66 94 104 94 77 105 92 85 88 106 98 88 89 111 106 85
2001 9% 95 : : 83 90 91 90 88 132 : 86 106 98 92 112 116 8 97 86 % 92 83 78 91 113 94 84 8&7b 113 110 20
2002 88 88 : : 72 84 89 82 82 125 100b 8 103 99 83 92 108 8 109 84 91 100b 84 76 74 104 94 77 85 101 108 84
2003 84 83 : : 68 65 80 76 74 128 105 71 100 95 80 103 84 82 107 83 9 82 79 82 72 111 98 68 83 94 107 83
2004 80 79 : : 65 58 81 79 73 124 94 66 92 ) 75 103 79 82 % 79 83 73 79 84 75 103 98 54 83 86 88 82
2005 78 77 : : 62 58 80 83 65 126 101 55 87 ) 71 97 92 104 T2 79 77 100b 77 80 74 % 84 52 88 85 84 65
Females
1995 : : : : 100 83 98 : 118 80 102 97 : 93 : 107 73 130
1996 : : : : %8 0 102 112 126 88 102 98 101 124 : % 84 103
1997 : : : : 95 : 104 99 : 120 106 91 103 97 : % : : 106 : 104 : : : %8 76 99
1998 : 100 : : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1999 : 101 : : % : 97 103 99 138 : 88 109 106 102 100 85 99 92 108 99 85 75 94 101 9 9 103 109
2000 100 104 : : 101 100 95 99 99 130 76 113 111 104 118 95 100 94 77 93 85 87 101 98 88 89 106 110
2001 98 101 : : 88 84 97 95 94 181 : 77 110 110 8 123 87 101 90 86 : 73 80 94 112 95 83 87b 106 111
2002 94 97 : : 80 85 97 92 87 130 100b 76 105 117 86 92 84 116 91 76 100b 75 81 83 9% 100 84 85 % 110
2003 90 94 : : 76 67 % 86 77 137 103 67 106 112 84 98 84 118 93 78 85 71 % 77 17 109 76 86 95 109
2004 86 89 : : 71 61 % 90 77 126 87 65 98 107 77 100 81 % 93 77 95 72 92 84 97 109 62 ) 85 81
2005 85 89 : : 65 62 95 9% 68 142 104 49 88 111 76 111 101 65 93 72 100b 77 20 77 88 95 63 93 88 79
Males
1995 : : : : 110 81 107 : 119 93 104 103 : % : 107 77 17
1996 : : : : 98 83 103 100 130 9 100 103 99 104 : 101 94 103
1997 : : : : % : 99 102 : 113 116 96 101 100 : 98 : : 106 : 98 : : : 99 83 102
1998 : 100 : : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1999 : 100 : : % : 92 93 99 140 : 9% 108 101 99 100 93 107 93 114 100 87 % 102 99 91 93 108 106
2000 100 98 : : 80b 100b 90 88 % 114 92 109 101 98 112 84 105 94 78 92 86 89 109 97 87 89 113 105
2001 9% 94 : : 84 93 89 91 89 120 : 89 108 94 % 110 87 98 85 97 : 86 78 95 17 92 84  87b 116 108
2002 90 89 : : 73 84 85 81 83 123 100b 8 106 95 85 92 85 111 81 9% 100b 87 85 74 108 92 75 86 104 106
2003 86 84 : : 67 69 77 75 75 13 105 73 102 92 82 105 81 107 80 95 82 82 80 74 111 93 66 84 95 104
2004 82 81 : : 65 60 77 77 74 132 95 67 95 87 78 104 80 97 75 86 72 86 82 75 107 93 62 83 88 89
2005 81 79 : : 63 56 74 80 65 131 98 57 91 87 71 91 103 75 73 80 100b 78 78 74 97 80 48 89 84 86
Source: Eurostat - European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW)
EU- EU- EA- EA-
27 25 13 43 BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T ¢y LV LT LW HU MT NL AT PL PT RO Sl SK FI SE UK | HR MK TR
Key indicator 17b Fatal accidents at work (Index of the number of fatal accidents at work per 100 thousand persons in employment (1998=100))
Total
1995 : : : : 190 116 103 106 136 120 71 116 127 88 9% 98 131 117 1090 - 131 103 118 96 117 177 100 :
1996 : : : : 177 120 112 97 159 102 56 100 107 90 82 102 271 101 1000 114 118 : 127 : 118 109 71 162 119 121
1997 : : : 100 116 116 74 123 114 120 76 115 103 84 : 83 1841 97  42i 140 104 109 108 105 130 &1 117 169 100 120
1998 : 100 : : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 : 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1999 : 88 : : 106 9 76 71109 79 : 170 91 85 68 100 115 91  40i 107  74i 107 100 83 79 93 113 89 75 85 88 104
2000 100 87 : : 100 100 96 61 95 56 73 85 85 66 460 90 78 1490 95 381 106 100 96 104 103 102 71 88 85 106 68
2001 97 85 : : 124 104 9 55 89 78 : 78 81 79 62  62i 140 105 370 71 461 79 94 92 17 97 122 T 98 105 92 92
2002 91 81 : : 82 85 87 65 112 81 100 104 79 65 42 1070 123 115  52i 109  30i 90 100 89 98 95 141 65 82 91 85 75
2003 20 80 : : 78 83 84 57 105 67 121 81 67 69 57 8 66 138 70i 80  91i 91 94 20 87 111 136 75 81 89 70 64
2004 88 76 : : 93 84 78 3 100 75 84 67 59 68 50 92i 98 113 200 9  90i 8 107 86 82 103 77 64 102 81 ) 64
2005 86 72 : : 84 85 71 71 82 58 117 43 64 50 52 66 74 133 570 73  44i 75 94 81 84 128 84 64 83 131 88 70

Notes: 1) CY, LU, MT: The values are based on small annual numbers of fatalities.
Source: Eurostat - European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW)
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ANNEX 1.3: OTHER STATISTICAL TABLES PER GEOPOLITICAL ENTITY
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Vil

4 LABOUR MARKET Europear European oo area 15 E“"’S’“ -| Belgium Buigaria Ri: o Denmark Germany Estonia lreland | Greece Spain France laly | Cypus Latvia Lithuania L;‘:uer’;" Hungary| Malta NIZ:Z' Austria  Poland Portugal |Romania Slovenia Slovakia Finland Sweden Klu"';:':’m Croatia FYROM Turkey lceland “"i‘“:"'
EU-27 EU-25 EA-15 EA-13 BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO S| SK FI SE UK HR MK TR IS u
Total employment (thousands) ’
3923 3759 2510 2493 73 102 89 46 671 5 73 60 602 348 283 12 38 43 14 -5 4 210 n 331 -2 17 25 45 53 100 224 32 HHHH 257 #iHH##
Total 2005 216 566 203 804 139733 139214 4225 3495 4992 2763 38850 604 1958 4546 19267 25116 24385 366 1024 1461 308 3880 153 8252 4031 13169 5100 9267 924 2084 2398 4349 31109 1573 122103 : :
Total 2006 220113 207171 141992 141465 4278 3612 5072 2808 39097 637 2042 4642 20024 25356 24882 373 1073 1486 319 3905 154 8403 4000 13419 5126 9331 935 2132 2440 4422 31323 1586 1 22394
Total 2007 224036 210929 144502 143959 4351 3714 5162 2854 39768 641 2115