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This internal background study presents statistical data on social policy in the dimensions of
poverty prevention, equitable education, labor market access, social cohesion and non-
discrimination, health and intergenerational justice. For each field, we discuss main
indicators as well as potential determinants of the status quo. We use data on the 28 EU
member states and compare the national approaches in these countries. The study serves as
an input and prepares the compilation of the annual SIM Europe Reform Barometer report of
the Bertelsmann Stiftung. Moreover, it complements the Social Justice Index Report by the
Bertelsmann Stiftung in providing potential determinants and alternatives of the social policy
indicators discussed there.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 7



Member states of the European Union differ in approach and extent of social protection. They
may follow different welfare models (see, for example, the classification in Esping-Andersen,
1990) and offer varying levels of protection and generosity. Social insurance and
redistribution are basic functions of government. Redistribution policies are concerned with
the fairness of market outcomes and explicitly take away from the better off and give to the
worse off to achieve a more equitable distribution of welfare. Social insurance is
fundamentally different and involves no redistribution - cross-subsidization in the language
of insurance economics - if social security contributions and benefits are related in an
actuarially fair manner. While actuarially fair insurance is free of redistribution ex ante, it
necessarily redistributes ex post from the lucky ones to the unlucky. Insurance provides
services with individually attributable value that can, in principle, be traded on competitive
markets. Social insurance therefore corrects market failures arising from distortions such as
adverse selection, moral hazard and individual short-sightedness and is part of the allocative
responsibility of government in a market economy (see Pestieau, 2005, for an overview).
While conceptually different, it is sometimes difficult to determine in practice where
insurance ends and redistribution begins since many insurance programs involve cross-
subsidization and therefore do not clearly separate insurance and redistribution.

The extent of social insurance should, in principle, reflect deep individual characteristics and
other parameters such as risk-aversion and the degree of income risk in an economy (Chetty,
2008; Chetty and Finkelstein, 2013). It should include some flexibility and freedom to choose
according to varying individual needs. The extent of redistribution should reflect the degree
of inequality aversion in societies which derives from a reasonable consensus view of varying
individual attitudes, and the economic costs of redistribution in terms of the distortions
created by the tax transfer mechanism (see Spadaro et al., 2015, for an economic approach).
Given a different social consensus or divergent economic structure, the design of the welfare
varies across countries. Given that globalization and rapid technological change affects social
risks and the distribution of outcomes, the need for insurance and redistribution also changes
over time. So there is no one size fits all approach to social inclusion (see Andersen et al,,
2007, and Davoine and Keuschnigg, 2015).

Inequality and social risk are reduced ex ante by education and family policies that encourage
upward social mobility and competition policies that eliminate monopolistic structures and
facilitate access to rewarding professions and profitable markets (Chetty et al., 2014). Instead
of repairing ex post via the tax transfer mechanism and spending on social insurance and the
supply of social services, precautionary policies for inclusive growth (Acemoglu and
Robinson, 2013) may prevent risk, inequality and poverty to arise in the first place.

This background study collects statistical information across 28 EU member states and
attempts a portrait of different welfare state models. It also prepares and formulates
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arguments that could potentially be useful in the main SIM report which will otherwise be
based on the results of the expert survey. To fulfill this purpose, the background study must
follow the same structure as the SIM report. The study is organized as follows. Chapter 3
presents the relevant figures in the domain of poverty prevention. Chapter 4 is devoted to
equitable education and discusses predominantly the returns to education as well as the
shares of people in different types of education. Chapter 5 turns to labor market policies and
presents the relevant indicators, Chapter 6 is on social cohesion and non-discrimination,
Chapter 7 on health status and health policies and Chapter 8 on intergenerational justice.
Chapter 9 concludes. Each of the policy chapters 3 to 8 is organized as follows. Alongside a
comparative discussion of policy parameters, the main indicators of the relevant field are
presented first. Afterwards, we present and discuss potential determinants for the status quo.

For the sake of clarity and concise presentation, the graphs and tables in chapters 3 to 8 do
not present data on all 28 EU member states, but weighted averages for the Anglo-Saxon
Region (Ireland, Malta, United-Kingdom), Continental Europe (Austria, Belgium, France,
Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands), Eastern Europe (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia), the
Nordic countries of Denmark, Finland and Sweden as well as Southern Europe (Cyprus,
Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain). Full tables including data on all 28 member states are
moved to the Appendix.
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The European platform against poverty and social exclusion is one of seven flagship initiatives
of the Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (EC, 2016). Different
social protection systems are designed to provide protection against risks of, for example,
poverty and social exclusion. Social inclusion among others should enable people to
participate in society and to improve their well-being - especially people who are living in or
threatened by poverty. To fight poverty, the EU-Commission recently committed 3.8 billion
Euro to help the most vulnerable in Europe (EC, 2015).

Poverty is the strongest determinant of social and economic exclusion of young people (SIM
Europe, 2016). Thus, we look at poverty among young people, but also identify other risk
groups and furthermore consider geographical differences among EU-28 member states. In
addition, we fix various reasons for poverty and discuss instruments to reduce or prevent
poverty.

Some years ago, Lelkes and Zélyomi (2008) made a general assessment of the poverty
situation across Europe in their report “Poverty across Europe”. The report depicts
differences among countries and discusses the sensitivity of the displayed numbers to the
underlying metric by which poverty is measured. Different risk groups are researched as well
as the most likely causes of poverty in different EU countries. The underlying data was EU-
SILCY, the main metric of poverty measurement disposable income with considering a person
receiving less than 60% of the national median as poor. The rates varied across Europe: Low
levels of poverty characterize Scandinavian countries, the so-called Corporatist countries
(Austria, Germany), and the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia among the ex-socialist
countries. In contrast, the risk of poverty tended to be relatively high in the Mediterranean
and the Baltic states. The authors tested the sensitivity of the measurement by assessing
poverty also with 50% and 70% of the national median income as a metric. However, with
few exceptions the ranking seemed to be robust with regard to the different measurements.
Important demographic factors appeared to be age and household structure. Children and
elderly are more likely to be poor as well as households with greater number of children and
one-adult households (both with and without children).

In the following we analyse whether those main findings regarding geographical and
structural determinants of poverty across Europe are still true for the years from 2008 to
today.

1 European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions.
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2.2 Main Indicators

We identify the following indicators for poverty in EU-28 member states:

—  At-risk-of-poverty rate

— In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate
Households with very low work intensity
—  Deprivation rate

2.2.1 At-risk-of-poverty rate

A main indicator describing poverty is the poverty rate. More specifically, the “at-risk-of-
poverty rate” is most frequently defined as the threshold of 60% of median equivalised
income after social transfers.2 It represents the level of income that is considered necessary
to lead an adequate life. Figure 3-1 gives an overview on the development of the at-risk-of-
poverty rate within the last decade in the specified regions. For a discussion and country-wise
values see the latest version of the Social Justice Index Report (Schraad-Tischler, 2015).

In 2014, 17.2% of total population in EU-28 faced the risk-of-poverty3 with highest risk in
Southern (20.6%) and Eastern (18.0%) European countries.

Figure 3-1: Poverty rates as % of total population

European Union Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

2005 ®2010 =2014

No data for EU-28 for 2005. Eastern (2005) without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

2 Alternatively, the “poverty rate” is often defined as 40% of median equivalised income. However, in our study we focus on the
poverty risk.

3 In addition to the “at-risk-of poverty” rate, the rate of “at-risk-of poverty or social exclusion” is an alternative indicator. In our
study, we focus on the “at-risk-of poverty rate” since this is the rate we issue in the online-survey of the Social Inclusion Monitor
(SIM). Naturally, more people are at risk of poverty and social exclusion than at risk of poverty. Lelkes and Gasior (2012) look
at the “risk of exclusion” according to the Europe 2020 targets which is measured by three indicators: at risk of poverty, severe
material deprivation and living in households with very low work intensity. According to this metric 113 million people in the
EU are at risk of exclusion with the largest proportion of them, some 80 million people, earning less than 60% of the median
income and are thus at risk of poverty.
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The risk of poverty is by contrast lowest in Nordic countries with 13.7% and in Continental
Europe (14.8%). The respective rates have increased since 2005 in all country groups except
in Anglo-Saxon countries where the risk has fallen from 19.0% to 16.7%. People are faced
highest risk of poverty in Romania (25.4%) but also in Greece, Spain, Bulgaria, Estonia and
Latvia with poverty rates above 20%. However, lowest rates are published for Czech Republic
(9.7%) as well as for Slovakia, Denmark, Netherlands and Finland with rates ranging between
11% and 13%.

Females are slightly more at risk of poverty, especially female senior citizens

With respect to gender, one has to note that females (17.7%) face a higher risk than males
(16.7%), both with highest risk in Eastern and Southern Europe when looking at total
population. The rates for children less than 18 years are similar for females (21.3%) and
males (20.9%) with lower rates for females in 12 and higher rates in 16 out of EU-28
countries. Gender effects are different for people aged 65 or over. While 15.8% of female
senior citizens are at risk of poverty in EU-28, only 11.2% of male senior citizens are so. In
every single EU-28 country the risk of poverty for females aged 65 or over is higher than for
males. The risk for females is twice as much or more in six countries (all Baltic States, Sweden,
Slovenia and the Czech Republic). In the figure below the higher risk rates for women or
shown as percentage of the men’s at-risk-of-poverty rate. The lower risk rate of female
children in Anglo-Saxon countries is due to United Kingdom where the at-risk-of-poverty rate
for males is 20.1% and for females 19.6%.

Figure 3-2: Difference between at-risk-of-poverty rate between males and females
X
©~
g
o O\O <
g g 5 = S 2 % 5 N
: g = FR < 3 8 : 5 f
— ) — S
- [ e — | -
EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern
mTotal m Lessthan 18 years 65 years or over

Data of 2014. To read: In EU-28 the at-risk-of-poverty rate for females was 6.0% higher than the respective rate for males.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Higher risk for foreign-born people and children of foreign-born people

There are differences in the at-risk-of-poverty rate between total population and people with
a country of birth other than the reporting country. While 15.2% of total population aged 18
years or over are affected by risk of poverty, 26.3% of those who were born in a foreign

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 12



country are. The situation is even worse for people born in a non EU-28-country whereas
30.1% of them face the risk of poverty.

The highest risk of poverty for people born in a non-EU-28 country is observed for Southern
(39.0%), the lowest for Eastern European countries (12.1%). It is remarkable that the risk for
those people in Eastern European countries is lower than for people born in these countries.
The opposite is true for all other regions in Europe.

Table 2-1: People at risk of poverty by place of birth

Parent’s place of birth: ~ Parent’s place of birth: People born in People born in a
reporting country Foreign-born reporting country non EU-28 country

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 n.a. 18.8 18.3 n.a. 31.5 32.7 n.a. 14.6 15.2 n.a. 28.8 30.5
Anglo-Saxon 20.9 19.2 16.7 31.3 23.4 27.5 17.1 15.3 15.1 n.a. 26.3 24.6
Continental 11.6 14.8 13.2 23.2 29.4 27.8 11.2 12.4 13.3 n.a. 26.8 25.9
Eastern 24.88 23.1 24.7 | 18.3% | 25.1%5 | 25.0% 15.5 15.7 16.2 na. | 15.5% [12.1%%
Nordic 7.9 8.2 8.3 21.2 29.5 26.1 10.1 12.1 12.6 n.a. 29.9 28.9
Southern 23.0 22.4 22.6 30.5 41.0 42.6 18.2 16.5 17.2 n.a. 33.4 39.0

People aged 18 or over.$ Without data of Croatia and Romania. $§ Without data of Romania (2005, 2010, 2014), Bulgaria
(2014) and Croatia (2005). % Without data of Romania. %% Without data of Romania and Slovakia. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The risk of poverty of children less than 18 years also depends on the place of birth of their
parents. While 18.3% of children are at-risk-of-poverty in EU-28 when their parents are born
in the reporting country, which is true for 32.7% of children when their parents are bornin a
foreign country. The situation is worst for children from parents born in a foreign country in
Southern Europe, leading by Spain (55.1%) and Greece (48.9%). Die smallest differences can
be observed in Eastern European countries where the risk for children of native-born and
foreign-born parents is similar.

The higher at risk of poverty for foreign-born people is also found by Lelkes (2007) who
analyses the level of poverty among migrants in 14 European countries. He distinguishes
between EU and non-EU migrants and empirically shows that these are in fact distinct groups
in terms of exposure to poverty. Empirics show a high difference in exposure to poverty
between EU and non-EU migrants. While non-EU migrants are highly in risk of poverty in
large proportion, EU migrants tend to have better chances at the labor market, sometimes
even better than the local population. This result is not surprising since EU migrants embody
a predominantly highly skilled workforce, which exploits the opportunity of free movement
oflabor within Europe. Non-EU migrants on the other hand are often unskilled in significantly
higher proportion than the local population and thus not as attractive to the labor market.

Another paper in respect of poverty and immigrants focuses on a question that seems to be
currently more relevant than ever: “Do migrants receive higher welfare payments than
locals?” (Barrett, 2013). Based on the European Union Survey on Income and Living
Conditions for 2007 they find very little evidence that this is actually the case. However, and
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in line with Lelkes (2007), they find that migrants are more exposed to the risk of poverty
than the local population. They conclude with a result that opposes the ongoing discussion of
excessive abuse of our welfare state by the immigrated population. They find that immigrants
are exposed to poverty in higher rates while at the same time receiving less welfare payments.
The arousing question is if welfare systems fail to protect immigrants and if so, why.

Higher risk for single parents

The risk of poverty is higher for single households with dependent children*. While 25.1% of
single persons without children face a risk of poverty in EU-28, 32.5% of single parents with
dependent children do so. When comparing the European regions we note the risk of poverty
in Nordic countries for a single person is outstanding high (31.4%). The opposite is true for
single parents with dependent children. While in all regions the risk of poverty for this type
of household is much higher than for a single person, in Nordic countries it is even lower
(24.7%). Risk however increases most in Southern Europe from 22.2% to 38.3%. The lowest
risk of poverty for households with two adults and two dependent children again is observed
in Nordic countries (5.4%). 14.9% of this type of household are at risk of poverty in EU-28
with highest risk in Southern European Countries (22.9%).

Table 2-2: People at risk of poverty by type of household

Single parent with Two adults with
Single Person dependent children dependent children

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010

EU-28 n.a. 25.4 25.1 n.a. 37.1 32.5 n.a. 15.0 14.9
Anglo-Saxon 27.3 26.7 26.9 38.3 36.5 29.1 13.8 12.4 13.2
Continental 20.6 23.2 25.0 26.3 37.8 31.8 8.7 9.7 9.9
Eastern 19.38 26.1 22.6 37.48 34.1 315 18.88 18.4 17.8
Nordic 23.8 28.9 31.4 20.5 26.6 24.7 4.6 6.5 5.4
Southern 29.9 27.1 22.2 36.4 42.0 38.3 22.1 22.3 22.9

§ Without data of Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

These observations coincidence with findings of lacovou (2013) who looks at the relationship
between household composition and several measures of income insufficiency, in particular
relative poverty and subjective hardship. He uses EU-SILC data to calculate the risk of poverty
and hardship by household type for all countries in the EU. The interesting finding is twofold.
First, the importance of household composition in being exposed to poverty risk varies
greatly among different countries (i.e. national public policy matters) and secondly, the
characteristics of a household being at risk of poverty are the same in all European countries:
lone parents, single elderly people, and other single-adult households.

4 Dependent children are individuals aged 0-17 years and 18-24 years if inactive and living with at least one parent.
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People at risk of poverty by degree of urbanisation

There is a correlation between the degree of urbanisation and people atrisk of poverty. 16.4%
of people living in cities were at risk of poverty in 2014, but 20.2% of people living in rural
areas. However, this higher risk for people living in rural areas is not true for all EU-28
member states. In fact, there are two groups of EU-countries: The risk is (much) higher when
living in rural areas in Eastern and Southern Europa (26.0% each) than in cities (9.8% and
15.6% respectively). At risk of poverty in rural areas is highest in Romania, Bulgaria and
Malta. The opposite is true for Anglo-Saxon, Continental und Nordic countries where the risk
for people living in rural areas is lower than in cities. One reason may be that in the latter
high-income people move away from cities to rural areas to live there whereas in Eastern and
Sothern European countries, there is a lack of jobs in rural areas and people move to cities to
work there.

Table 2-3: At risk of poverty by degree of urbanization

Towns and suburbs Rural areas

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 n.a. 15.2 16.4 n.a. 14.7 15.8 16.9 20.6 20.2
Anglo-Saxon 18.6 18.0 18.2 15.4 14.6 14.5 14.088 13.8% 15.0
Continental 13.1 15.5 17.1 11.2 12.2 14.5 22.6 14.9 13.3
Eastern 11.68 8.9 9.8 15.588 14.9 15.6 11.1 23.2 26.0
Nordic 11.2 14.0 14.8 9.5 11.5 12.4 25.7 13.0 13.9
Southern 16.2 17.0 18.7 20.3 19.9 20.0 16.9 23.8 26.0

§ Without data of Malta. 8 Without data of Croatia and Romania. 88 Without data of Croatia, Lithuania and Romania. n.a. not
available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Naturally, employment reduces the risk of poverty significantly, but does not eliminate it. In
other words, a job does not always protect people from the risk of poverty because of low pay,
low skills, precarious employment, low work intensity or involuntary part-time working. In
2014, the so-called in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate was 9.5% in EU-28, ranging from 5.9% in
Nordic to 11.7% in Southern European states. However, even if people in employment are less
exposed to risk of poverty than other groups, they represent a large share of those at risk of
poverty, since a large part of the adult population is at work (Eurostat, 2009).

Since 2010, the risk has risen in all European regions with an increase of about 25% in
Continental and Anglo-Saxon countries. In Nordic and Eastern countries, the respective risk
has increased slightly by about 3%.
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Table 2-4: At-risk-of-poverty rate and in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate

In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate

At-risk-of-poverty rate of employed persons

2010 2010
EU-28 n.a. 15.5 16.3 n.a. 8.3 9.5
Anglo-Saxon 17.9 16.1 16.0 8.0 6.7 8.4
Continental 12.2 13.4 14.4 5.4 6.6 8.4
Eastern 15.48 15.6 16.4 10.68 10.2 10.5
Nordic 10.9 13.3 14.1 4.8 5.8 5.9
Southern 18.5 18.0 19.3 10.0 10.4 11.7

People aged 18 years and over. § Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Moreover, there is a correlation between the risk of poverty and the in work at risk of poverty.
EU-28 member states with a high risk of poverty like Romania, Estonia, Greece and Spain face
a high risk of in work at risk of poverty, too. The opposite is true for other member states like
Czech Republic, Netherlands, Slovakia, France, Hungary, Austria, Denmark and Finland with
both, a low risk of poverty as well as a low in work at risk of poverty.

Figure 3-3:  At-risk-of-poverty rate and in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate
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Data of 2014.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

From the findings above it becomes clear that education - the own and the parent’s one - and
employment are crucial for preventing poverty. Moreover, the social benefits and transfers
within the national welfare systems are important determinants, too.
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Economic models dominate the modern concept of poverty although other aspects of the
phenomenon are also important. Poverty itself has an impact on health, mortality rates, family
size, economic productivity and many other aspects of human life. Education has proved to
be an important factor in poverty; the poor are less educated. It appears that there is less a
linear relationship than an interactive one between schooling and poverty. The content and
quality of primary education are important, as is their interaction with other social and
economic factors. Evidence tends to indicate that successful economies build on mass basic
educational provision. There are no successful modern economies that do not show this and
there is much evidence to suggest that education has a positive impact on the income levels
of nations. However, the level of returns to education is dependent on time and the level of
development of the school system. As systems become more complex and sophisticated, so
the returns from lower levels of schooling decline. In poorer countries, returns from primary
education are the highest. Carm et al. (2003) addresses the impact of schooling on poverty
reduction on global basis including the whole spectrum of diverse developed economies. It
suggests that the positive effect of education on poverty reduction is certainly given. Policy
implication however is extremely difficult as it is complex, gender-related and contextually
determined.

Raffo et al. (2007) address the general question of the correlation between poverty and
education using the example of the UK. It provides a universal framework that makes it
possible to organize the research on this relationship within three levels: the individual
(micro level), the immediate social context, which might be located in families, communities,
schools and peer groups (the meso level) and the social structures (the macro level).5
Noteworthy is the socially critical perspective of the authors who try to make the case for the
fact that historically it is education itself that is variously implicated in creating, reproducing
and enhancing inequality. They suggest that education was never developed to be enabling
and educative for all young people in a manner that might challenge existing social structures.

The higher the own education the lower the risk of poverty

The risk of poverty decreases by the level of education. 24.9% of people aged 18 or over with
pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education (levels 0 - 2) are at risk of poverty in
EU-28. The risk is highest in Eastern European countries (30.7%) and lowest in Nordic
countries (20.5%). In EU-28 the risk decreases to 14.9% for people with upper secondary and
post-secondary non-tertiary education (levels 3 and 4) and further decreases to 7.9% for
those with first and second stage of tertiary education (levels 5 and 6). That trend is true for
all areas in Europe. The risk decreases most in Eastern European countries with only 3.8%

5 Within the framework of these three stages, the article analyzes two broad perspectives that provide quite different views
about the purpose of education (and how it is related to poverty): the functionalist perspective and the socially critical
perspective. The functionalist perspective seems to be more familiar in its analysis how and why people do or do not access
education in an effective way. It emphasizes on early childhood conditions and the environment that children are raised in to
explain their succeeding or failing within our educational system.
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risk of poverty for people with first and second stage of tertiary education. People of this
educational level face highest risk in Southern European Countries (9.1%).

Table 2-5: People at risk of poverty by educational level

Levels 0 -2 Levels 3 and 4 Levels 5 and 6

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 23.1 24.9 n.a. 13.4 14.9 n.a. 6.8 7.9
Anglo-Saxon 29.1 26.6 22.5% 15.6 15.9 16.0% 9.1 8.2 8.5%
Continental 17.8 20.4 23.4 10.2 12.3 13.7 6.9 7.4 8.5
Eastern 22.4%& 28.2 30.7 15.38% 13.4 14.6 4.6%& 3.7 3.8
Nordic 14.3 20.2 20.5 10.7 12.5 14.5 6.2 7.4 8.0
Southern 23.6 23.1 24.8 12.3 14.3 17.4 6.3 6.2 9.1

Levels 0 - 2: pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; Levels 3 and 4: upper secondary and post-secondary non-
tertiary education; Levels 5 and 6: first and second stage of tertiary education.

% Data of Ireland from 2013. & Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

We make similar findings with even stronger evidence when looking at the education of the
parents and the respective risk for their children aged 18 or less.

A higher educational level of the parents means lower risk of poverty for their children

While only 8.0% of children from parents with first and second stage of tertiary education
(levels 5 and 6) are at risk of poverty, that is true for 24.2% of children from parents with
upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (levels 3 and 4). Finally 50.5%
of children from parents with pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education (levels 0
- 2) are at risk of poverty in EU-28. Children of those parents are exposed highest risk in
Eastern European (65.8%) and lowest in Anglo-Saxon countries (34.3%). The opposite is true
for children of parents with first and second stage of tertiary education with highest risk in
Anglo-Saxon countries (11.4%) and lowest risk in Eastern European countries (5.1%).

Table 2-6: People at risk of poverty by educational level of their parents

Levels 0 -2 Levels 3 and 4 Levels 5 and 6
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 47.7 50.5 n.a. 22.4 24.2 n.a. 7.6 8.0
Anglo-Saxon 51.4 44.7 34.3 22.8 24.5 23.8 13.1 8.9 11.4
Continental 35.5 49.5 49.8 15.1 21.7 21.2 6.9 7.4 6.9
Eastern 60.7%& 63.1 65.8 26.78%& 22.8 27.2 5.8%& 4.5 5.1
Nordic 23.0 35.3 45.3 121 131 15.4 5.4 7.4 5.7
Southern 39.6 45.6 50.4 19.8 24.5 28.6 8.1 8.4 9.7

Levels 0 - 2: pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; Levels 3 and 4: upper secondary and post-secondary non-
tertiary education; Levels 5 and 6: first and second stage of tertiary education.

&& Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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As discussed above, employment reduces but does not eliminate the risk of poverty. At this
point, we look at the in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate by age and then show how employment

and the working intensity can reduce this risk.

12.7% of employed young people from 18 to 24 years are in-work at-risk-of-poverty in EU-
28 whereas there are great differences within the EU-countries ranging from 1.3% in the
Czech Republic to 31.3% in Romania. The risk is highest in Southern European countries
(18.2%) and lowest in Anglo-Saxon countries (9.3%). The risk has risen sharply since 2005
in Continental (from 6.9% to 12.1%) and in Southern Europe (from 9.0% to 18.2%).

rate by age

Table 2-7: In-work at-risk-of-

25 - 54 years 55 - 64 years

18 - 24 years

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 10.9 12.7 n.a. 8.2 9.6 n.a. 7.0 8.3
Anglo-Saxon 10.6 5.6 9.3 7.6 6.8 8.2 8.3 6.3 8.9
Continental 6.9 10.3 12.1 5.2 6.3 8.3 5.7 5.8 7.3
Eastern 10.78 11.5 12.7 10.98 10.2 10.5 8.65 9.8 9.8
Nordic 17.9 18.3 16.6 4.3 5.1 5.5 2.6 3.6 3.6
Southern 9.0 13.1 18.2 10.0 10.5 11.9 10.3 8.9 9.5

§ Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The rate decreases to 9.6% for employed people from 25 to 54 years, again with highest risk
in Southern European countries (11.9%) and further to 8.3% for people from 55 to 64 years.
For elderly employed people the risk is highest in Eastern (9.8%) and Southern (9.5%)
European countries. However, elderly employed people in Nordic countries face lowest in
work at risk of poverty (3.6%).

Employment reduces the risk of poverty dramatically

As expected the risk-of-poverty rate is highest for people having been unemployed in the

previous year.
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Figure 3-4:  At-risk-of-poverty rate by activity in the previous year

EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

= Unemployed persons m Other inactive persons = Employed persons

Data for 2014. People aged 18 or over.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The rate is 47.2% for EU-28, where it is only 27.9% for other inactive persons. When having
been employed in the previous year the rate decreases significantly to 9.5%. Highest
reduction of the at-risk-of poverty rate when having been employed in the previous year is
observed in Anglo-Saxon countries where the rate drops from 55.4% when unemployed to
8.4% when employed.

Employed people are much less exposed to risk of poverty than other groups. However,
noteworthy, they represent a large share of all people at risk of poverty, since a large share of
the adult population is at work.

On the other hand, on a macro level, there is no clear correlation between jobless households
and the poverty rate. De Graaf-Zijl and Nolan (2011) research on the prevalence of household
joblessness as a source of income poverty and material deprivation and its variation across
Europe by using data from LFS6é and EU-SILC. The authors find substantial variation in
household joblessness between European countries, but little evidence of a consistent
pattern among groupings of countries, neither geographically nor by similar welfare state
regimes. In aggregate, there is little evidence of a relation between overall jobless households
in a country and the percentage of population living below the relative poverty line. However,
on a micro level being a working-age unemployed worsens an individual’s social as well as
material situation significantly.

Higher work intensity reduces at-risk-of-poverty rate

The in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate strongly increases when work intensity decreases. The
in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate in EU-28 is 5.2% for employed people from 18 to 59 years

6 Labor Force Surveys.
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with a very high work intensity ]0.85 - 1.0]. The rate is less than 10% in every single EU-
country except Romania (12.7%). When work intensity decreases form very high to high ]0.55
- 0.85], the in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate nearly doubles to 10.2%. Again, Romania is worst
with a rate of 27.0% where the rate in every other country is below 15%. Whit medium work
intensity [0.45 - 0.55] the rate doubles again to 20.4%. In addition, in case of low work
intensity ]0.2 — 0.45[ the rate nearly doubles again to 36.5%. In case of low work intensity, the
rate is lowest in Nordic and highest in Eastern European countries with highest rates in
Romania (56.2%), Bulgaria (47.3%) and Estonia (46.9%).

Table 2-8: In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate by work intensi
Very high intensity High intensity Medium intensity Low intensity

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 4.4 5.2 n.a. 8.6 10.2 n.a. 18.7 20.4 n.a. 335 36.5
Anglo-Saxon 35 3.2 3.6 9.5 8.9 10.5 19.5 15.6 22.8 41.6 33.7 38.1
Continental 31 3.6 5.2 5.3 7.1 10.0 10.9 15.0 16.2 21.0 27.5 30.0
Eastern 7.08 6.4 59| 10.8% 11.1 11.6 | 19.78 19.1 239 | 34.08 38.5 42.5
Nordic 3.7 4.1 4.1 7.4 6.7 9.8 8.4 11.3 14.1 14.6 27.7 27.9
Southern 5.1 4.4 5.4 8.0 9.9 10.7 22.0 239 21.8 30.8 36.7 38.7

People aged 18 to 59. § Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The at-risk-of-poverty rate before social cash transfers (pensions excluded) measures a
hypothetical situation where social transfers are absent. The at-risk-of-poverty rate before
social transfers for total population is 26.1% in EU-28. The rate is higher for young people (18
years or less) with 34.6% and much lower for senior citizens (65 years or over) with a rate of
17.1%. For total population the rate is lowest in Continental and Eastern Europe (24.5%), for
people less than 18 years in Nordic countries (30.6%) and for people 65 or over in Continental
Europe again (14.7%). Since 2005, there have not been major changes in the overall rate but
a small increase in Southern and a small decrease in Eastern European countries (about 3%-
points each).
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Table 2-9: poverty rate before social transfers

Less than 18 years 65 years or over

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 na. 26.0 26.1 n.a. 35.2 34.6 na. 19.9 17.1
Anglo-Saxon 30.6 316 29.8 412 449 422 34.0 28.0 24.4
Continental 24.4 24.4 24.5 31.7 33.5 31.7 17.1 14.6 14.7
Eastern 27.58 25.2 24.5 37.38 34.1 34.4 12.88 18.9 16.3
Nordic 28.8 27.4 27.8 316 29.0 30.6 28.8 269 21.5
Southern 24.0 25.8 27.3 30.3 33.8 35.1 28.6 228 16.1

§ Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

When looking at the at-risk-of-poverty rates before and after social transfers the reduction of
the respective risk due to social transfers can be calculated.

Figure 3-5: Reduction of the at-risk-of-poverty rate due to social benefits

EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

= 2005 =2010 =2014

Data for EU-28 (2005) not available. Eastern (2005) without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The risk is reduced by 34.1% in EU-28 with highest reduction in Nordic? (50.9%) and lowest
in Southern (24.1%) European Countries. Social transfers are most effective in Ireland,
Denmark and Finland where they reduce the risk of poverty by more than 50%. Conversely,
in Romania (10.9%) and Greece (15.0%) social transfers reduce the risk of poverty much less.
As shown in the figure, the reduction has decreased in Nordic, Eastern and Continental
Europe whereas it has increased in Anglo-Saxon and Southern European countries since

7 Aiginger and Leoni (2006) stated that Nordic countries had more “inclusive institutions, and as a consequence less insider-
outsider problems than other European countries. The inclusiveness of institutions and the trust in society enabled these
countries to introduce greater flexibility in the labour markets without increasing poverty and exclusion.”
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2005. Although social transfers have a huge distributive effect by avoiding or reducing
poverty, the reduction has not only decreased within the last decade but especially since 2010.
That may be due to austerity programs implemented after the financial crisis.

The political systems of the European countries influence the success of reducing poverty, too.
Fouarge and Layte (2005) evaluated how different European welfare states perform in
preventing poverty and to what degree they matter when compared to household and
individual characteristics. The authors showed that country welfare regimes strongly
influence long-run poverty, with social democratic countries reducing the level of persistent
and recurrent poverty. Liberal and Southern European regime countries have both higher
rates and longer durations of poverty. However, there is some evidence that the incentives to
exit long lasting poverty are higher in Liberal and Southern European countries than in the
social democratic ones. The data used for this analysis is the European Community Household
Panel (ECHP) covering the years 1994 to 1998. Concerning individual effects, they draw the
same picture as Lelkes and Zolyomi (2008) with the main risk group being singles, single
parents and households with a low earner to dependent ratio. In addition, they find that
education, even when controlling for employment status, significantly reduces the risk of
poverty.

The in work at risk of poverty is affected by social transfer systems and other institutional
settings, too. Spannagel (2013) approaches the issue of in work at risk of poverty by analysing
individual and household related characteristics as well as focusing on the impact of
institutional setting by using EU-SILC data. While the findings suggest that the largest share
of being at risk of in work poverty can be explained by individual effect, it also appears that
varying institutional settings across countries play an important role. There are three
indicators relate to in work poverty on a highly significant level: low wages, unfavourable
household composition (few earners, many dependents) and insufficient social securities.
These three mechanisms relate to three core pillars of welfare provision: Employment, family
and public welfare, each of them exposed to country level differences. She summarizes by
stating that employment is still the most important factor in the protection against poverty.
However, governments should not only focus on the quantity of supplied jobs, but also on
their quality in terms of financial security. In the fight against in work poverty, the quality of
jobs is at least as important as their quantity.
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It is a well-documented fact that investment in human capital, i.e. education, in general yields
positive returns in terms of both the level and the future development of individual earnings
(see i.e. Blundell et al., 1999 or Oreopoulos and Salvanes, 2011). Because of the positive
impact on individual income, state budgets are also positively effected in terms of increasing
revenue from taxes and social security contributions and less expenditure on household
transfers. The (long-term) public returns to education are positive even though a substantial
share of the cost of education is typically borne by state budgets.

Apart from such purely monetary considerations, investment in human capital is shown to
have positive effects on individual health, trust and participation in both society in general as
well as in political decision making. Moreover, education is seen as one of the key
determinants of technological development, production and thus economic growth
(European Commission, 2010).

Since increasing societies’ educational level has positive effects in various individual as well
as public dimensions, it becomes more and more important that educational systems are
“equitable”. We define “equity” in this context as the aim to reduce the influence of socio-
economic characteristics like household income, gender, race or parents’ education on
educational attainment. Reducing those influences should guarantee that societies’ overall
educational level increases, which provides a sound basis for future (economic) prospects.

Equitable education is thus of paramount importance in economic domains as well as in the
domains of fairness and equality. This chapter aims at giving an overview on the fairness and
inclusiveness of educational systems in the European Union. For clarity reasons, it does so,
just as the other chapters presented in this study, by comparing the Anglo-Saxon, Continental,
Eastern, Nordic and Southern parts of the Union, while it seldom focuses on specific countries.
The chapter is organized into the following two sections. In Section 4.2 we present two basic
indicators imaging the quality and inclusiveness of educational systems. Those are the shares
of people pursuing different types of education as well as intergenerational mobility. Section
4.3 is devoted to potential determinants of the main indicators documented in Section 4.2,
among which we see the private and public costs and benefits of pursuing education as well
as the non-monetary effects of education, such as its impact on health, trust or political
participation. We make one important qualification concerning the wording. In the domain of
education it is somewhat crude to view the shares and intergenerational mobility as
indicators and the (monetary and non-monetary) returns as their determinants. Causality
might well be reversed, i.e. the shares and intergenerational mobility might determine the
returns.
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As noted above, we view the shares of people pursuing different types of education as well as
intergenerational mobility, i.e. to what extent parents’ education determines educational
attainment as the main indicators for the quality of educational systems.

In this subsection we briefly document the shares of people pursuing early education, upper
secondary non-tertiary education as well as tertiary education.8 Note that in calculating the
indicators, we related the number of people of the relevant age group who have, in the
observed year, currently pursued the specific type of education, to the overall population of
this age group. We think this is better than investigating the shares of people having in the
past pursued the specific type of education, among the total population, since it moves the
focus of the analysis from the years back in time to the recent past.

Figure 4-1 documents the shares of children aged between four years and the starting age of
compulsory education, who pursue some form of early education (i.e. kindergarden, pre-
primary school etc.) for the different regions. Apart from the Eastern countries (86% in
2013), the shares exceed the level of 90% in all regions as well as in the EU-28 average. Since
the shares are high and differences are small, we abstain from further differentiation into
gender etc.

Figure 4-1:  Shares of children aged 4 - schooling age in early education
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Source: Eurostat, 2016.

While there is little meaning in documenting the shares of children primary and lower
secondary education (both are compulsory), we show the number of people participating
upper secondary non-tertiary education related to the population aged 15-19 in Figure 4-2.
We use the different wording because what we show here is not exactly a share. Rather, people

8 We abstain from discussing the shares for primary and lower secondary education, since those types are compulsory in all 28
countries of the European Union.
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participating in upper secondary education could be older than 19 and might sometimes be
younger than 15, such that the people participating in upper secondary education is not a
strict subset of the population aged 15-19. This can be easily seen since some of the
documented fractions exceed 100%. However, we think that the numbers in Figure 4-2 are
still informative. As can be seen, participation in upper secondary education is highest in the
Anglo-Saxon and Northern regions, while it is below average in the Continental and Eastern
European countries. Interestingly, in the Continental and Eastern area, participation among
men is slightly higher than among women, while female participation exceeds male
participation in the other three regions as well as in the EU-28 average. The countries with
the lowest participation are Lithuania (49%) Cyprus (55%), Ireland (56%, this can’t be seen
from Figure 4-2) and Germany (66%), while participation as measured by our approach
exceeds 100% in Belgium (121%), Finland (112%) and the United Kingdom (105%). Thus,
there is considerable heterogeneity among the regions depicted in Figure 4-2.

Figure 4-2: Number of participants in upper secondary education
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT, 2016c and 2016d.

Figure 4-3 finally shows the participation in tertiary education, again estimated by relating
the number of people participating in tertiary education to the population aged 20-24. The
resulting fraction tend to overestimate participation since the numerator is not a strict subset
of the denominator (people can start tertiary education before 20 and end it after 24).
However, we believe the differences between the regions are nonetheless informative.

From Figure 4-3 can be seen that average participation among women exceeds average
participation in tertiary education among men in all regions. Moreover, we see that
participation has increased between 2006 and 2013 in the Continental as well as the Southern
area, while it has declined in the Northern part of the Union. There, however, participation in
tertiary education has been higher than in any other region in 2006. The increase 2006 - 2013
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has, disregarding gender differences, been highest in Austria (+31%), Greece (+21%) and
Spain (+19%), while the decline has been highest in Sweden (-15%) as well as Latvia and
Lithuania (both -11%). There is an easy explanation of a considerable part of the Austrian
increase: Two important schooling types to be completed with university-entrance diplomas
(technical schools and business administration schools) are now, despite not issuing
university degrees, being counted in the domain of tertiary education, while they have been
“upper secondary” in the past.

Just as for upper secondary education, we find considerable heterogeneity within the
different regions also for participation in tertiary education. For example, participation in
Ireland exceed participation in the United Kingdom by about 20 percentage points. Figure 4-3
essentially shows the UK rate for the Anglo-Saxon area since the averages are weighed by
population size and the Anglo-Saxon area includes two small countries (Ireland, Malta) and a
big one (UK). In the Eastern countries, participation in 2013 ranges from less than 50%
(Romania) to more than 80% (Slovenia).

Figure 4-3: Participants in tertiary education related to the pop. aged 20-24
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Another key indicator for the fairness of educational systems is intergenerational mobility.
We present two measurements. First, we show, based on data from the OECD (2015), the
fractions of people aged 25-34 who have a lower, higher or the same educational attainment
than their parents. As shown Figure 4-4, there is considerable variation between the regions.
In the Continental and Nordic area, downward mobility is above average. Slightly less
(Continental) and slightly more than one fifth of the people aged 25-34 have a lower
educational attainment than their parents. Downward mobility is especially high in Sweden
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(28%), Estonia (27%) and Germany, while it is lowest in Italy (6%), Poland (7%) as well as
France (10%).

For all regions, however, the share of people having a higher educational attainment than their
parents (among the people aged 25-34) is higher than the share of people with downward
adjustment. Upward mobility is particularly high in the Anglo-Saxon (45%) and Southern
(44%) regions, while it is comparably low in the Continental and Nordic regions (both 29%).
A country-wise comparison shows that upward mobility is particularly high in Ireland and
Italy (45%) and in Spain (43%), while it is low in Czech Republic (17%), Germany (19%) and
Slovakia (23%).°

Figure 4-4: Educational attainment compared to parents’ people aged 25-34
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands (Continental), Czech
Republic, Estonia, Poland and Slovakia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden (Nordic) and Italy and Spain (Southern)
Source: OECD, 2015a.

In an additional picture, we show the share of people who have a higher educational
attainment than their parents (upward mobility) among the people aged 25-34 with tertiary
attainment. Interestingly, the share exceeds 50% on average for the EU-28 as well as in the
Anglo-Saxon, Eastern and Southern regions. In the latter two, it is even higher at about two
thirds (Eastern) or three fourth (Southern). The fraction is only slightly less than half in the
Continental area and somewhat less than half in the Nordic region.

In Sweden (38%), Germany (41%) and Estonia (44%), the respective fraction is lowest, while
it is highest in Italy and Spain. There, 78% and 72% of all people with tertiary attainment
aged 25-34 have parents with an attainment below tertiary education.

9 The data would allow showing the shares for people aged 35-44. Since the image is very similar, however, we don’t show an
additional picture for this age group.
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Figure 4-5: Share of upward mobility among tertiary attainment (aged 25-34)
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands (Continental), Czech
Republic, Estonia, Poland and Slovakia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden (Nordic) and Italy and Spain (Southern)
Source: OECD, 2015a.

3.3 Potential determinants

Among the potential determinants of the average country- or region-wise educational
outcomes, we view the monetary effects of education on earnings and state budgets as being
the most important.10 However, we also consider non-monetary effects. In the following
discussion, we account for differences in private and public returns as well as gender effects
for monetary returns. Moreover, we discuss costs, benefits and resulting returns separately.
We use the results from OECD (2014).

3.3.1 Monetary effects of education
Direct private and public costs

We start the discussion of monetary effects by plotting average direct private and public costs
for an individual pursuing upper secondary education (compared to leaving educational
attainment at compulsory level). Direct private costs include payments to educational
institutions and for loans, housing, material etc. However, we do not consider shadow costs
like forgone net earnings in the time spent in education. Direct public costs amount to average
government spending on upper secondary educational institutions (per person).

10 As noted earlier, we acknowledge the possibility that the returns to education are driven by the shares of people with different
educational attainment, such that the returns would have to be viewed as results rather than determinants.
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Figure 4-6: Direct costs of upper sec., vs. comp. education [$ PPP 2010]
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands
(Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden
(Nordic) and Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain (Southern)

Source: OECD, 2014.

Figure 4-6 shows the distribution of direct public and private costs of upper secondary
education over the different regions. As can be seen, direct public costs substantially outweigh
direct private costs in all regions, the ratio being highest in the Nordic and lowest in the Anglo-
Saxon region. The highest average direct public costs are found for the Continental area. In a
country-wise perspective, they are highest in Luxembourg ($ 72,900), Austria ($ 56,200) and
Denmark ($ 54,000) and lowest in the United Kingdom ($ 12,500) and Hungary ($ 12,900).

Figure 4-7 shows the average per person direct public and private cost of tertiary education,
compared to educational attainment at upper secondary level. As can be seen, direct private
costs for tertiary education are substantially higher than for upper secondary education ($
8,500 as opposed to $ 2,600 on average). Interestingly however, average direct public costs
are slightly lower for tertiary education ($ 24,700) than for upper secondary education ($
26,000). The countries with the highest average direct public expenditure on tertiary
education are Denmark ($ 85,600), Austria ($ 44,800) and Finland ($ 42,400), while
expenditure is lowest in the United Kingdom ($ 6,700), Portugal ($ 10,300) and Estonia
($12,000). In the United Kingdom however, direct private expenditure is highest ($ 20,200),
while it is lowest in Greece ($ 700).
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Figure 4-7: Direct costs of tertiary vs. upper sec. education [$ PPP 2010]

EU-28 Anglo -Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

60'000

50'000

40'000

30'000

20'000

10'000

0

m private ® public

The values are in $ PPP per year
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Source: OECD, 2014.

Obviously, the distribution of costs for tertiary education to private individuals and public
expenditure is substantially driven by the existence and extent of tuition fees and student
support (i.e. scholarships and grants). Table 3-1 gives an overview on the respective policies
in the EU-28 countries. Since calculating averages etc. for different areas is not possible for
the given information, all countries are listed. Consistent with Figure 4-7 above, the United
Kingdom has the highest fees, while there are no such fees in Czech Republic, Denmark,
Germany, Greece, Cyprus, Malta, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland and Sweden. The majority
of countries demanding tuition fees also offer grants to about 10-49% of the enrolled
students, lower exceptions being Croatia, Italy and Lithuania with only up to 10% of the
students receiving a grant. In Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, however,
even 50-99% of all students are receiving a grant. The highest possible grants of more than €
5,000 per year are issued in Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Spain, France, Italy, Austria
and Portugal.
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Table 3-1: Tuition fees and student supportin 2014 /15

Students paying fees

Tuition (tuition & Fee per Year (fulltime Students receiving Maximum Grant
Fee* administrative) students) Grants Amounts per Year
Belgium Yes 50-99% 100 €- 1,000 € 10-49% > 5,000 €%
Bulgaria Yes 50-99% 100€-1,000 € 10-49% <1,000€
Czech Republic No 0% <100€ 10-49% <1,000€
Denmark No 0% <100 € 50-99% >5,000 €
Germany No 0% <100 € 10-49% >5,000 €
Estonia Yes 1-49% n.a. 10-49% 1,000 €-3,000€
Ireland Yes 50-99%3$ 1,000 € - 5,000 €558 10-49%55% > 5,000 €%%
Greece No 0% <100€ 10-49% 1,000 €- 3,000 €
Spain Yes 50-99% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 10-49% >5,000 €
France Yes 50-99% 100€-1,000 € 10-49% > 5,000 €
Croatia Yes 1-49% 100 €- 1,000 € 1-10% 1,000 €- 3,000 €
Italy Yes 50-99% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 1-10% > 5,000 €
Cyprus No 0% <100 € 100% 3,000€-5,000€
Latvia Yes 1-49% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 10-49% <1,000€
Lithuania Yes 50-99% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 1-10% <1,000€
Luxembourg Yes 50-99% 100€-1,000 € 100% 3,000 €-5,000 €
Hungary Yes 1-49% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 10-49% <1,000€
Malta No 0% <100€ 100% 3,000 €-5,000 €
Netherlands Yes 100% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 50-99% 3,000€-5,000 €
lAustria Yes 1-49% 100 €- 1,000 € 10-49% > 5,000 €
Poland No 0% <100€ 10-49% 3,000€-5,000 €
Portugal Yes 100% 1,000 €- 5,000 € 10-49% >5,000 €
Romania Yes 1-49% 100€-1,000€ 10-49% <1,000 €
Slovenia No 0% <100€ 10-49% 3,000€-5,000 €
Slovakia No 0% <100€ 10-49% 3,000 €-5,000 €
Finland No 0% <100€ 100% 3,000 €-5,000 €
Sweden No 0% <100€ 50-99% 3,000€-5,000 €
United Kingdom Yes$ 100% > 5,000 € 50-99% 3,000 € - 5,000 €853

* No means “No or less than 100 €”. § Scotland: No. 8 Northern Ireland: 100%. $8 Northern Ireland: > 5,000 €. 8 Northern
Ireland: 50-99%. # French-Belgium: 3,000 € - 5,000 €. % Northern Ireland: 3,000 € - 5,000 € % Wales: >5,000 €, Scotland:
1,000 €- 3,000 €

Source: Eurydice 2016.

Private and public benefit-cost ratios of upper secondary education

While as noted above, both private individuals as well as the public incur educational costs in
the form of direct costs as well as shadow costs (forgone earnings and forgone tax and social
security contribution revenues), there are on the other hand substantial benefits. Private
benefits result from higher (net) earnings prospects and reduced risk of becoming
unemployed, while monetary public benefits result from increased tax revenue and reduced
household transfer payments (unemployment or social assistance etc.). Typically, people
incur those benefits after completing education, and one can view them as additional (yearly)
income streams appearing within the period from the time entering the labor market until
retirement age. One option for comparing benefits and costs is to calculate the present values
of the future benefit and cost streams. We take those figures from OECD, 2014. Based on the
resulting data, we calculated the benefit-cost-ratios for private individuals as well as the
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public. In doing so, we differentiated between secondary and tertiary education as well as
men and women. The earnings prospects of men and women differ substantially, which is why
both private as well as public benefits (via income taxes and social security contributions)
show substantial gender differences.

Figure 4-8: Benefit-cost ratios for upper secondary compared to comp. education
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands
(Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden
(Nordic) and Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain (Southern)

Source: Own calculations based on OECD, 2014.

Figure 4-8 shows the private (panel a) and public (panel b) benefit-cost-ratios for upper
secondary education as compared to leaving educational attainment at compulsory level.
Clearly, in all regions as well as in private and public domains, the benefit-cost ratios exceed
the level of one. Thus, according to these purely monetary considerations, participating in
upper secondary education is clearly worth the effort and expenses both for individuals as
well as the public.
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However, as noted above, there are substantial regional and gender differences. Interestingly,
private benefit-cost ratios are highest in the Eastern and Southern area, while they are
considerably below average in the Continental area. In the Anglo-Saxon area, men profit from
upper secondary education to a much higher extent than women. This is largely due to
differences in life-time earnings. While men with upper secondary education in the Anglo-
Saxon area incur additional lifetime net earnings of $ 92,000 (present value) compared to
men with compulsory education, women increase lifetime net earnings on average only by $
40,000 when participating in upper secondary education. Moreover, the monetary valuation
of reduced unemployment risk is higher for men than for women. In other areas, gender
differences are lower, and in the Eastern region, women are even estimated to have higher
private benefit-cost ratios of upper secondary education than men.

Public benefit-cost ratios are smaller than private ratios except for the Anglo-Saxon area.
However, the very high public benefit-cost ratio in the Anglo-Saxon region is somewhat
artificial. Contrary to other regions, the forgone tax revenue for the time when individuals
pursue upper secondary education instead of participating in the labor market is negative for
this region. Apparently, people who don’t pursue upper secondary education would earn little
and be eligible to household transfers, and they are not eligible if in education. Because of
this, the denominator (costs) becomes smaller and the fraction thus higher. This effect is
larger for women than for men (forgone taxes of $ -8,300 versus $ -4,600) which is why the
public benefit-cost ratio for females in upper secondary education is higher than for men,
although the earnings prospects resulting from additional education are for men considerably
larger.

Private and public benefit-cost ratios of tertiary education

Private and public benefit-cost ratios of tertiary education as compared to upper secondary
education are shown in Figure 4-9. Private benefit-cost ratios are by far larges in the Eastern
region of the European Union, but with a substantial disadvantage for women. In the eastern
region, the PPP-adjusted additional net earnings (compared to upper secondary education)
are for both men and women in Eastern Europe higher than in Nordic or Southern regions.
They are particularly high in Poland (present value $ 214,000), Slovenia ($ 210,000) and
Czech Republic ($ 194,000), while they are comparably low in Sweden ($ 101,000) or
Denmark ($ 111,000). Combined with low private costs of tertiary education, benefit-cost
ratios turn large for Eastern Europe.

Public benefit-cost ratios for tertiary education are, just as the ratios for upper secondary
education, largest for the Anglo-Saxon region. This is consistent with Figure 4-7 showing that
public direct costs of tertiary education are in the Anglo-Saxon region by far lower than in the
other regions.

Interestingly, participating in tertiary educations pays off lowest in Northern Europe for both
privates as well as the public. This is largely due to the small earnings differential between
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people having upper secondary or tertiary education. The public benefit cost-ratio for females
in tertiary education is below one in Denmark (0.57) and Sweden (0.96), while it clearly
exceeds one in Finland (1.53). For men in tertiary education, the ratio exceeds one in all
analyzed countries. It is lowest in Denmark (1.19), Sweden (1.70) and Spain (1.75) and
highest in Hungary (10.85), Portugal (10.02) and the United Kingdom (9.75). There is
considerable heterogeneity of public benefit-cost ratios within the specified regions.

Figure 4-9: Benefit-cost ratios for tertiary compared to upper sec. education
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands
(Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden
(Nordic) and Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain (Southern)

Source: Own calculations based on OECD, 2014.

Apart from the monetary returns to education discussed in the subsection above, one can
identify several non-monetary benefits. In this section, we briefly discuss two such returns.
Figure 4-10 shows the differences in the likelihood of reporting to be in good health for
compared to people with compulsory educational attainment, for the specified regions. On
average and accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, the likelihood for reporting to
be in good health increases by slightly more than 4.5 percentage points with upper secondary
education, and it further increases by about 3 percentage points with tertiary education.

Thus an average EU-28 person with tertiary education has (gender, age and earnings equal)
a 7.5 percentage points higher probability of reporting to be in good health than a person
with compulsory education. The effect of education on health is highest in Eastern Europe.
There, tertiary education brings about a 14-percentage point increase in the probability of
reporting to be in good health (compared to compulsory education).
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Figure 4-10: Increase in likelihood of reporting good health, vs. comp. education
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands
(Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Poland and Slovakia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden (Nordic) and Italy and
Spain (Southern)

Source: OECD, 2015a.

Another non-monetary effect of education is seen in trust. Figure 4-11 shows the data for the
specified regions, the estimation for the differences in the likelihood of reporting to trust
others is the same as for the likelihood of reporting to be in good health. Accounting for
gender, age and monthly earnings, upper secondary education brings about an on average
3.6-percentage points increase in the likelihood of reporting to trust others. Interestingly, the
additional likelihood from tertiary education is on average more than twice as high as the
additional likelihood from upper secondary education. The greatest impact on trust is
observed for tertiary education in northern countries.
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Figure 4-11: Increase in likelihood of reporting to trust others, vs. comp. education
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Source: OECD, 2015a.
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Labour market access is very important for social integration because it not only provides the
main income source for the great majority of people but also is crucial for the social
integration of individuals and families in society. Depending on the social insurance system
unemployment and non-regular employment may be associated with low and insecure
disposable household income and thus importantly contribute to inequality and poverty as
well as social disintegration. Dramatically increasing unemployment, inequality and poverty
rates in some of the member states of the European Union in the wake of the recent economic
crises provide evidence for the great relevance of this topic from the perspective of social

policy.

This chapter first presents indicators of labor market access for the member states of the
European Union in the period 2005 - 2014. These include standard indicators, such as
employment and unemployment by gender, age, and skill level, as well as indicators for non-
regular employment and long-term unemployment. These latter indicators provide
information on the situation of specific populations groups in the labour market, in particular
youth, older and unskilled workers, and how labour market access for these groups has
changed in the various member states after the recent economic and financial crises. As in the
other chapters of this report, member states of the European Union are aggregated into five
country groups to facilitate presentation and interpretation of indicators. The second part of
the chapter presents indicators for potential institutional determinants of labour market
access in EU member countries, in particular minimum wages, employment protection
regulations, and the tax-benefit system. Indicators for other potentially relevant institutional
factors affecting labour market access, such as family and pension policies are presented in
other chapters of this report (see respective Chapters).

We identify the following indicators to describe poverty in EU-28 member states:

—  Employment rate

Non-standard employment: part-time, temporary and low-wage employment
—  Unemployment rate

— Long-term unemployment.

We report these indicators for the overall “working-age” population aged 15 - 64 years as
well as for broad age groups, gender, and level of education.

A standard indicator describing labour market access is the overall employment rate of
people aged 15-64 years. For the EU-28 countries the average employment rate, weighted (by
population share), amounts to almost 65% in 2014, compared to 63.4% in 2005 (Table 5-1).
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There is substantial variation across country groups: Employment rates are above average in
Anglo-Saxon, Continental and Nordic countries, and substantially below average in Southern
countries. In 2014, average employment rates range between almost 73% in Nordic countries
to 56% in Southern countries. However, there is also substantial variation in employment
rates within country groups: For example, in 2014 employment rates within the group of
Continental countries vary between about 74% in Germany and 62% in Belgium, whereas in
the group of Southern countries employment rates range from almost 63% in Portugal to 50%
in Greece for that year (see Table in the Appendix). Also, changes in employment rates over
time differ within country groups: Whereas the average employment rate in Germany
increased by almost 10 percentage points between 2005 and 2014, it stagnated in Belgium.
In contrast, employment rates declined in all Southern countries within this period, most
strongly in Greece with a decline by 10 percentage points. This heterogeneity within groups
has to be kept in mind when interpreting country group differences, regarding both levels and

changes over time.

Table 4-1: Employment rates by age (in percent
15 - 64 years 55 - 64 years 15 - 24 years 25 - 54 years

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 63.4 64.1 64.9 42.2 46.2 51.8 35.9 33.8 32.5 77.0 77.7 77.5
Anglo-Saxon 71.3 68.7 71.2 56.3 56.6 60.3 54.0 45.8 46.8 80.9 79.1 81.4
Continental 65.4 68.3 69.5 41.6 49.0 56.0 39.6 41.0 39.7 79.3 82.0 82.0
Eastern 56.8 59.5 62.3 34.4 38.8 44.9 241 24.3 24.5 73.5 76.7 78.3
Nordic 72.3 71.4 72.7 62.2 63.4 67.1 45.7 44.1 45.4 83.5 83.0 83.2
Southern 60.8 58.5 55.9 38.2 40.7 44.6 31.0 22.7 16.4 74.1 71.6 68.1

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Gender Differences in average employment rates

Country differences in average employment rates are to a large extent related to gender
differences. While male employment rates in Anglo-Saxon, Continental and Nordic European
countries reach similar levels, the female employment rate in the latter group of countries is
considerably higher than in the other two country groups (Table 5-2). Much lower female
employment rates are observed in Eastern European and, in particular, in Southern European
countries where the average rate is less than 50%, compared to about 60% for the EU-28 and
more than 70% for the Nordic countries.
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Table 4-2: Employment rates by gender

Females
2005 2010
EU-28 70.7 70.0 70.1 56.1 58.2 59.6
Anglo-Saxon 77.6 73.7 76.1 65.1 63.8 66.3
Continental 71.3 73.1 73.5 59.5 63.5 65.4
Eastern 62.8 65.5 68.4 50.8 53.6 56.1
Nordic 74.8 73.5 74.5 69.8 69.3 70.9
Southern 72.4 67.0 62.8 49.2 50.0 49.0

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

While male employment rates in the EU-28 have, on average, remained fairly stable for men
and increased slightly for women in the period 2005 - 2014, substantial country differences
can be observed: First, the male unemployment rate in Southern European countries
dropped, on average, by almost 10 percentage points, while the female employment rate in
this group of countries remained at its relatively low level attained in 2005, on average.
Within this group, Greece is the only country experiencing a substantial decline in both the
male and female employment rate (see table in the Appendix). Second, female employment
rates increased in both Continental and Eastern European countries between 2005 and 2014,
while they more or less stagnated in Anglo-Saxon and Nordic countries at their relatively high
pre-crises levels. Finally, there is substantial variation within some of the country groups. For
example, within the group of Continental European countries the increase in male and female
employment rates is mainly driven by the positive development in Germany which
overcompensates the stagnating or declining in other countries within this group, e.g. France.

Employment rates by age vary substantially between countries and over time

Whereas country differences of employment rates of younger and older persons are strongly
affected by national differences in education/vocational and retirement systems, respectively,
people in their prime working age, here defined as those aged 25 - 54 years, are less affected
by these institutional factors. Although there is less heterogeneity between countries for
people of prime working age, substantial country differences in average employment rates
can also be observed ranging from about 83% in Nordic countries to only 68% in Southern
countries in 2014 (Table 5-3). In addition, in Southern countries the average employment rate
of people of prime working age has declined by 6 percentage points, whereas it has been
increasing in all other countries, on average, with the exception of the Nordic countries which
had attained a relatively high average employment rate of prime age people already a decade
ago. Although employment rates of this group declined in all Southern countries between
2005 and 2014, with almost 10 percentage points the decline was most pronounced in
Greece. On the other hand, the German employment rate of prime age people increased by
almost 10 percentage points within this period, while the respective rate did not change at all
in France (see table in the appendix).
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Substantial country differences in average employment rates can also be observed for people
aged 55 - 64 years, which range from 67% in Northern countries to about 45% in Eastern
and Southern European countries in 2014. While employment rates of older people have
increased, on average, across all five country groups, the increase was most pronounced in
Continental and Eastern European countries, where the average employment rate of this age
group increased by almost 15 and 12.5 percentage points, respectively (Table 5-1). In
Continental European countries the increase in the average employment rate of this group is
driven by the extraordinary increase in Germany, where the respective employment rate
increased by more than 20 percentage points in the period 2005 - 2014. There is also
substantial variation in employment rates within other country groups: For example, behind
the increase in the average employment rate of people aged 55 - 64 years by about 6
percentage points in Southern European countries is an increase by almost 15 percentage
points in Italy and a decline of about 8 percentage points in Greece.

Employment rates of youth (15 - 24 years) differ widely across countries and, for a given year,
may partly reflect differences in educational and vocational training systems, e.g. longer
duration of tertiary education in Continental European compared to Anglo-Saxon countries
(Table 5-1). The very low employment rates of Eastern and, in particular, Southern European
countries cannot, however, cannot be explained by such institutional factors and indicate the
poor employment prospects of youth in these countries. Whereas the low employment rate
of youth in Eastern European countries relative to the EU-28 average has not changed
between 2005 and 2014, the youth employment rate in Southern European countries has
dropped from about 30% to 16% in this period. This dramatic change is driven by declining
youth employment rates in all Southern European countries, with the most dramatic decline
within this period occurred in Spain where the youth employment rate dropped from almost
40% in 2005 to about 17% in 2014 (see table in the appendix).

Average employment rates vary substantially by education level

It is well known that employment rates differ substantially by the level of education, and this
is also true for EU-28 average as well as for any of the five country groups. With the exception
of Southern European countries, employment rates of people with tertiary education exceed
80% and differ little, on average, between these countries. Employment rates of people with
upper-secondary and post-secondary and non-tertiary education are substantially lower and
country differences are somewhat more pronounced. Employment rates of people with less
than lower secondary education are generally much lower and also vary substantially across
countries. To some extent, these country differences may be related to institutional
differences of the education and vocational training systems mentioned above.
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Table 4-3: Employment rates by education

Upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary
education

Less than primary, primary and

lower secondary education Tertiary education

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 47.3 45.1 43.3 68.1 68.3 68.4 82.6 82.3 82.0
Anglo-Saxon 60.6 51.0 53.6 76.9 70.6 72.0 87.3 83.7 84.0
Continental 45.8 46.4 44.7 69.9 72.2 72.2 81.5 84.0 84.7
Eastern 27.9 28.2 28.7 62.5 63.3 65.2 82.5 81.8 82.4
Nordic 52.6 48.2 46.4 76.9 76.1 76.8 85.6 85.4 85.8
Southern 51.5 47.3 43.4 65.7 63.3 59.2 80.1 77.8 75.1

People from 15 to 64. ISCED 11, Level 0 - 2: Less than primary, primary and lower secondary education; Level 3 and 4: Upper
secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education; Level 5 - 8: Tertiary education.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Employment rates of people with less than secondary education have declined in most
European countries between 2005 and 2014, whereas for people with medium and higher
education average employments rates have, again with the exception of Southern European
countries, have remained fairly stable over the period 2005 - 2014. The decline in Southern
European countries is mainly driven by Greece and Spain and most likely related to the
enduring economic crises in these countries.

Employment relationships other than full-time permanent jobs covered by the social
insurance system are defined and “non-regular” employment in academic and public policy
discussions. Such employment relationships include part-time employment, temporary work
and certain types of self-employment (“solo-entrepreneurs”). Non-regular employment is
typically associated with less job security, but this depends on institutional regulations that
vary substantially across countries. For example, temporary employment may refer to a fixed-
term contract with little job protection and social insurance, or may refer to regular
employment in a temporary-help firm which rents out workers to other firms on a fixed-term
basis, whereby the worker is covered by general job protection and income insurance
regulations. Likewise, depending on the prevailing institutional regulations in the various
countries, part-time employed people may or may not be covered by job protection and
income insurance, and may prefer to work part-time or are “involuntarily” part-time
employed because no full-time job is available to them. Also, the increasing share of solo-
entrepreneurs, who do not employ any workers and have little earnings, may be related to
the lack of job offers (“necessity entrepreneurs”) or just reflect self-employed people in the
star-up phase of their own business (“opportunity entrepreneurs”).

The share of non-regular employment in overall employment has been increasing in various
EU countries within the last 10 - 20 years. This has often been cited as evidence for the
effectiveness of labour market reforms in several EU countries aimed at making labour
markets more “flexible”. More specifically, non-regular employment has also been seen as a
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“stepping stone” to regular employment for unemployed people and youth entering the
labour market. Critics of these reforms are sceptical about this hypothesis and stress the
increasing segmentation of the labour market into “good” and “bad” jobs, both regarding job
security and earnings. In the following, we present some comparative evidence on
(involuntary) part-time and temporary employment.

Table 4-4: Part-time employment by age (share in overall employment, in %

15 - 64 years 55 - 64 years 15 - 24 years 25 - 59 years

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 17.2 18.5 19.6 21.7 22.3 225 | 247| 291 | 318 15.9 16.9 17.9
Anglo-Saxon$ 241 254 | 251 31.4 31.3 31.5| 337| 398 | 384 20.2 21.0 22.2
Continental 23.0 24.6 25.6 26.3 27.9 294 | 237 | 259 | 288 22.5 24.0 24.6
Eastern 7.4 7.2 6.8 15.4 13.6 108 | 140| 13.7| 139 6.1 6.0 5.7
Nordic 20.5 22.6 21.8 23.0 249 21.7| 454 | 505 | 520 16.4 17.6 16.6
Southern 11.3 12.8 15.9 10.9 11.4 13.1 16.6 | 245| 319 10.7 11.9 15.1

§ 2005 without data of Ireland.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Part-time employment is quite common in the European Union reaching level of almost 20%,
on average, with substantial variation across the member states. The share of part-time
employment is above average in Anglo-Saxon and Continental European countries and
substantially below average in Eastern and Southern European countries. Except for Southern
European countries, the share of part-time employment has changed little between 2005 and
2014, both on average and for prime-aged workers.

Gender differences in part-time work

Although the share of part-time employment is generally much higher for women than for
men, this gender gap differs greatly across European countries: Starting from already
relatively high levels, the share of part-time employment among men has been increasing in
Anglo-Saxon, Continental and Nordic European countries between 2005 - 2014 reaching
level exceeding 10% at the end of the observation period. The expansion of male part-time
employment was particularly strong in Southern European countries, if starting form a
relatively low level at the beginning of the observation period, whereas in Eastern European
countries the share of part-time employment among men slightly declined in the observation
period.
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Figure 5-1: Part-time employment rates by gender

Males
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%

4.8
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Females

EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

= 2005 =2010 =2015

2005 Anglo-Saxon without data of Ireland.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Part-time employment share high among younger and older workers

The relatively large share of part-time employment among youth in all countries (Table 5-4)
is probably related to both working while in education or vocational training in the Nordic
countries and to the scarcity of full-time jobs for labour market entrants as it is the case in
Spain in particular (see table in the Appendix). Except for Eastern European countries, where
the share of part-time employment among youth is relatively small and stagnating, this share
has been increasing in all other countries from its pre-crises level. In Southern European
counties, this share has doubled, on average, reaching a level of almost a third in 2014. This
increase is mainly driven by the development in Spain where the share of part-time
employment among youth almost doubled since 2005 to a level of almost 40% in 2014 (see
table in the Appendix).
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The share of part-time employment among older workers in Anglo-Saxon and Continental
European countries is, on average, much higher than in Eastern and Southern European
countries. While this share has changed little, on average, in the former two countries relative
to the pre-crises year 2005, it declined in Eastern European countries and increased from its
low level in Southern European countries. The slightly declining share of part-time
employment in the Nordic countries, which lies in-between the other country groups, is
probably related to differences in employment behaviour of women in these countries.

Involuntary part-time employment

In Southern European countries, almost two thirds of all part-time employment people in
2014 consider their employment status as “involuntary”; this share exceeds 70% among men
and still 60% among women and it has almost doubled between 2005 and 2014 (Table 5-5).
This clearly indicates a lack of full-time jobs which has become more severe after the
economic crises in these countries. But, with the exception of the Nordic countries,
involuntary part-time employment seems to be prevalent also for the other groups of
countries, particularly among men.

Table 4-5: Involuntarily part-time employment

Females

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 27.0 29.6 n.a. 36.2 40.2 n.a. 24.3 26.3
Anglo-Saxon 9.78 19.7%8 20.3 17.48 36.488 36.7 7.38 14.7%8 15.3
Continental 22.1 23.9 23.8 31.4558 33.1558 30.4 20.3 21.9 22.2
Eastern 36.6 31.8 38.1 39.3 35.5 40.9 33.2 27.8 35.0
Nordic 24.1 24.6 26.1 24.0 24.9 26.1 24.3 24.6 26.2
Southern 37.7 49.8 64.1 45.3 58.8 73.1 35.8 47.3 61.1

Involuntary part-time employment as percentage of the total part-time employment.

§ Data from all Anglo-Saxon countries from 2006. $ Data of United Kingdom from 2011. 8§ Without data of Luxembourg. n.a.
not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Not only the levels, but also the evolution of involuntary part-time employment in the last
decade differs across countries. Like in the Southern European countries, the share of
involuntary part-time employment In the Anglo-Saxon countries more than doubled between
2005 and 2014, while it remained more or less stable, on average, in the other groups of
country summarized in Table 5-5. Still, the level of involuntary part-time employment in the

Anglo-Saxon countries remains below the EU-28 average.
Temporary employment

Except for Anglo-Saxon countries, where the average share of temporary in overall
employment is relatively low, this share does not differ much across EU countries. The lower
temporary employment share in Anglo-Saxon countries may be related to the more flexible
wage structure or differences in job protection regulations prevalent in these countries. For
the country groups listed in Table 5-6, average shares of temporary employment differ little
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by gender and have changed little between 2005 and 2010. Country differences are clearly
feasible, however, for youth for whom the share of temporary employment ranges from 16.5%
in Anglo-Saxon countries to almost 60% in Southern European countries. In the latter group
of countries, temporary employment among youth increased by more than 10 percentage
points since the pre-crises year 2005. With a share exceeding 50%, temporary employment
is also very prevalent in Continental Europe, but this high share has remained stable over
time. Thus, in these countries temporary employment seems to be a structural feature of the
labour market related to wage setting and employment protection regulations. In contrast,
temporary employment among older worker is also not common, and has not been increasing
in importance over time in Continental European countries.

Table 4-6 Temporary employees by gender and age

JYEIEY Females$ 15 - 24 years 55 - 64 years

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 13.5 13.3 13.6 14.5 14.6 144 | 40.1 424 | 434 6.6 6.9 6.6
Anglo-Saxon 5.0 5.8 6.0 6.1 6.7 7.0 12.2 14.9 16.5 5.288 5.1 5.4
Continental 13.2 13.9 13.9 14.2 15.2 14.9 51.0 53.1 529 | 4.9%5 | 6.158 5.6
Eastern 13.5 13.6 14.8 12.5 13.6 14.6 335 34.0 | 40.0 | 11.8% [13.7%% [12.3%%
Nordic 12.1 12.0 12.3 16.5 15.5 16.0 | 445 43.3 43.1 5.8 5.8 5.8
Southern 18.6 16.6 17.4 22.5 19.5 184 | 469 50.2 58.9 9.6 8.0 7.5

§ From 15 to 64 years. $ Without data of Malta. $§ Without data of Luxembourg. % Without data of Estonia, Lithuania and
Romania. %% Without data of Lithuania and Romania.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Low-wage employment

Following the definition used by Eurostat, low-wage earners are defined as employees
earning less than two thirds of the median of the national gross hourly wage. According to
this definition, in 2010 (the latest year for which Eurostat has published data) the share of
low-wage earners among men varied between 3% in Nordic and about 20% in Eastern
European countries; among women the respective shares are about 6% and 25%. For all
country groups listed in Table 5-7, low-wage employment shares have changed little since
2006 (the previous year with available data), on average, both for men and women.

Given that wages are typically increasing in age, the share of low-wage earners among
younger is much higher than for prime-aged and older employees in all countries, although
there is little difference between the latter two groups (Table 5-7). Also, for these two groups
the share of low-wage earners has changed very little between 2006 and 2010 on average for
all countries. In contrast, the share of low-wage workers among younger people has declined
substantially, on average, in all country groups. While in Southern European countries this
decline could be related to a selection effect associated with the drop in the employment of
youth, the development observed for the other country groups is difficult to explain in terms
of employment selection.
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Table 4-7: Low-wage earners by gender and age

Less than 50 years 30 to 49
Males$ Females$ 30 years and over

2006 2010 2006 2010 2006 2010 2006 2010 2006 2010

EU-27 12.6 13.3 21.9 21.0 40.9 30.7 13.5 14.3 14.1 13.5
Anglo-Saxon 15.1 16.7 28.3 27.3 49.8 40.5 18.4 18.2 14.4 14.9
Continental 10.5 11.1 19.3 19.2 36.7 27.6 11.5 12.4 11.8 11.3
Eastern 20.958 20.6 26.388 25.1 40.088 28.3 19.6%8 21.4 23.188 21.5
Nordic 3.0 3.2 6.2 6.2 17.4 15.4 2.1 2.6 3.0 3.1
Southern 8.8 10.0 18.3 17.9 32.2 25.3 8.6 9.9 12.7 12.4

Low-wage earners as a proportion of all employees (excluding apprentices). Company size: 10 employees or more.
§ From 15 to 64 years. 5§ Without data of Croatia.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Table 4-8: Low-wage earners by education
Upper secondary and post-
Pre-primary, primary and secondary non-tertiary First and second stage of
lower secondary education education tertiary education
2010 2006

EU-27 26.7 29.0 18.0 19.2 4.8 5.8
Anglo-Saxon 44.9 34.4 28.0 30.7 6.4 11.5
Continental 27.9 34.2 12.2 13.2 3.2 2.4
Eastern 40.08 44.5 25.68 28.2 5.58 5.0
Nordic 8.4 9.0 4.7 5.9 1.6 2.2
Southern 18.5 21.6 11.4 12.1 4.8 3.5

ISCED97, Level 0 - 2: Pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; Level 3 and 4: Upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary education; Level 5 and 6: First and second stage of tertiary education.

Low-wage earners as a proportion of all employees (excluding apprentices). Company size: 10 employees or more.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The expectation that the share of low-wage earners is high among employees with little
education or vocational training relative to those with medium-level or higher education is
confirmed for all groups of countries by Table 5-8. In absolute terms, however, differences
between skill groups vary substantially between countries: While the share of low-wage
earners with little education was only 9% in the Nordic countries in 2010, it was almost 45%
in the Eastern and still about a third in the Anglo-Saxon and Continental European countries.
Similar country differences can also be observed for employees with medium-level education,
whereas they are much lower for employees with higher education. This has also changed
little between 2006 and 2010.

Another standard indicator describing labour market access is the unemployment rate which
stood at an average level of about 10% for the EU-28 countries. There is substantial variation
in unemployment rates between countries and also over time. While the unemployment rate
in 2014 was about 7% in Anglo-Saxon and Continental European countries, it stood at above
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18% in Southern European countries. Between 2005 and 2014 the average unemployment
rate declined in Continental European countries from 9.3% to 7.4%, while it more than
doubled in Southern European countries. Average unemployment rates within countries do
not differ much by gender, and similar patterns between countries and over time can be
observed for men and women. In the following we focus on long-term unemployment, for a
discussion of unemployment differences with respect to age and education see the Social
Justice Index Report (Schraad-Tischler, 2015).

An indicator for labour market access complementary to the unemployment rate is the share
of long-term unemployed people. Table 5-11 shows that in 2014 almost 50% of all
unemployed people aged 15 - 64 years were unemployed for at least a year, on average, in the
EU-28. The share of long-term unemployed people differs substantially between countries:
While in that year about 20% of all unemployed people have been long-term unemployed in
the Nordic countries, the respective share reached almost 60% in Southern countries. The
table also shows that the dramatic increase in long-term unemployment in these countries by
20 percentage points mainly occurred after 2010. In contrast, long-term unemployment in
most other EU countries decreased somewhat in between 2005 and 2014. Similar patterns
between countries and over time can be observed for both men and women (see table in the
Appendix).

Long-term unemployment higher among older people

Whereas older people are typically less likely to become unemployed than young people, the
former group is much more likely to become long-term unemployed if after job loss. Table
5-11 confirms that the share of long-term unemployed people is generally much higher than
for youth and also considerably higher than for those in their prime age. Although this relation
holds for all country groups, age differences in long-term unemployment vary greatly
between countries: While the share of long-term unemployed older people is extremely high
in Southern European countries (exceeding 70% in 2014), it also reached a level of more than
50% for young people and almost 60% for those in their prime age. In contrast, long-term
unemployment in Nordic countries was only about 6% for youth and 26% for people aged 25-
64 years in 2014.

Table 5-11 also shows that the high long-term unemployment rates among older people have
been fairly persistent over time, on average, but have evolved differently especially for Eastern
and Southern European countries between 2005 and 2014: While long-term unemployment
rates have substantially declined in the former group of countries, they have strongly
increased in the South.
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Table 4-9: Long-term unemployment rates by age

15 - 64 years 55 - 64 years 15 - 24 years 25 - 54 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 46.2 40.0f 49.6 62.9 54.1 63.2| 309| 28.6| 356 49.7 419 51.7
Anglo-Saxon 22.0 33.7 37.3| 39.3%8| 43,6 50.0/ 13.4| 249| 287 26.0 37.9 40.9
Continental 46.1 42.0 43.3| 66.5%§ 60.2888 62.4| 26.758|  26.3| 25.6%8  49.3 43.6 44.4
Eastern 56.0 39.3 46.6 65.4| 474 54.2| 44.4% 31.1] 351 59.4| 411 48.6
Nordic 24.68 20.5 21.6| 49.28 36.7 38.6| 7.0%% 7.1 6.5 27.2% 24.7 26.5
Southern 40.7 43.9 59.1 54.7 57.7 70.8/ 32.7| 368/ 508 42.3 44.5 59.4

Long-term unemployment (12 months or more) as a percentage of the total unemployment.

§ Without data of Sweden. $§ Without data of Malta. $ Without data of Luxembourg. % Without data of Lithuania. %% Without
data of Denmark and Sweden.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

From the findings above it becomes clear that employment and unemployment rates differ
greatly both between member states in terms of both their levels and changes over the last
decade, and within (groups of) countries labour market access is distributed quite unequally
by gender, age, and skill level. To some extent, these differences may be explained by country
differences in institutional regulations and their changes over time. Below we summarize the
following potentially important institutional determinants of labour market access:

—  Minimum wages

— Job protection

—  Earnings taxation and unemployment traps.
Since information on these factors is somewhat limited, the focus is on the most recent
available year for each country and country coverage will be less complete than in the
previous section. It is also quite difficult to evaluate and even define labour market
institutions in a consistent way across a large number of countries and over time.

A good example for the difficulty to describe institutional country differences is the statutory
(legal) minimum wage. A nationwide statutory minimum wage has only been introduced in
Germany recently (2015), although quasi-statutory minimum wages in various important
industries have been in existence for several years, and extensions of union-bargained
minimum wages to uncovered sectors have been common for decades. Likewise, a legal
minimum wage does not exist in Austria, although quasi-statutory minimum wages as
determined by employer-union contracts at the regional level are prevalent. In contrast,
where unions a non-existent or weak minimum wages are often legislated. This caveat should
be kept in mind when interpreting comparative statistics on the minimum wages and relating
them to country differences in labour market outcomes.

Given this caveat, the level of the statutory minimum wage relative to the average wage in the
national economy may provide useful information on the degree of downward wage flexibility
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as one potential determinant of structural unemployment. Table 5-12 shows pronounced
country differences in minimum wages in those member states where a nationwide statutory
minimum wages existed in the observation period of this study. The minimum wage amounts
to 30% - 40% of the average wage in most of the countries listed in the table, but reaches
almost 50% in such diverse countries like France, Luxembourg and Slovenia. Relating the
minimum wage to the median rather than to the mean wage would be more informative in
terms of labor market access because low workers are more likely to compete with workers
in the lower part of the wage distribution and less so with those in the upper part who also
affect the mean wage.

Table 4-10:  Minimum wage relative to average wage of full-time worker (in %

Belgium 44.0 43.2 43.1
Czech Republic 33.1 29.7 315
Estonia 324 339 34.8
Ireland 46.2 37.6 37.0
Greece 38.1 42.0 38.6
Spain 34.9 34.2 34.7
France 49.1 49.4 49.5
Latvia 30.7 36.7 38.0
Lithuania 37.7 36.2 38.2
Luxembourg 46.0 46.6 47.6
Hungary 36.1 34.7 40.2
Netherlands 42.1 41.5 419
Poland 339 37.2 40.1
Portugal 36.6 38.9 39.5
Romania 31.7 30.8 36.8
Slovenia 43.1 45.9 49.4
Slovakia 34.6 35.7 37.5
United Kingdom 36.9 379 39.8

Source: OECD, 2016.

In most countries, the ratio of the minimum to the average wage has changed little between
2005 and 2014. Exceptions are most of the Eastern European countries where the minimum
has increased relative to the average wage, and Ireland where this ratio declined in this
period. In countries where this ratio remained fairly stable within the observation period, like
France and Spain, the minimum wage can perhaps explain part of the high levels of (long-
term) unemployment among younger and unskilled people but not its increase over the last
decade.

Another potential determinant which may affect labour market access and thus the structure
of employment and unemployment relates to institutional regulations concerning
employment protection regulations (OECD, 2014, Chapter 4, Turrini et al. 2015). These
regulations tend to increase job security for already employed workers and, in particular,
certain groups of employees, like older or disabled people, but at the same time reduce job
opportunities for entrants and re-entrants into the labour market. They thus may affect both
the level and structure of employment and unemployment. The various job protection
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measures may interact with each other and also with wage setting institutions. For example,
regulations of temporary work may depend and be influenced by dismissal regulation of
permanent employment contracts, and vice versa. Regarding the interaction with wage
setting, job protection regulation may be neutral to employment determination if regulatory
costs to firms are compensated for by downward wage flexibility, i.e. borne by workers by
accepting compensating reductions in the gross wage, which could be hindered by the
existence of a minimum wage. Thus, by looking at some particular regulation in isolation it is
generally not possible to draw conclusions on its expected labour market effects.
Furthermore, in some countries legal regulations only specify general rules with considerable
room for interpretation by labour courts. Nevertheless, cross country differences in the
structure of job protection regulations and, in particular, their changes over time, provide
useful information on potential determinants of labour market access.

A recent summary of employment protection regulations by OECD (2014, Chapter 4)
documents the great variation of employment protection regulations among member states
of the European Union, among other countries. All countries seem to have regulations on the
duration and renewal of temporary or fixed-term contracts as well as regulations defining
under which conditions fixed-term contracts have to be converted into permanent contracts,
and there are limitations on the duration and terms of renewal of temporary contracts in most
countries. In general, rules for employment termination differ between permanent and
temporary work contracts, and in case of the latter before and at the end date of the contract.
Also, the costs to the firm of ending a contract differ between the two types. In the European
Union, the United Kingdom and Ireland seem to be the only countries where the
“employment-at-will” doctrine prevails, which implies that, except for “unfair” dismissals,
there are few employment protection regulations in general, and no specific regulations for
“non-regular” employment (OECD, 2014).

Several countries with restrictive dismissal regulations for permanent employment and
increasing shares of non-regular employment have introduced stricter dismissal regulations
of temporary employment contracts. A large empirical literature, summarized in (OECD,
2014), tries to relate differences in employment protection of regular and non-regular jobs to
the structure of employment and unemployment. One important results of this research is
that temporary and other forms of non-regular employment cannot be viewed simply as
“stepping stone” to regular and more secure employment for unemployed people and labour
market entrants, in particular young people, but seem to be of more permanent nature.

The taxation of earnings affects employment in various important ways. Regarding the topic
of labour access, the interaction of the taxation of labour earnings and the public transfer
system is of great importance. The “participation tax rate” is a common indicator which
measures both the financial incentives to take up work and also the distributional impact of
the tax-benefit system. Depending on the earnings capability of household members and the
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structure of the tax-benefit system (means-testing of transfers), participation tax rates may
be prohibitively high and thus act as “unemployment trap”.

Table 5-13 shows that participation tax rates, as calculated by OECD (2016) and defined in
the Note to the table, are indeed extremely high for specific types of households and countries.
The participation tax rate for a couple household with two children, one spouse working at
67% of the average wage and the other currently drawing unemployment benefits related to
his or her previous earnings who takes up a job at one third of the average wage would have
been almost 80% on average across the EU-28 in 2013. The corresponding participation tax
rates are even higher, on average, in Continental and Nordic as well as Southern European
countries, and substantially lower in Anglo-Saxon and Eastern European countries. This is
also the case for the other household types shown in the table: If the person defined above
took up a job at two-thirds (100%) of the average wage the participation tax rate would still
amount to 72.5% (68.2%), on average across all EU-28 countries, and these rates would be
even higher in Continental European and Southern European and lower in Anglo-Saxon and
Eastern countries.

Table 4-11:  Participation tax rates

Two-earner married couple,2  Two-earner married couple, 2
children, 33% of AW children, 67% of AW

Two-earner married couple, 2
children, 100% of AW

2013

2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013 2005 2010
EU-28 76.9 78.8 79.8 71.7 72.8 72.5 68.7 68.7 68.2
Anglo-Saxon 51.6 57.9 59.5 41.9 44.9 46.2 39.0 41.8 41.5
Continental 85.9 83.0 83.6 83.1 79.2 79.1 81.2 79.2 79.7
Eastern$ 70.7 66.1 64.8 70.1 67.6 67.0 63.3 60.3 60.3
Nordic 94.9 90.3 90.3 85.2 78.0 76.9 73.9 66.5 66.4
Southern$$ 85.0 89.4 94.4 72.2 77.3 78.6 73.5 72.0 72.1

Participation Tax Rates for a transition into full-time work for persons receiving unemployment benefits at the initial level.
Participation tax rates measure the extent to which taxes and benefits reduce the financial gain of moving into work. The
estimates here relate to the situation of a person who has just become unemployed and receives unemployment benefits
(following any waiting period) based on previous earnings equal to earnings in the new job. No social assistance "top-ups" or
cash housing assistance are assumed to be available in either the in-work or out of work situation. Any benefits payable on
moving into employment are assumed to be paid. The percentage of AW relates to the earnings from full-time employment
of the individual moving into work. For married couples the percentage of AW relates to one spouse only; the second spouse
is assumed to be inactive with no earnings in a one-earner couple and to have full-time earnings equal to 67% of AW in a two-
earner couple. Calculations for families with children assume two children aged 4 and 6 and neither childcare benefits nor
childcare costs are considered.

§ Without data of Bulgaria (2005), Croatia (2005 and 2010) and Romania (2005). $ Without data of Cyprus.

Source: OECD, 2016.

Between 2005 and 2013, participation tax rates in Anglo-Saxon and Southern European
countries have even increased, if from very different levels, whereas they declined in the other
EU member states, on average, with a relatively strong reduction in Nordic countries.

A related indicator is the so called “unemployment trap” which measures the short-term
financial disincentives for an unemployed person receiving unemployment benefits to move
to paid employment. It is defined as the share of gross earnings that is taxed away and
includes in addition to income tax and social security contributions also transfer income that
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is withdrawn in case of labor earnings. If there were no income tax and social security
contributions, the unemployment trap would simply correspond to the income replacement
ratio of the unemployment benefit. Since unemployment benefits are typically only paid for a
limited period, the unemployment trap does not measure the potential long-term benefits of
taking up work, but is only an indicator for short-term financial disincentive. Table 5-14
reports unemployment traps for a single person, Table 5-15 for two-earner couples with two
children.

For a single person, the unemployment trap for the EU-28 average is 69% for the year 2013.
This means that almost 70% of earnings from taking up paid work at the average wage is
taxed away if the person had previous earnings at the level of the average wage and currently
receives unemployment benefits. The corresponding unemployment trap is above average in
Continental European and below average in Anglo-Saxon countries. The unemployment trap
would be significantly higher in all countries if the person took up a job at only two thirds of
the average wage: In 2013, more than 90% of earnings would have been taxed away, on
average, in Continental European countries, but even in the Anglo-Saxon countries this share
would have exceeded 60%. If the person only earned a third of the average wage in his or her
new job, perhaps due to part-time work, taking it up would not pay as, except in Anglo-Saxon
countries, the tax paid would exceed earnings in the new job. As Table 5-14 also shows,
unemployment traps have declined a few percentage points in most countries between 2005
and 2013, but this has only modestly reduced the strong disincentive effects of the tax-benefit
systems in most member states.

Table 4-12:  Unemployment trap single person

previous 100%, 100%, previous 100%,
earnings 100% ings 67% ing
2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013 2005 2010

EU-28 69.6 68.8 69.0 86.0 85.2 84.8 134.5 132.8 129.8
Anglo-Saxon 56.7 54.4 52.7 68.4 65.6 62.7 76.1 76.3 74.2
Continental 76.5 76.2 76.4 91.9 92.5 92.6 133.8 128.7 129.0
Eastern$ 65.4 64.3 63.5 80.5 81.2 79.8 115.2 116.7 112.4
Nordic 73.6 66.2 67.7 89.5 79.9 82.2 125.3 117.1 112.0
Southern$$ 70.2 68.4 68.9 88.0 84.9 82.8 147.4 139.4 134.3

Previous earnings as % of average; earnings if taking up work as % of average
§ Without data of Bulgaria (2005), Croatia (2005 and 2010) and Romania (2005). $ Without data of Cyprus (2010 and 2014).
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

As documented by Table 5-15, the picture for couples with children is qualitatively similar to
that for singles in most member states, although unemployment traps differ somewhat in size
which is related to the quantitative importance and degree of means-testing child benefits as
well as the way couples are taxed (individual vs. joint taxation) in the different countries. In
some member states, disincentive effects of the tax-benefit systems to take up work are even
stronger for couples than for singles, in some countries these disincentive effects are reduced
for the former relative to the latter group.
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Table 4-13:  Unemployment trap for two-earner couples with two children

previous 100%, previous 100%, previous 100%,
earnings 100% earnings 67% earnings 33%

2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013
EU-28 69.1 68.9 68.5 85.4 85.7 84.2 138.3 139.9 134.4
Anglo-Saxon 38.8 379 35.2 39.4 40.9 36.9 46.2 47.3 41.9
Continental 82.1 81.2 80.2 100.4 100.2 98.6 156.8 158.8 154.2
Eastern$ 61.6 59.7 60.1 74.6 74.5 74.2 101.6 105.0 103.0
Nordic 74.3 66.5 67.9 90.8 81.2 83.3 146.7 130.9 134.6
Southern$$ 72.9 72.5 73.4 91.9 90.7 89.2 156.0 153.3 147.7

Previous earnings as % of average; earnings if taking up work as % of average
§ Without data of Bulgaria (2005), Croatia (2005 and 2010) and Romania (2005). $ Without data of Cyprus (2010 and 2014).
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Social cohesion has become an often-used term among policy-makers all over Europe for
some years. The European Union has made it part of its treaties!! and the French as well as
the British governments have assigned ministerial responsibility to its promotion. Moreover,
social cohesion has received attention from other international organisations such as the
OECD, the World Bank and the Council of Europe. The intellectual origins of the term “social
cohesion” can be traced to Emile Durkheim, who saw it as a question of loyalty and solidarity
within a social community: a mechanical solidarity based on likeness, and an organic
solidarity based on the interdependence created by division of labor (Andréasson et al.,
2013).

Although the term “social cohesion” catches many aspects and is an ill-defined term (Chan et
al., 2006) and a disputed issue (Andréasson et al.,, 2013), there are some indicators which
stand for social cohesion. There seems to be a consensus that aspects like solidarity, trust,
inclusion, integration and equality are appropriate to describe social cohesion.

With respect to the policy dimension “Social Cohesion and Non-Discrimination”, we identified
the following main indicators:

— Income and wealth equality

— Gender equality

— Integration policy

—  Young people neither in employment nor in education and training
—  Shadow Economy and Corruption

When looking at income equality one typically focuses on the Gini coefficient!2. In 2014, the
Gini coefficient of the equivalised disposable income was 30.9 in EU-28, highest in Southern
(33.6) and lowest in Nordic member states (26.1). For country-wise figures, see the Social
Justice Index Report (Schraad-Tischler, 2015). There has been no obvious development since
2005, where in some regions the Gini coefficient has dropped (Anglo-Saxon and Eastern
member states), risen in some other (Continental and Nordic states) and nearly has been
unchanged in Southern Europe.

11 Articles 3, 174 and 175 of The Treaty on European Union.

12 The Gini coefficient measures the extent to which the distribution of income within a country deviates from a perfectly equal
distribution. A coefficient of 0 expresses perfect equality where everyone has the same income, while a coefficient of 100
expresses full inequality where only one person has all the income.
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It is, however, well known and has been discussed for years that wealth is distributed less
equal than income. In order to compare those distributions, we look at the Gini coefficient of

total gross income!3 and net wealth!# relying on data of the EURO-member states (HFSC)15.

Table 5-1: Gini coefficients of and correlation between income and wealth
Gini coefficient Gini coefficient Correlation net wealth - total
Net wealth Total gross income gross income

EURO area (16 countries) 0.68 0.42 0.33
Malta$ 0.60 0.37 0.19
Continental 0.71 0.41 0.37
Slovenia and Slovakia$§ 0.47 0.39 0.31
Finland$ss 0.66 0.38 0.59
Southern 0.60 0.41 0.39

§ Ireland and United Kingdom are not EURO-member countries. 5 All other Eastern European countries are not EURO-
member countries §$ Denmark and Sweden are not EURO-member countries.
Source: Arrondel et al,, 2014.

For the 16 EURO-member countries the Gini coefficient of total gross income is 0.42, the Gini
coefficient of net wealth 0.68. Comparing the selected regions in the EU is difficult because of
too less EURO-member states in some regions. Nevertheless, it strikes that the Gini coefficient
of net wealth in Continental Europe (0.71) is significantly higher than in Southern Europe
(0.60).

The correlation between net wealth and total gross income amounts to 0.33 in the Euro area.
The correlation is highest in Finland (0.59), France, Luxembourg, Italy and Portugal (0.44 to
0.48) and lowest in Belgium (0.18) and Malta (0.19).

Gender equality affects many dimensions within societies ranging from access to the labor
market and education over earnings and health to activities within families. These indicators
“are particularly important for measuring differences in the situation of women and men (i.e.
gender gaps). Gender statistics constitute an area that cuts across traditional fields of
statistics to identify, produce and disseminate data reflecting the realities of the lives of
women and men, and policy issues relating to gender equality” (Eurostat, 2016b).

Therefor as far as indicators have a gender aspect, we discuss them in the respective policy
dimension. In most of these dimensions, there are gender-related topics, especially in “labor
market access” and “equitable education”. The gender pay gap is discussed within the
determinants for income inequality later on in this chapter.

13 Total gross income is defined as earnings, social transfers, private transfers, income from housing and financial assets so as to
measure all before-tax income received during the year by the households.

14 Net wealth is defined as gross wealth less liabilities at the household level and gross wealth includes all kind of assets of the
households: real assets (household main residence, other properties, business assets, other valuables as car, durable or luxury
goods) and financial assets.

15 Arrondel et al. (2014) use the first wave of the Household Finance and Consumption survey (HFCS) that provides household
level information on wealth, income and many demographics characteristics. The full sample includes 62,521 households and
covers 15 euro area countries.
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With participation in childcare and part-time work of parents, we look at two topics that are
not covered in the other policy dimensions. Moreover, childcare traditionally has been
considered a “female job”. To look at the role of women in families, especially in their
participation in childcare, we refer to data of parental leave.1¢ Latest data for EU-28 are from
2010 but the findings are obvious. First of all, childcare is a job of women all over Europe. If
men take parental leave at all, the duration is 3 months or less. When looking at the duration
of more than 3 months, the share of women accounts for 87% to 98% with one exception. In
Nordic countries the share of women in parental leave is lowest, even for a duration of over
12 months (78.0%). Parental leave of men in Southern and Eastern European countries is by
far the lowest.

Table 5-2: Women's share of parental leave by duration
3 months or less AEED A O £ Over 12 months
months months

EU-28 0.63 0.89 0.95 0.97
Anglo-Saxon 0.54 0.98 1.00 0.97
Continental 0.58 0.87 0.93 0.89
Eastern 0.86 0.98 0.96 0.90
Nordic 0.26 0.57 0.86 0.78
Southern 0.87 0.98 0.99 0.98

Data for some member states and categories missing - see detailed table attached. All data for 2010.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Not surprisingly, the share of part-time employment of women is significantly higher than of
men when there are children aged less than 6 years. While 5.6% of men worked part-time,
38.7% of women did in EU-28 in 2014 when there were children aged less than 6 years.
Highest shares, both with females and males, are observed in Anglo-Saxon countries, where
7.2% of men and 55.7% of women work part-time. However, fewest people work part-time in
Eastern European countries with 3.1% of men and 10.8% of women.

Within the last 10 years, part-time employment has decreased from 40.0% to 38.7% for
women and increased from 3.9% to 5.6% for men in EU-28 with different developments in
the European regions.

16 Defined as persons who took parental leave to care for their youngest child aged less than eight.
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Table 5-3: Part-time employment of people with children less than 6 years

Females

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 18,6 19,6 20,2 39 4,9 56 40,0 39,1 38,7
Anglo-Saxon 29,88 29,4 28,7 4,658 6,8558 7,2 62,78 57,6 55,7
Continental 25,9 27,4 28,2 5,0% 6,1% 6,6 56,4 55,6 54,3
Eastern 6,5 6,5 58 4,2%% 3,7%% 3,1%% 11,4 11,9988 10,8%88
Nordic 8,2% 18,9 17,2 2,5% 6,9 5,5 16,2% 31,0 30,0
Southern 13,0 13,8 16,4 2,4%% 3,0 58 30,2 29,5 30,6

People aged 20 to 49. § Without data of Ireland. $ Without data of Ireland and Malta. $§ Without data of Malta. $ Without data
of Luxembourg. % Without data of Bulgaria (2005, 2010 and 2014), Lithuania (2005 and 2010) and Estonia as well as Slovakia
(2005). ¥ Without data of Bulgaria. % Without data of Denmark and Sweden. %% Without data of Cyprus.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

5.2.3 Integration policy

As gender equality, integration policy has many dimensions, too. Again, aspects of integration
policy referring to equitable education and labor market access are discussed in the
respective policy dimensions.

Figure 6-1: Employment rates of native and foreign-born people

Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

= Native-born = Foreign-born

Data from 2014. People aged 15 to 64.
§ Without data of Ireland, Germany, Netherlands, Denmark and Romania (2005).
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

As the activity of migrants at the labor markets is crucial for integration, we look at their
employment rate. The better migrants are integrated in labor markets the better for the
society. There are positive effects for the welfare systems as tax and social security
contributions rise and transfers, e.g. for unemployment, decrease. Overall, there is a positive
effect for the budget - depending on the time horizon being looked at.
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There is no homogenous trend in EU-member states when looking at the employment rates.
While the employment rate of foreign-born people (first generation of immigrants) in Eastern
and Southern Europe is higher than the respective rate of native-born, the opposite is true for
the other regions. Greatest difference is observed in Nordic countries (64.8% versus 74.2%).

Corruption is associated with negative impacts on societies, from political to economic and
social issues. E.g., it can impede democratic structures and the law system, which leads to
decreasing confidence of people in institutions. With political participation declining, political
stability and transparency may decrease.

Corruption can be measured and respective data and rankings are published periodically.
“Based on expert opinion, the Corruption Perceptions Index measures the perceived levels of
public sector corruption worldwide. A country or territory’s score indicates the perceived
level of public sector corruption on a scale of 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (very clean). A
country's rank indicates its position relative to the other countries in the index”
(Transparency International, 2016).

As we see in the figure below corruption in EU-28 increases from North to South. While
Nordic states having been the countries with least corruption for years, the opposite is true
for (South)Eastern and Southern countries where corruption has been persistently high with
Greece, Romania, Italy and Bulgaria at Europe’s bottom.

In all EU-28 regions, the corruption has decreased from 2013 to 2015, by highest in Anglo-
Saxon countries. There are only handful countries with the corruption having increased
slightly since 2013 with Hungary on their top (from 54 to 51).
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Figure 6-2: Corruption Perceptions Index
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Source: Transparency International, 2016.

Another indicator for a society’s cohesion is the share of shadow economy. In 2014, the
shadow economy was 18.7% of GDP in EU-28 with highest shares in Eastern (23.8%) and
Southern Europe (20.8%) and lowest in Anglo-Saxon countries (9.8%). In all European
countries the shadow economy has been decreasing since 2005.

Figure 6-3: = Shadow Economy as % of GDP

EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

= 2005 =2010 =2015

Source: Schneider, 2016.

5.3 Potential Determinants
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After having described the main indicators of social cohesion and non-discrimination in the
section above, we now look at the determinants and discuss their influence on the indicators.

A determinant for income and wealth inequality, or more precisely for reducing income and
wealth inequality, are social transfers and taxes within the European welfare systems.
Therefore, we first compare the Gini coefficient before and after social transfers in order to
work out their impact on the equality.

Table 5-4: Gini coefficient and reduction of income inequality by social transfers

Gini coefficient before social transfers Reduction by social transfers (pensions
(pensions excluded) excluded) in %
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 36.2 36.5 n.a. -15.7 -15.3
Anglo-Saxon 42.8 42.3 40.4 -19.6 -22.5 -21.9
Continental 33.8 35.5 35.6 -20.6 -18.6 -17.8
Eastern 38.1% 34.7 34.7 -16.08 -12.9 -11.2
Nordic 34.6 34.3 349 -29.9 -26.5 -25.2
Southern 349 35.6 37.1 -5.3 -8.3 -9.4

§ Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

In EU-28, the Gini coefficient before social transfers (excluding pensions) was 36.5 in 2014
ranging from 34.7 in Eastern to 40.4 in Anglo-Saxon countries. Comparing these values with
the Gini coefficient of equivalised disposable income after social transfers (see above at the
main indicators), we can calculate to which extent social transfers are reducing income
inequality in EU-28. Highest reduction (-25.2%) is observed in Nordic countries, most modest
reduction in Southern Europe (-9.4%).

Overall, there is little correlation between the Gini coefficient before social transfers and its
reduction by social transfers. But there are some countries (Netherlands, Austria, Hungary,
Slovenia, Malta and France) with similar Gini coefficients (31 to 35) and a reduction of about
20%. On the other hand, there are Southern and Eastern European countries (Bulgaria, Latvia,
Romania, Cyprus, Estonia, Greece, Lithuania and Portugal) with higher Gini coefficients (37
and over) and a lower reduction (6.8% to 11.2%) by social transfers.
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Figure 6-4: Gini coefficient before transfers and reduction by social transfers
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Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Income inequality lower among elderly people

There are also differences between younger and elderly people. The income quintile share
ratios are lower for elderly people aged 65 or over (4.1) and higher for the people less than
65 years (5.5).

That is true for all regions in EU-28, again highest in Southern and lowest in Nordic countries.
The lower ratio for elderly people indicates a lower gap in pension income than in income by
work.

Table 5-5: Income quintile share ratio by age

Income quintile share ratio for Income quintile share ratio for
people less than 65 years people 65 years and over
2010 2010
EU-28 n.a. 5.1 5.5 n.a. 4.0 4.1
Anglo-Saxon 5.9 5.4 5.2 4.4 4.3 4.2
Continental 3.9 4.4 4.7 3.8 4.0 4.2
Eastern 6.08 5.2 5.6 3.28 3.5 3.6
Nordic 3.5 3.8 3.9 2.8 3.2 3.5
Southern 5.9 6.1 6.8 4.7 45 4.4

§ Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Income inequality between sexes - Gender pay gap
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However, there is also income inequality between sexes. Indicators such as the gender pay
gap show the difference in average wages between men and women.!? With latest data from
2013, the gender pay gap was 16.3% in EU-28 with highest rates in Anglo-Saxon (19.6%) and
Continental member states (18.1%). However, we notice the lowest gaps in Eastern (11.5%)
and Southern European countries (12.6%). The gap has decreased from 2007 to 2013 in all
regions except from Southern Europe where it has increased slightly from 11.5% to 12.6%.

Figure 6-5: Gender pay gap in % of average wage

EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

12007 ®=2010 =2013

Without data from Ireland (2013), Croatia (2007) and Greece (2013).
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Redistribution by taxes

Besides social transfers, taxes are crucial for redistribution policy and so influence income
equality as well. To see to what extend income and property are taxed in European economies
we look on OECD data. In 2014, the tax revenue arising from taxes on income, profits and
capital gain amounted from 6.7% of GDP in Eastern European countries to nearly 20% in
Nordic countries. The share has decreased slightly in Anglo-Saxon, Eastern and Nordic
member states since 2005 whereas is has increased in Continental and Southern Europe.

However, the revenue of taxes on property is much lower all over Europe. It is lowest in
Eastern European (0.7%) and highest in Anglo-Saxon countries (4.0%). Besides Eastern
European countries, the taxes on property are remarkable low in Austria (0.6%) and Germany
(0.9%)

17 The gender pay gap refers to the difference in average wages between men and women. The unadjusted gender pay gap is
calculated as the difference between the average gross hourly earnings of male and female paid employees as a percentage of
average gross hourly earnings of male paid employees.
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Table 5-6: Tax revenue as % of GDP

Tax revenue from taxes on Tax revenue from taxes on
income, profits and capital gain property
2010 2010
Anglo-Saxon 129 12.2 11.5 3.9 3.8 4.0
Continental 10.2 10.0 11.2 1.9 1.9 2.2
Eastern 7.1 6.5 6.7 1.1 1.0 0.7
Nordic 20.8 18.6 19.9 1.4 1.3 1.4
Southern 10.9 10.9 11.8 2.2 1.9 2.3

Without data of Malta, Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania and Cyprus. No data for 2005 for Netherlands and Poland.
Source: OECD, 2016.

In most EU-28 member states tax rates for higher incomes are higher than for low incomes.
While the tax of a single person without children and 67% of average wage was 25.4% in EU-
28 in 2014, it was 34.4% for the same person earning 167% of average wage. That is true for
all European regions whit the smallest gap for people in Eastern European countries (27%
versus 24.2%) with ident levels in Bulgaria (21.6% each) and Hungary (34.5% each). The
difference is relatively small in Continental Europe (30.7% versus 40.1%) with respect to

highest level of the tax rate both for low and high incomes.

Table 5-7: Tax rates for different income levels
Single person, 67% of AW Single person, 167% of AW
2010 2010

EU-28 26.0 26.0 25.4 34.7 34.5 34.4
Anglo-Saxon 23.1 22.2 19.2 30.6 30.4 30.2
Continental 31.7 30.4 30.7 41.0 39.6 40.1
Eastern 24.08 23.6¢ 24.2 29.98 27.78 27.0
Nordic 30.7 26.0 26.3 421 38.1 38.2
Southern 19.3 20.888 21.288 29.6 31.58 34.688

§ Without data of Croatia. ¢ Without data of Cyprus.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

When looking at the parental leave we noticed that the share of men taking parental leave is
very low. Formal childcare, respectively the access to formal childcare, could be one
determinant to reduce part-time employment among women and increase it among men.
However, a lack of formal childcare institutions seems to force women to take parental leave
and work part-time, although there are other reasons for this phenomenon.

In EU-28, 13% of children less than 3 years and 35% aged 3 to minimum compulsory school
age are in formal childcare. Lowest shares are observed in Eastern Europe (1.8% and 16.3%
respectively), highest in Anglo-Saxon and Continental countries.
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Table 5-8: Formal childcare by age group

From 3 years to minimum compulsory

Less than 3 years

school age
2010
EU-28 n.a. 39.0 35.0 n.a. 14.0 13.0
Anglo-Saxon 63.8 67.2 51.1 23.2 30.2 25.5
Continental 60.1 49.0 42.2 14.0 14.5 14.0
Eastern 14.58 19.7 16.3 0.88 1.3 1.8
Nordic 26.8 23.1 19.3 15.8 13.2 12.2
Southern 32.1 29.3 32.1 13.3 10.4 11.4

Duration of formal childcare up to 29 hours a week.
§ Without data of Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Another determinant when talking about gender equality is the participation of men and
women in lifelong learning. That is not only important for participating in labor markets but
further within the society. We observe that the participation among women outreaches the
participation among men. In EU-28 the participation rate of people aged 25 to 64 was 10.7%
in 2014 with highest rates in Nordic (28.7%) and lowest in Eastern European states (4.0%)
with rates below 2% in Romania and Bulgaria. Beside these regional differences in the
participation rate, there are differences between sexes, too. We notice a higher participation
rate of women (11.6%) than for men (9.8%). Noteworthy the differences are greatest in
Nordic countries whit a women'’s participation rate of 34.5% and a men'’s participation rate
of 23.0%. To summarize, participation in education and training is highest in Nordic Europe,
strongly driven by women.

Table 5-9: Participation rate in education and training

Both sexes Females

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2008

EU-28 9.6 9.1 10.7 8.8 8.2 9.8 10.3 10.0 11.6
Anglo-Saxon 26.2 18.6 15.1 21.9 15.7 13.6 30.3 21.4 16.7
Continental 8.1 7.8 12.8 8.1 7.5 11.9 8.1 8.0 13.7
Eastern 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.6 3.7 3.7 4.6 4.5 4.3
Nordic 21.5 26.2 28.7 17.5 20.4 23.0 25.6 32.1 34.5
Southern 7.1 7.6 8.3 6.5 7.1 8.0 7.6 8.1 8.7

People aged 25 to 64. Participation within the last 4 weeks.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

One aspect of integration policy is the access of immigrants to the labor market and therefore
we looked at the employment rate of native and foreign-born people as an indicator of
integration policy. One determinant for their participation in the labor market is education.
The higher the education of people the higher the employment rate. We now look at native
and foreign-born (first generation of immigrants) people if that is true for both of them.
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Table 5-10 Employment rates by migration status and education attainment

Levels 0 - 2 Levels 3 and 4 Levels 5 -8

Low education Medium education High education
Native-  Foreign- Native-  Foreign- Native-  Foreign-
Total born born Total born born Total born born
Anglo-Saxon$ 56.3 57.2 51.7 72.7 73.5 67.9 84.3 85.7 79.2
Continentalss 41.2 40.4 45.5 66.9 67.7 60.0 81.3 83.0 71.1
Eastern 28.6 28.3 41.0888 65.0 65.1 60.2% 82.5 82.5 80.6%
Nordic%% 46.2 46.5 48.9 76.3 77.5 68.1 85.9 87.9 76.5
Southern 43.3 42.4 49.3 59.2 59.0 60.3 74.8 75.8 66.8

ISCED 2011: ISCED 0: Early childhood education, ISCED 1: Primary education, ISCED 2: Lower secondary education, ISCED 3:
Upper secondary education, ISCED 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education, ISCED 5: Short-cycle tertiary education, ISCED
6: Bachelor’s or equivalent level, ISCED 7: Master’s or equivalent level, ISCED 8: Doctoral or equivalent level.

All data from 2014.

§ Without data of Ireland. § Without data of Germany and Netherlands. $§ Without data of Lithuania, Poland, Romania and
Slovakia. % Without data of Romania. %% Without data of Denmark.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Looking at the employment rate by the educational attainment leads to expected findings that
the employment rate increases by educational attainment rising. If further looking at the
migration status we observe that the increase of the employment rate with rising educational
level of foreign-born people is lower in each country than for native-born people. One reason
may be the different countries of birth of immigrants and therefore different reasons to work
abroad. Another reason may be that the jobs of immigrants are less adequate to their
educational attainment than among native-born people, which is a highly discussed issue
within integration policy.

Furthermore, we notice that the employment rate of native-born people with educational
levels 0 — 2 (ISCED 201118) are lower in all regions except the Anglo-Saxon countries. One
reason for the higher employment rate of foreign-born may be the incentives to work are
higher for foreign-born people. That in turn may be caused of lacking possibilities of
immigrants (e.g. no support of the family or friends) or even a worse access to social benefits
(or missing knowledge of it). That altogether my lead to a higher need for foreign-born people
to work than for native born.

The opposite is true for people with educational levels 5 - 8. Among those, the employment
rate of foreign-born people is lower throughout all EU-28 countries.

If we look at foreign-born elderly people aged 50 years and over we see great differences in
their employment rate compared to people born in the reporting country. The overall
employment of elderly people rate was 36.3% in EU-28 with rates above 40% in Nordic and
Anglo-Saxon countries in 2014. It catches one’s eye that the employment rate of people born
in a country but the reporting one (38.9%) is higher than for people born in the reporting
country in most European regions. That is even more obvious for people born in a country

18 [SCED = International Standard Classification of Education. It is the reference international classification for organising
education programmes and related qualifications by levels and fields.
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outside EU-28 (45.6%) than for people born in an EU-28-country. The greatest difference is
observed in Southern Europe with an employment rate of 30.9% for people born in the
reporting country and 60.1% for people born extra EU-28.

The exception is Eastern Europe where the participation rate among people born abroad is
higher than for people born in the reporting country. The situation for all people is quite the
same in Continental Europe with rates varying between 35% and 40%.

Table 5-11:  Employment rates for people aged 50 or over by place of birth

Birth in EU-28-countries except
Birth in reporting reporting countr Birth extra EU-28

2006 2010 2014 2006 2010 2014 2006 2010 2014

EU-28 32.4 34.2 36.3 31.3 34.5 38.9 39.2 43.4 45.6
Anglo-Saxon 39.0 40.0 41.3 33.3 37.1 41.7 44.58 46.9 48.4
Continental 32.7 35.1 38.3 30.3% 32.8% 35.58 37.1%8 38.2%8 39.3%
Eastern 32.3 31.5 35.0 18.9% 19.6% 19.2% | 18.0%% 21.8 28.2
Nordic 49.1 48.5 48.2 51.6 52.4 57.5 42.7 50.0 52.5
Southern 27.3 29.0 30.9 | 32.7%%% 39.4 45.7 51.2 57.6 60.1

§ Without data of Malta. 8§ Without data of Germany. % Without data of Lithuania, Romania, Bulgaria (all years) and Croatia
(2006). %% Without data of Romania (all years), Bulgaria and Slovakia (2006 and 2010). %%% Without data of Portugal.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

We identified corruption and the shadow economy as indicators for social cohesion as both
usually stand for lacking confidence of people in institutions. In the sequel that may lead to
decreasing solidarity within societies and therefore negatively affect social cohesion.
Therefore, confidence in institutions is an important matter when discussing social cohesion.
When we look at the confidence of people in their national government, we first see great
differences within the European regions with highest confidence in Nordic (61.7%) and
lowest in Eastern (28.3%) and Southern (30.1%) European states.
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Figure 6-6: Confidence in national government as % of population

Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

mTotal = Youth

Data from 2012. Youth = people aged 15 to 24 years. Without data of Malta, Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania
and Cyprus.
Source: OECD, 2016.

Young people aged 16 to 24 years are more confident than total population with highest
difference in Continental Europe where 47.5% of total population but 59.1% of young people
have confidence in their governments. The difference is by far greatest in Austria (41.0%
versus 61.5%).

Moreover, these findings correspondent to the level of satisfaction of the people of those
countries. While people living in Nordic EU-member states are most satisfied with their
overall life (8.0) and their living environment (7.9), people in Southern and Eastern Europe
are least satisfied. To sum up, the higher the confidence the higher the satisfaction.

Table 5-12:

Satisfaction, volunteering, chari

. . . Giving
Satisfaction with...§ Volunteerings$ Indexsss
financial accomo- overall living

situation dation job life environme
EU-28 6.0 7.5 7.1 7.1 7.3 31.7 n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 6.2 7.9 7.0 7.3 7.8 16.6 55.3
Continental 6.5 7.6 7.2 7.3 7.7 26.5 37.2
Eastern 5.6 7.2 7.1 6.8 7.2 319 23.1
Nordic 7.6 8.3 7.9 8.0 7.9 25.8 42.2
Southern 5.5 7.2 6.9 6.7 6.5 27.5 28.9

& Data from 2013. n.a. not available. Source: Eurostat, 2016.

§§ Participation of young people aged 16 to 29 years in informal voluntary activities. Without data of Croatia, Romania and
United Kingdom. Source: Eurostat, 2016.

588 The giving’s report worldwide ranks the countries within the categories “helping a stranger”, “donating money” and
“volunteering time” and calculates an overall index. In 2013, the leading countries (Myanmar and USA) reached 64 points,
and Ireland (60 points) was the best European country (fourth place).Source: Charities Aid Foundation, 2014.
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Another indicator for solidarity and therefore social cohesion is the participation of young
people in informal voluntary activities. Latest data for European countries are from 2006 with
highest participation in Eastern European Countries (31.9%) and lowest in Anglo-Saxon ones
(16.6%). Similar to that is donating or in a broader sense giving. All those activities can make
the country a more generous place to live. The World Giving Index measures the activities
helping a stranger, donating money and volunteering time and is published by the Charities
Aid Foundation. When we view the European countries the highest score in this index is
achieved by Anglo-Saxon countries, namely Ireland (60) leading the European countries.!?
Lowest scores are observed for Eastern European countries (23.1).

Finally, we find a correlation between people’s confidence in national government and the
shadow economy. The higher the confidence the lower the shadow economy in a member

state.
Figure 6-7: Confidence and Shadow Economy
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Source: OECD, 2016 and Schneider, 2016.

19 Highest score in the World Giving Index 2014 was 64.
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[t is intuitively clear, but also well documented that poorer people die younger and are sicker
than richer people. More generally, mortality and morbidity are negatively related to many
individual socioeconomic characteristics such as wealth, education, social class and income.
These negative relationships have first been documented as early as 1820 for the
arrondissements of Paris. Of course, they are found in many younger studies, but even ancient
Greek and Chinese texts relate to the negative relationship between health and socio-
economic status, which has been termed “the gradient” in recent decades (Deaton, 2002).

Focusing on the present and European Union countries, the gradient implies two things.
Firstly, since income and wealth increased quite substantially within the last decades,
European Union citizens live, on average, longer and also healthier than previous generations.
Secondly however, alongside the increase in income and wealth inequality, the existing
differences in individual health status between and within the EU member states tend to

increase.

Since many people find it unjust that next to the obvious differences in income and wealth,
substantial differences in the length (life expectancy) and quality of life (health status) persist
and even increase, it is a primary aim of European politics to reduce the disparities in
individual health status (European Commission, 2009).

Against the background of the gradient, however, designing appropriate policy measures
turns out to be difficult. For example, one frequently discussed option is that tackling income
inequality will, by the gradient-relationship, reduce health inequality. But while there might
be an effect of income on health, there might as well be a reversed effect (health on income)
via the ability to work (Deaton, 2002). The latter effect is not reduced by decreasing income
inequality. Another example: If education reduces mortality and morbidity, it seems desirable
to bring in health aspects into education, in order to strengthen this effect. If this policy works,
the overall health status will improve, but health inequality will rise because better educated
(and therefore healthier) people will benefit more than the poorly educated (and sicker)
people. Deaton (2002) thus calls for a more general health policy, which should guarantee
access to medical treatment and focus on education and income rather than health related
behavior and health care.

In this chapter, we document main indicators and potential determinants of health. For clarity
reasons, we do so, just as the other chapters presented in this study, by comparing the Anglo-
Saxon, Continental, Eastern, Nordic and Southern parts of the Union, while we seldom focus
on specific countries. Whenever possible, we disaggregate with respect to gender and/or
income levels.
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With respect to the policy dimension “Health”, we identified the following main indicators:

—  Life expectancy
—  Perceived health status
— mortality from diseases

The first main overall indicator of health to be discussed here is life expectancy. As a matter
of fact, increasing or longer life expectancy alludes to a better overall health status, although
the term “health” is of course much more encompassing and does not merely result from
living long. Figure 7-1 documents the average life expectancy (at birth) in the specified
regions for 1970 and 2013 and differentiates between the male and female population. In
2013, female life expectancy at birth was 83.8 years compared to 78.4 years for men. Average
life expectancy has, compared to 1970, increased in all regions. Also, female life expectancy
exceeds male life expectancy in all EU countries for which data has been available. However,
there has been some convergence until 1970. On Average, male life expectancy increased by
10.1 years, compared to 9.2 years for women. Only in the eastern part of the Union, the
increase in male life expectancy (+7 years) was slower than the increase in female life
expectancy (+7.8 years on average). The countries with the highest life expectancy among the
EU-countries are Italy (85.2 and 80.3 years for females and males), Spain (86.1 and 80.2
years) and Sweden (83.8 and 80.2 years). Lowest life expectancies are observed in Hungary
(79.1 and 72.2 years), Estonia (81.7 and 72.8 years) and Slovakia (80.1 and 72.9 years).

Figure 7-1: Life expectancy at birth in years
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland

and Sweden (Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).
Source: OECD, 2015b
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The above analysis has shown that the gender-life-expectancy gap has on average been
reduced from slightly more than six years in 1970 to slightly more than five years in 2013.
The education-life-expectancy gap is even bigger for some countries. Unfortunately, data is
scarce and showing a graph is impossible, we thus list some striking numbers in the text. In
Czech Republic,, Estonia, Hungary and Poland, the difference in life-expectancy between men
with tertiary and men with compulsory education is more is more than ten years (in Czech
Republic, it is almost 18 years, in Estonia 15). In Italy, the gap is estimated to be 3.6 years for
men. For women, the education-life-expectancy gap is lower, with a highest value of 8 years
(Estonia) and a lowest value of 1.8 years (Italy).

The perceived health status is based on the survey question “How is your health in general”,
which is regularly included in health surveys carried out in several OECD countries. The
answers are, admittedly, somewhat subjective, however, they have been shown to be a good
predictor for future health care use and mortality (DeSalvo et al., 2005).

Figure 7-2 compares the percentages of people reporting to be in good health for the lowest
and highest income quintiles. On average over all EU member states, 60% of the people from
the lowest income quintile say that they are in good health. For the highest income quintile,
the fraction is higher by almost 20 percentage points.

Figure 7-2: Percent reporting to be in good health in 2013 (or nearest year)
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland
and Sweden (Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).

Source: OECD, 2015b
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In general, self-reported health for the highest income quintile is highest in the Anglo-Saxon
regions and lowest in Eastern Europe. Ireland (91%), Sweden and the United Kingdom (both
89%) yield the highest values in a country-wise perspective. For the lowest income quintile,
self-reported health is highest in Southern Europe and in the Anglo-Saxon-Region, with the
highest values being observed in Ireland (77%), Greece (75%) and Sweden (70%) and the
lowest in Estonia (39%), Portugal (40%) and Czech Republic (48%).

6.2.3 Mortality from diseases

Other valid indicators of overall health are mortality rates from diseases. Admittedly,
analyzing the incidence of certain diseases would be a more direct measurement of health,
but the incidence is in OECD (2015b) only available for cancer. Thus, we chose to plot
mortality rates for heart diseases, cerebrovascular diseases and cancer in Figure 7-3. Unless
the quality of medical treatment is different between the plotted regions, mortality rates are
perfectly usable for comparing the average health status in the different regions.
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland
and Sweden (Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).

Source: OECD, 2015b

Figure 7-3 is consistent with Figure 7-1 in that it shows the highest mortality rates for Eastern
Europe. In particular, mortality from heart diseases there accounts for almost twice the EU-
28 average. But also cerebrovascular diseases are most frequent (66% above the EU-28
average) in Eastern Europe. While the lowest mortality rate for heart diseases is being
observed in France (42.5 per 100,000), the rate for Slovakia is almost ten times as high (404.4
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per 100,000). Moreover, very high mortality rates are observed in Hungary (297.4/100,000),
Czech Republic and Estonia (both 260/100,000).

Cerebrovascular diseases are most frequent in Slovakia (136.7/100,000), Hungary
(118.4/100,000) and Greece (105/100,000) and lowest in France (38.1/100,000), Spain
(44.9/100,000) and Luxembourg (46.3/100,000). Interestingly however, the distribution of
cancer mortality is much more equal, but at higher levels. It is lowest in Finland
(175.8/100,000) and highest in Hungary (286.3/100,000) such that the relative difference
between the lowest and highest country rate is only 60%.

From the above discussion follows that, as noted earlier, there are substantial health
inequalities between the different countries of the European Union. In a regional perspective,
Eastern Europe seems to be disadvantaged, with lower life expectancy (see Figure 7-1) and
higher mortality rates (see Figure 8-1). Moreover, substantial health differences within
countries along income levels and gender have been identified.

From the gradient-discussion and the research on it follows that income, wealth, education
and social class are potential determinants of the individual health status. In addition,
however, many correlates of the gradient variables like lifestyle or risk attitudes may serve as
determinants for individual health. On a more aggregate level, health expenditure as well as
access to medical treatment might determine a region’s average health status. In this
subsection we discuss some of the mentioned determinants and provide aggregate data for
comparison.

The potentially health-relevant lifestyle features discussed here are tobacco and alcohol
consumption as well as obesity.

Tobacco consumption

Figure 7-4 shows the percentage of adults smoking tobacco products for 2013 and
differentiated with respect to gender. The rates are higher for men than for women, and
Eastern Europe shows the highest rates for men. For women, however, smoking in Eastern
Europe is below average, and it is more equally distributed than male smoking. For men, the
highest percentages are found for Latvia (52%), Greece (44%) and Estonia (46%), while the
lowest rates are observed in Sweden (10%), Luxembourg (18%), Denmark (19%) and
Finland (19%). For women, smoking is lowest in Portugal (11%), Sweden (12%) and Slovakia
(13%), while it is highest in Greece (34%), Hungary (21%) and France (20%).
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Figure 7-4: Percent of adults smoking daily 2013
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark,
Finland and Sweden (Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).

Source: OECD, 2015b

Alcohol consumption

The distribution of alcohol consumption is fairly equal across the specified regions, as shown
by Figure 7-5. Itis highest in Eastern Europe, but the difference in consumption (measured in
average consumption per capita and year) with Continental Europe is less than one percent.
In Southern and Nordic Europe, alcohol consumption is below average. In a country-wise
perspective, the highest values are measured for Lithuania (14.3 litre/year), Austria (12.2)
and Estonia (11.8), while Italy (6.1), Greece and Sweden (7.4) are the countries with lowest

consumption.
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Figure 7-5:  Alcohol consumption per capital [litre/year]
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland
and Sweden (Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).

Source: OECD, 2015b

Obesity

The rise in obesity is one of the primary public health concerns, since obesity is shown to have
negative impacts on a variety of health problems, including hypertension, high cholesterol,
diabetes, cardiovascular and musculoskeletal diseases as well as respiratory problems
(OECD, 2015Db). For the discussion below, obesity is defined via the Body-mass index BMI
(weight/height?), adults with a BMI higher than 30 are defined as being obese. The data
included in Figure 7-6 are partly self-reported based on estimates of height and weight in
population based health interview surveys and partly derived from health examinations.
Estimates from health examinations are typically higher and more reliable. Thus, since some
values alluding to Figure 7-6 are self-reported, the values might be underestimated.

According to Figure 7-6, obesity is above average in Anglo-Saxon, Continental and Eastern
Europe and below average in the North and the South. The highest estimates are observed in
Hungary (29%, data from health examinations), Lithuania (26%, self-reported data) and the
United Kingdom (25%, data from health examinations), the lowest values are observed in
Italy (10%), the Netherlands (11%) and Sweden (12%). All lowest-values data are self-
reported.
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Figure 7-6: Percent of adults suffering from obesity

1

EU-28 Anglo-Saxon Continental Eastern Nordic Southern

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Self-reported as well as measured data.

Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark,
Finland and Sweden (Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).

Source: OECD, 2015b

Aggregate expenditure on health may in a broad sense determine the overall health status in
that higher expenditure typically indicate higher consumption of health services. Due to
differences in efficiency however, the correlation is not necessarily perfect. Since a thorough
discussion of health care efficiency is beyond the scope of this background study, we restrict
our analysis to a broad comparison of health expenditure in the specified regions. Figure 7-7
shows the results.

The fraction of private with respect to total expenditure ranges from 21% (Anglo-Saxon and
Nordic area) to 39% (Eastern Europe). In percent of GDP, expenditure is highest in
Continental Europe and by far below average (difference 40%) in Eastern Europe. Assuming
that higher expenditure should lead to better health status, this pattern is consistent with
higher mortality and lower life expectancy in Eastern Europe (see Figure 7-1 and Figure 7-3).
Highest total expenditure levels are recorded for the Netherlands, Germany and Sweden
(11%), whereas the levels are lowest in the Baltic area (Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania, 5.3%,
6% and 6.1%).
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Figure 7-7: Private and public health expenditure, 2013 (or nearest year)
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Source: OECD, 2015b

Investigating per capita spending shows the same pattern, but the relative differences
between countries and regions are higher. Expenditure in Eastern Europe is only at 48% of
the EU-28 average, while expenditure in Continental Europe exceeds the EU-28 average by
30%. The countries with the highest spending measured in terms of GDP are also the
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countries with highest spending in terms of PPP dollars (Netherlands: total expenditure $
5,131 per year, Sweden: $ 4,905 per year and Germany: $ 4,818 per year). Per capita spending
islowest in Latvia ($ 1,216 per year), Poland ($ 1,528 per year) and Estonia ($ 1,542 per year).

Finally, we discuss two indicators pointing towards the issue of access to health care. This
issue is of paramount importance according to Deaton (2002), since if for specific groups,
access to health care is limited for financial or other reasons, potentially desirable health
policies addressing education etc. will be less effective.

One potentially valid indicator is health expenditure out of the pocket (i.e. not covered by
public or private insurance or general government expenditure). Figure 7-8 shows out-of-
pocket health expenditure as a share of final household consumption. Higher numbers
indicate higher risk of non-access to medical treatment, since people with low income might
be forced to forgo medical treatment due to limited budget.

Interestingly, out of pocket health expenditure is highest in Southern and Northern Europe.
In those regions, however, health as measured by mortality rates from diseases is below
average.

Figure 7-8: Out of pocket health expenditure of households
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Analysis is based on data on Ireland and the United Kingdom (Anglo-Saxon), Austria, France, Germany Luxembourg and the
Netherlands (Continental), Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, and Slovenia (Eastern), Denmark, Finland and Sweden
(Nordic) and Greece, Italy Portugal and Spain (Southern).

Source: OECD, 2015b

Out of pocket expenditure is lowest in the Netherlands (1.3%), the United Kingdom (1.4%)
and France (1.4%), whereas it is highestin Greece (4.1%), Hungary (4%) and Portugal (3.9%).
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Another and supposedly more direct indicator of limitations in the access to medical
treatment is the fraction of people indicating in the EU-SILC survey that medical or dental
treatment was needed but not received. Figure 7-9 shows the fractions of people reporting
such unmet care needs due to expensiveness, too far travels or too long waiting time in the
year preceding the survey.

Interestingly, the difference in the fractions between the lowest and highest income is on
average greater for dental than for medical treatment. The highest differentials between
income categories are reported for Southern Europe. In Eastern Europe, more than twice as
much people from the highest quantile than in the EU-28 average report unmet medical care
needs. But unlike all other regions, dental care seems in Eastern Europe (for both low and
high incomes) easier accessible than medical care. The highest shares of unmet dental care
for low-income people are reported from Latvia (36%), Portugal (24%) and Italy (19%), the
lowest from Slovenia (1.5%), Czech Republic and the Netherlands (2.4%).

Figure 7-9: Unmet care needs
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Source: EU-SILC 2013, in OECD, 2015b
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Intergenerational justice has become more relevant in the last years. Boosted by the financial
crisis and a lot of austerity measures in the aftermath, justice between generations is -
besides other - one affected dimension. When economic growth slows down, the distribution
of the results of economic activity (GDP) becomes more a subject.

Both in theoretical discourse and in the practical application, questions of intergenerational
justice are closely linked with questions of sustainability. In particular, the hypothesis is
formulated that states the political system, to a greater extent, must justify the significance of
the long-term outcomes of current decisions (Berlin-Institut fiir Bevolkerung und
Entwicklung, 2016). These current decisions touch many different aspects. Policy fields
concerning family and social transfers, education and environment are relevant issues as well
as fiscal policy as today’s debts must be paid tomorrow.

With respect to the policy dimension “Intergenerational Justice”, we identified the following
main indicators:

—  Family policy and inheritance

— Government debt and deficits

—  Schooling

— Long term investment in research and infrastructure
—  Environmental expenditures

— Pensions

Intergenerational justice is first of all linked to families. Therefore, we look at public family
benefits spending as an indicator of the status of families within societies. Family benefits
spending refer to public spending on family benefits, including financial support that is
exclusively for families and children. Broadly speaking there are three types of public
spending on family benefits: (1) Child-related cash transfers (cash benefits) to families with
children, (2) public spending on services for families (benefits in kind) with children, (3)
financial support for families provided through the tax system (OECD, 2016a).20

In 2011, public family spending was highest in Anglo-Saxon and Nordic countries with 4.0%
and 3.6% of GDP. However, it was lowest in Southern and Eastern countries with 1.4% and
1.8%. Moreover, since 2005 the public family spending has risen more in Anglo-Saxon and
Nordic countries than in Eastern and Sothern Europe.

20 Spending recorded in other social policy areas, such as health and housing, also assist families, but not exclusively, and it is
not included in this indicator.
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Table 7-1: Public family spending as % of GDP

2005 2008 20118
Anglo-Saxon$$ 3.1 35 4.0
Continental 2.4 2.4 2.5
Easternss$ 1.6 1.6 1.8
Nordic 33 3.4 3.6
Southernssss 1.2 1.4 1.4

§ Data for 2012, 2013 and 2013 not available. 8 Without data of Malta. 8 Without
data of Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia. Lithuania, Romania. $8 Without data of Cyprus.
Source: OECD, 2016.

Family business and inheritance

To consider distribution of wealth within the society and across generations, we identify
inheritance and family businesses. The share of people inheriting private bequests or family
businesses is a crucial indicator for intergenerational justice.

Figure 8-1: Family businesses as % of all registered businesses
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Source: European Family Businesses, 2016

In 2013, we saw quite a similar share of family businesses in all regions of EU-28. About 70%
of companies were owned by families and thus inherited by their descendants. In Southern
Europe, it was even a larger share of 79.1% with the lowest share in Anglo-Saxon countries
(65.7%). The lowest percentages of family owned firms were recorded in Lithuania (38%),
Sweden (55%) and Latvia (58%). The highest percentages Estonia, Cyprus and Slovakia
where in all three of them 90% of the firms are in family property.

There exists very few data on inheritance and wealth distribution within the European Union.
Within the Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS), the ECB provides among
other data also some information about the share of population being gifted with positive
inheritance.
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Now we only have access to data on 13 countries among which there are the six states of the
central region like Germany, France, Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands and Austria. In this
region, we have an average of 40% of the population being heir. In the other regions, we have
only some representative countries covered.

Table 7-2: Heirs as % of total ioiulation

Average (13 countries) 33.0
Belgium 35.0
Germany 34.0
Estonia 30.0
Greece 31.0
France 40.0
Cyprus 44.0
Luxembourg 29.0
Malta 32.0
Netherlands 32.0
Austria 35.0
Portugal 30.0
Slovenia 30.0
Slovakia 38.0

Source: Fessler and Schiirz, 2015.

From the covered countries, we find the lowest percentage of heirs in Luxembourg (29%),
Portugal and Slovenia (30% each). The highest shares come from Slovakia (38%), France
(40%) and Cyprus (44%).

Inheritance is the key determinant in accumulation of private wealth across generations. The
ECB Household Finance and Consumption Survey elaborates on the connection between
private wealth accumulation and the extent of a nation’s social system (Fessler and Schiirz,
2015). Their findings suggest that social services provided by the state are substitutes for
private wealth accumulation and partly explain observed differences in levels of household
net wealth across European countries.

Davies and Shorrocks (2000) look at wealth distributions in several countries and find that
wealth is more unequally distributed than income; precisely because intergenerational
accumulation and inheritance matter. Thus when considering intergenerational fairness and
its respective determinants, we have to reflect about inheritance at its core. Accumulation of
wealth does not only determine fairness within today’s society but through inheritance rather
fairness among generations.

The debt we make today will weigh heavy on the shoulders of our next generation, so we look
at the today’s debt level of EU-28 member states and how they have developed since 2005. In
2014, EU-28 public debt accounted for about 86.8% of GDP. We can clearly observe the
highest rates in Southern Europe where debt has risen to 124% of GDP.
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Table 7-3: Public debt and financial deficit

Public debt
EU-28 61.8 78.4 86.8 -2.6 -6.4 -3.0
Anglo-Saxon 40.7 77.2 89.4 -3.2 -11.2 -5.6
Continental 66.9 80.3 83.9 -3.0 -5.2 -1.8
Eastern 35.0 45.2 49.6 -3.0 -6.3 -2.8
Nordic 43.0 41.6 48.7 2.9 -1.4 -1.3
Southern 78.3 96.0 124.0 -2.6 -7.3 -4.5

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

Lower rates come from Eastern (49.6%) and Nordic (48.7%) Europe while the Continental
(83.9%) and Anglo-Saxon (89.4%) regions go more or less with the average.

The highest public debt comes from Southern Europe. Greece (178.6%), Italy (132.3%) and
Portugal (130.2%) were the most indebted countries of EU-28 in 2014. The other side of the
spectrum is less expectable since Estonia (10.4%), Luxembourg (23%) and Bulgaria (24%)
are in the lead.

Between 2005 and 2014, public debt has risen in all five regions of Europe. However not by
the same amounts. It is noteworthy that not Southern Europe but the Anglo-Saxon region has
increased their debt by the largest percentage of over 100% rising from 40.7% in 2005 to
89.4% in 2014. The Southern region has rose their debt share by over 50% between 2005
(78.3%) and 2014 (124.0%), of course starting from a higher level. Maybe it is noteworthy to
see that Germany is far from being in the lead when talking about public debt. With 74.9% in
2014, it is in center of the ranking and with 66.9% in 2005, it was even in the lower third.
Greece however was last in 2005 (107.3%), 2010 (146.2%) and 2014 (178.6%). The debt
level keeps on rising despite the haircuts.

Let’s look at the public deficit as an indicator how public debt is evolving over time. As
discussed, public debt has risen monotonically between 2005 and 2014 in almost all
European countries. In contrast, financial deficits reached a peak in 2010 and came down
significantly in 2014 proving the impact of the austerity program implemented during the
financial crisis. In 2014 the financial deficits were least in the Nordic region (-1.3%) followed
by Continental (-1.8%) and Eastern (-2.8%) Europe. The Anglo-Saxon (-5.3%) and the
Southern (-4.5%) had worse budget balances in 2014 and seem to be behind also in previous
years. These regions of course include the outliers Greece and Ireland, which accounted for
the worst value (-32.3%) in our dataset in 2010. However, both of them have improved their
household management since 2010 and registered a deficit of -3.9% (Ireland) and -3.6%
(Greece) in 2014. The countries with the best household management in 2014 were Estonia
(1.5%), Luxembourg (1.4%) and Denmark (0.7%) with Germany (0.3%) coming in fourth.
These are also the only countries generating surpluses in 2014. On the other hand of the scale
we find Cyprus (-8.9%), Portugal (-7.2%) and Spain (-5.9%).
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Besides the recorded government debt, government guarantees are an indicator of the
financial stability of a state as well. Guarantees mean a potential future expenditure and
increasingly came in focus in the aftermath of the financial crises. In 2014, highest
government guarantees could be observed in Nordic (14.0%) and Continental (11.2%) EU-
member states, while they were very low in Eastern European countries (4.2%). In all regions
the government guarantees have been decreasing since 2010 except Southern Europe where
they have risen from 5.7% in 2010 to 8.9% in 2014. There was a sharp drop in Anglo-Saxon
countries from 2010 to 2014 due to both Ireland (96% to 13.3%) and United Kingdom (27.8%
to 8.9%).

Figure 8-2: Government guarantees in % of GDP
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Source: Eurostat, 2016.

7.2.3 Long Term Investment in Research and Infrastructure

Expenditures in research and development and infrastructure are an important determinant
in respect of intergenerational justice as these factors are crucial for future economic growth
and income. The respective today’s expenditures are long-term benefits for future
generations.

In 2014, the total investment (public and private) into basic research and development in the
EU-28 accounted for 2% of GDP. Higher rates can be observed in Continental (2.5%) and
Nordic (3.1%) European countries, while the Eastern (1.0%) and Southern (1.2%) parts of
Europe lie behind. The bottom countries investing the least percentage of GDP into basic
research and development are Latvia (0.7%), Cyprus (0.5) and Romania (0.4%). The top
investing countries are all the Nordic countries Denmark (3.1%), Sweden (3.2%) and Finland
(3.2%).
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From 2005 to 2014 investment has increased overall and at least not decreased in all five
regions of Europe although the Nordic countries had a peak in 2010 with 3.3% of GDP that
went down to 3.1% in 2014 which they had already invested in 2005.

Table 7-4: Long term investment in research and infrastructure as % of GDP

Basic research & develo Public gross net investment

EU-28 1.8 1.9 2.0 n.a. 3.5 3.0
Anglo-Saxon 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.6 3.2 2.6
Continental 2.2 2.4 2.5 29 3.2 3.0
Eastern 0.7 0.8 1.0 3.7 5.1 4.1
Nordic 31 3.3 31 3.6 4.0 4.2
Southern 1.0 1.2 1.2 3.6%§ 3.8 2.3

§ 2014 not yet available. 8 Without data of Greece. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat. 2016.

Public gross net investment is the sum of all public money that goes into the acquisition of
capital such as residential and non-residential buildings, roads, bridges, airports and
railways. In 2013, the EU-28 member states have invested 3.0% of their public spending in
such goods. Spain (2.1%), Cyprus (2.0%) and Ireland (1.8%) registered the lowest rates, while
Sweden (4.5%), Romania (4.6%) and Estonia (5.5%) were in the lead.

We see an overall decrease between 2010 and 2013 when public gross net investment of the
EU-28 went from 3.5% in 2010 down to 3.0% of GDP in 2013. This trend holds for all regions
except the Nordic countries, which can register an increase from 4.0% in 2010 to 4.2% in
2013. For all other regions, we can see peaks in 2010 that came down in 2013. However, the
Eastern and Continental region of Europe still maintain higher levels than in 2005, which is
not true for Anglo-Saxon and Southern Europe.

Those findings in mind we in contrast observe intramural R&D expenditures having increased
since 2005 from 1.8% to 2.0% of GDP in EU-28. Noteworthy, this increase is true for all regions
except the Nordic countries where they slightly decreased, but still are the highest in Europe
(3.1%). The expenditures have remained unchanged in Southern Europe (1.2%). The highest
rise (52.3%) in intramural R&D expenditures has occurred in Eastern European countries
from 0.7% in 2005 to 1.0% in 2014.
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Figure 8-3: Total intramural R&D expenditure as % of GDP
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7.2.4 Environmental expenditures

Preserving our natural surrounding and looking after our environment is an issue at the heart
of intergenerational justice. Let us have a look how Europe acts in this concern.

Table 7-5: Public spending on preserving the environment as % of GDP

EU-28 n.a. 0.9 0.8
Anglo-Saxon 0.6 1.0 0.8
Continental 0.7 0.8 0.8
Eastern 0.6 0.7 0.8
Nordic 0.4 0.3 0.3
Southern 0.9% 0.9 0.8

Data for 2014 not yet available. § Without data of Greece. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat. 2016.

In 2013, the EU-28 member states spent 0.8% of their GDP on pollution prevention or other
environmentally related activities. What attracts attention are the Nordic countries, which
kind of step out of line here. While all other regions spend 0.8% corresponding to the
European average, the Nordic region spent only 0.3% and they have been spending less than
the rest ever since 2005. According to this observation, the least spending countries in 2013
were Finland (0.3%), Sweden (0.3%) and Denmark (0.4%), while Luxembourg (1.2%), Malta
(1.4%) and the Netherlands (1.5%) lead the way.
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Concerning the trend, we can observe the same pattern as in many of the other indicators we
just discussed. We see a rise in the rates of spending between 2005 and 2010, which was
followed by a decrease to 2013, settling at a slightly higher level than in 2005.

We put sight on today’s pension expenditure as a starting point to estimate future burden
through retirement systems. Pension systems are discussed all over Europe nowadays not
only in respect of their financial burden on the working people and national budgets but also
in respect of justice among generations. The pensions of people retiring nowadays are likely
to be higher than those of future retirees or at least they can spend more years in retirement
as the next generation as retirement ages are raised in many European countries. The
indicator “Pensions” is the sum of the following social benefits: invalidity pension, interim
pension because of extenuated ability to work, old age benefits, early retirement pension,
early pension, surviving dependents pension and unemployment benefit.

Table 7-6: Pension expenditures as % of GDP

Overall Early pension Invalidity Pension

2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013
EU-28 n.a. 12.3 n.a. n.a. 0.7 n.a. n.a. 0.9 n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 9.8 10.9 11.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.3 1.0
Continental 12.7 13.1 13.3 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.8
Eastern 9.38 10.2 8.95§ 1.08 1.0 0.458 1.18 1.0 0.888
Nordic 111 11.9 12.7 0.9 0.8 0.8 2.1 1.3 1.1
Southern 11.8 13.4 14.9888 1.4 1.6 1.3588 0.8 0.8 0.9888

§ Without data of Croatia. ¢ Without data of Poland. $§ Without data of Greece. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The latest numbers for the EU-28 regions are from 2013. We can see that Southern Europe
spends the highest share of GDP on pension obligations (14.9%) followed by Continental
Europe (13.3%). Eastern Europe can report the lowest spending on the pension system with
8.9% of GDP, while the Anglo-Saxon (11.0%) region and the Nordic countries (12.7%) are in
between. The countries with the most expensive pension system in 2013 were France
(15.0%), Portugal (15.7%) and Italy (16.5%) although there were no numbers reported for
Greece in 2013, which had the highest share (17.7%) in 2012. This however is almost sure
due to a GDP contraction instead of increased spending on pensions in Greece. The lowest
shares in pension spending in 2013 is reported from Ireland (6.8%), Lithuania (7.2%) and
Estonia (7.5%).

The GDP ratio going into pensions and retirement expenditure has increased in all European
regions, except Eastern Europe between 2005 and 2013. One determining factor in all regions
is the increasing older population, while in the southern parts of Europe, where the rates went
up the most, also GDP contraction might have played a role.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 88



After having described the main indicators in the section above, we now look at their
determinants and try to address the most important of them.

The question of an inheritance tax is an ambivalent issue when arguing about
intergenerational fairness. From the perspective of wealth distribution within a society, one
can definitely argue in its favor. One key result of Fessler & Schiirz (2015) is that heir
households hold substantially higher net wealth levels than their non-heir counterparts. In
order to redistribute along the cross section of a society, a tax on inheritance might be the way
to go. However and since we are researching on intergenerational fairness, the issue is not
that clear. From the perspective of an heir household, earning a bequest is the means by which
intergenerational fairness is guaranteed. One can see the heritage as a compensation from the
older to the younger generation for bearing harsher living conditions than them, indeed not
socially balanced in the cross section but individually fair among generations.

Concerning inheritance and family businesses we have to opt for smart policies to provide a
sound and sustainable development of our societies. We can not be interested in massive
accumulation of wealth in the hands of few, but have to bear in mind that family businesses
support large parts of our economy and are important sources of innovation through their
unique incentive to strive for the better in the interest of their own children. Shortly put we
have to support innovative families but redistribute where oversized wealth reduces
commitment to innovation and endangers equal opportunity in the long run.

There are two ways in which public debt enters the question about intergenerational fairness.
The first and obvious reason is that every debt has to be repaid at some point and will with
great probability stress future generations. Secondly there is the broadly researched question
about the impact of public debt on future growth. Both issues determine the well-being of our
future generation and thus have to be considered.

Much work has been done on the relationship of public debt and economic growth, e.g. by
Checherita and Rother (2010). They survey 12 European countries from 1970 onwards and
find that already at debt ratios of 70% to 80% of GDP there is a negative growth effect. One of
the channels through which the negative effect is generated is private savings. This is of
particular interest for intergenerational fairness since higher debt ratios lead to higher
private savings generating higher shares of inherited wealth in the future.

Kumar and Woo (2010) are addressing the same question but do not restrict their research
to European countries. However, their findings are quite similar and do proclaim an inverse

relationship between public debt and subsequent growth.
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Checherita and Rother (2010) argue in favor of fiscal consolidation and debt reduction to
promote long-term (and even short-term) growth. However, they also admit that their
findings rest on research over a long time period (from 1970 onwards) of economic stability
and prospect. Thus, their results have to be interpreted with sight on that context. Recent
developments may call for emergency policies on which the value of their long-term findings
may be limited.

The literature seems to agree on the fact that fiscal consolidation and debt reduction are
inevitable to sustain a sound development of our economy. However the aftermath of the
crisis and the rigid austerity program imposed on several highly indebted European countries
have raised doubt about the short term and even long term meaningfulness of the
implemented policies. As stated by Checherita and Rother (2010), even the most solid
statistical results have to be interpreted in the context from which they were drawn from; and
extraordinary situations might require extraordinary solution concepts.

Altinok (2007) tries to catch the effect of schooling on economic growth by analyzing a cross
section panel dataset between 1960 and 2000 covering 120 countries. The result is a
significant positive effect of education on subsequent growth. However, there are highly
diverging ideas on how to approach investment into education and which policies to rely on.
It is relatively clear that better education promotes the well-being of our citizens in several
ways and as an investment in our children directly contributes to intergenerational justice. At
issues is the question of how to approach this matter.

One side argues in maximum freedom of parental choice concerning the education of their
children. Sahlgren (2015) argues in that direction promoting cost effective and marked based
reforms of educational systems. Governments should encourage private provision education
and promote competition. This he proclaims guarantees better education with the least
burden on the budget, enhancing long-term growth and ultimately intergenerational fairness.

The other side goes with the opposite idea. Less freedom of choice for parents and a strong
and long comprehensive school for all children. Recent reforms in Poland have made news
boosting the Pisa scores of polish children (Worldbank, 2010). A longer comprehensive
school phase seem to have improved the educational system.

Spending on education is an investment into future growth and promotes fairness among
generations. We find that there are two major schools of thought concerning the way how this
should be realized:

— The “American way” of private provision, competition and maximum freedom of choice
—  The “European way” of collective action and reforms in a prolonged comprehensive school
system.

As already argued on the question of inheritance, from the perspective of intergenerational
fairness it is not clear which of the two should be deemed the better one. While the “European
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way” clearly supports social fairness in the cross section and promotes equal access for
everyone, it also opens doors for inefficiency and overspending. The “American way” probably
creates more efficient system enabling the individual to take care of intergenerational justice
within its own family by affording the best private schools. However, the distribution along
the cross remains neglected.

Overall, we can say that the quality of our educational system does not only depend on the
shares of GDP we dedicate to it. If smart structural reforms go along with decreasing shares
of GDP spent, we might still be on a good track. The literature however opts in for strong
structural reforms which will have to be realized in the soon future to keep up the quality of
our educational system.

Economists from all directions agree that investment into research and future technology
enhances our potential to sustainable growth. However, in times of economic crisis and
uncertainty short-time considerations often slow down long-term investment. The OECD
report on Policy Responses to the Economic Crisis (OECD 2009) mirrors this trend. In the
aftermath of the crisis, downturns in investment have been observed in several areas of
innovation, e.g. development into a greener economy or the evolution of human capital.
However, they argue that times of economic unrest can also provide the opportunity to
implement innovation policies to accelerate structural changes as the sight on past downturn
shows.

Concerning privately created innovation, this report suggests easing the entry conditions of
new firms into the market by reducing administrative and incidental wage costs. Secondly,
governments should endeavor to ease the liquidity constraint of small firms by recapitalizing
banks and developing micro finance for small and medium sized businesses.

In 2014, the European Commission launched a paper for the member states where similar
conclusions are drawn (EC, 2014). The emphasis is on raising the quality of public spending
into research and development. However, they find that, when measuring efficiency by the
ability to transform investment into patent applications, countries with higher investment
and a broader knowledge base are also the more efficient ones. Suggesting that simply
spending more budget on basic research will enhance its efficiency.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 91



Table 7-7: Patent applications to the European Patent Office

2005 2010 2013
EU-28 115.5 1121 113.3
Anglo-Saxon 91.8 83.2 83.8
Continental 216.3 208.8 208.2
Eastern 5.9 10.0 13.3
Nordic 252.7 269.3 285.6
Southern 52.8 48.0 46.0

Per million inhabitants.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

In 2013 (latest data) there were 113.3 patents (per million inhabitants) applied in EU-28.
Leading regions are Nordic (285.6) and Continental (208.2) EU-28 member states. A
relatively huge rise in patent applicants is observed in Eastern European countries, from 5.9
in 2005 to 13.3 in 2013.

Going with the EU-Commission report (EC, 2014) the diagnosis seems to be clear: No harm
can be done with spending more money on research and development. According to their
findings, there is no efficiency loss generated by spending more budget. On the contrary,
efficiency is even enhanced. Along with the clear result that intensified research promotes
future growth, we can draw a clear conclusion from the perspective of intergenerational
fairness: We should spend more money on our universities.

The rising need for energy in our economy has to be satisfied to ensure the well-being of our
society. Yet natural resources are scarce but indispensable for the provision of our energy
system. In the future continuing deterioration of natural resources could stress the ability to
meet the needs of a growing population and undermine economic activity.

The OECD report on green growth studies (OECD 2011) addresses this issue. The report
highlights the key areas through which the preservation of our environment affects our
economy and ultimately our long-term well-being.

Starting from the basic fact that resource scarcity executes economic damage over the long
run, they also go over issues of green energy related innovation, synergies between
environmental and productivity growth and the possibility of unlocking new markets and job
creation. First, green growth is a national issue since sustainable energy provision is strongly
dependent on the local environment. Thus concerning energy provision, it is hard to give
Europe-wide effective policy recommendations. However, there are several fiscal policy
issues that can be addressed (OECD, 2011):

— Rationalizing and phasing-out inefficient fossil fuel subsidies.

—  Setting a price signal to value externalities and provide robust signals for longer-term structural
changes.

—  Establishing sound market and regulatory frameworks that remove barriers to green investments
and facilitate the move away from existing systems.
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— Radically improving energy efficiency.
—  Fostering innovation by creating the enabling environment and regulatory frameworks to foster
breakthroughs in green economic improvement.

Preserving our environment is without doubt inevitable when considering fairness across
generations. In Europe, we need to take advantages of local possibilities to provide green
energy and strengthen national initiatives that promote the development of this sector. On
the EU level fiscal policy reforms should be contemplated and with the right amount of
caution set to be implemented in all Member States. These include the above-mentioned
policy recommendations (OECD. 2011).

Finally, we look at the environmental taxes in the EU-28 member states. In 2013, they reached
2.4% of GDP within EU-28, ranging from 2.2% in Continental Europe to 3.0% in Nordic states.

Table 7-8: Environmental tax revenues

As % of total revenues from taxes

As % of GDP and social contributions

EU-28 2.5 2.4 2.4 6.4 6.2 6.1
Anglo-Saxon 2.4 2.5 2.5 6.7 7.2 7.2
Continental 2.4 2.2 2.2 5.9 5.4 5.2
Eastern 2.6 2.5 2.4 7.9 8.0 7.4
Nordic 3.4 3.0 3.0 7.3 6.8 6.6
Southern 2.588 2.3 2.7 6.758 6.2 6.8

§ 2014 not yet available. § Without data of Greece.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

In addition, we analyze which share of total revenues from taxes and social contribution are
due to environmental taxes. Again, Continental Europe has the lowest share (5.2%), while
highest shares are reported from Anglo-Saxon (7.2%) and Eastern (7.4%) countries with
Slovenia (10.5%) and Bulgaria (10.1%) on its lead. Both, Nordic (6.6%) and Southern
European countries (6.8%), lie above overall EU-28 (6.1%). So, in respect of total revenues of
taxes and social contributions, we observe a relatively low share of environmental taxes in
Continental Europe, which has lead to discussions for years. To stir growth, many economists
argue to reduce taxes on labor and increase environmental taxes instead. In respect of the
findings above there seems scope to change the tax-systems in Continental Europe towards
higher environmental taxes.

When discussing intergenerational justice, pensions and pension systems are usually
broached. On the one hand, pensions should prevent elderly people from poverty (for further
information see “poverty prevention” in this study). On the other hand, expenditures for
pensions should not lie too heavy on the people working or the next generation. Let us have
alook on the income from pensions and compare them with the income from work. In EU-28,
the aggregate replacement ratio as the ratio of income from pensions of persons aged
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between 65 and 74 years and income from work of persons aged between 50 and 59 years
was 56.0% in 2014. The ratio was highest in Southern Europe where the pensions replaced
the income from work by 62.0% and lowest in Anglo-Saxon countries (49.2%). The ratio has
increased in all regions since 2005, but decreased in some few single countries like Latvia,
Ireland and Austria.

Table 7-9: Replacement ratio and relative median income

Aggregate replacement ratio Relative median income ratio
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 52.0 56.0 n.a. 88.0 94.0
Anglo-Saxon 42.3 47.9 49.2 73.5 81.3 86.3
Continental 50.4 54.7 55.0 91.0 91.3 93.7
Eastern 56.2 56.3 58.6 98.8 90.3 95.5
Nordic 49.4 53.0 53.6 76.1 76.5 80.6
Southern 56.8 49.8 62.0 80.8 88.9 100.0

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

The relative median income ratio of persons aged 65 years and over compared to persons
aged less than 65 years was 94.0% in 2014, ranging from 86.3% in Anglo-Saxon countries to
100% in Southern Europe. There are some countries with a relative median income ratio of
100% and over (Greece, Spain, France, Luxembourg, Hungary and Romania). That indicates
either relatively high pensions or relatively poor earnings from work.

Growing problems with our pension systems

Stewart and Yermo (2008) identify some of the main governance weaknesses in pension fund
systems around OECD countries. The report focuses on the quality of the governing board
fund and its importance for the prosperity of the pension fund. Their emphasis is on
management issues instead of structural since they do not go into textural problems like the
aging of the population. Holzmann (2003) detects three reasons why the European pension
systems need reforms:

— higher expenditure levels (in relation to GDP) than in other highly industrialized countries with
similar income level

— economic changes are rendering current retirement income inadequately at the social and
economic level

—  Ongoing globalization more and more requires flexibility in markets hindering the functioning of
arigid pension system

Holzmann (2003) makes the case for a better-integrated pension system within the European
Union. Under the pressure of an aging population, the flexibility of labor markets within
Europe becomes more important. Along with that goes the EU wide integration and adaption
of the respective pension systems. Holzmann argues in favor of a cross-country led
government initiative in assimilating the European pension systems in order to provide
greater efficiency.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 94



Kashiwase et al. (2012) provide policy recommendations for the Japanese public pension
system that can possibly be extended to the European problem due to similar demographic
development. They make the case for increasing the pension eligibility age in line with high
and rising life expectancy in order to promote long-run economic growth and realize a fair
share of the burden between the younger and the older generation. Further suggestions
include the better targeting of public pension spending by holding back the payments for
wealthy retirees, which would by the way also improve cross section fairness within today’s

society.

All together a structural reform of the European pension systems is inevitable first and
foremost to ensure the sustainable working of our welfare states. This at itself is a key issue
in intergenerational justice since we have to be interested in the fact that the next generation
will be able to enjoy the same social benefits as us.
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Table 10-1:  At-risk-of-poverty rate by age and gender

Less than 18 years 65 years and over
Females 15 - 24 years 25 - 54 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 na. 20.7| 209 na. 211 213 na.| 13.0, 11.2 na. 183 15.8
Anglo-Saxon 241 20.6| 19.9| 21.5| 19.9| 19.5| 223| 17.1| 143| 27.6) 23.4| 20.0
Ireland 23.3 17.0 16.9 22.6 21.0 17.3 28.8 9.8 8.9 36.0 10.0 11.6
Malta 18.3 225 26.7 16.9 21.6 21.4 23.2 19.5 16.7 23.3 17.1 171
United Kingdom 24.2 209 20.1 21.5 19.8 19.6 21.9 17.6 14.7 27.1 24.4 20.6
Continental 13.5| 17.5| 16.0)/ 14.0/ 17.5| 16.7| 12.0f 10.4| 10.7| 16.0f 13.5| 13.9
Austria 15.5 18.3 18.3 15.1 19.6 18.1 9.6 12.5 11.4 16.9 20.0 16.4
Belgium 18.5 17.5 19.5 17.6 19.0 18.2 20.4 18.7 15.5 22.1 20.0 16.5
France 13.9 17.7 17.5 15.0 18.5 17.9 14.9 8.0 7.2 17.5 10.4 9.6
Germany 12.1 17.9 14.5 12.3 17.2 15.9 10.3 12.1 14.0 16.0 15.9 18.4
Luxembourg 19.7 22.6 25.9 20.7 20.1 24.9 9.4 5.5 5.7 6.6 6.3 6.8
Netherlands 15.0 13.9 13.0 15.6 13.5 14.4 49 5.5 49 5.7 6.3 6.8
Eastern 24.5| 22.8| 25.1| 248 232 257 4.8/ 10.0 93| 10.5| 17.7| 15.5
Bulgaria n.a. 26.4 29.2 n.a. 27.0 34.3 n.a. 249 18.0 n.a. 37.2 25.8
Croatia n.a. 19.5 19.9 n.a. 19.8 22.5 n.a. 25.1 20.8 n.a. 34.0 24.6
Czech Republic 17.4 14.3 15.5 17.8 14.3 13.7 2.1 2.1 43 7.5 10.3 8.9
Estonia 22.3 17.4 20.1 20.2 17.3 19.4 9.6 8.0 18.5 25.5 18.6 39.7
Hungary 20.5 209 23.3 19.3 19.7 25.9 4.2 2.8 3.3 7.9 4.8 4.7
Latvia 22.8 28.2 25.9 21.1 24.3 22.7 11.4 11.9 15.9 25.7 19.7 33.2
Lithuania 26.0 239 23.0 28.5 25.8 24.0 6.4 7.6 11.9 22.5 10.7 24.3
Poland 28.8 22.5 22.5 29.8 22.4 22.1 49 9.9 8.4 8.7 16.8 13.8
Romania n.a. 30.2 38.8 n.a. 32.4 40.0 n.a. 10.9 10.5 n.a. 20.7 18.9
Slovakia 19.6 17.7 18.7 18.2 20.2 19.8 2.7 3.9 4.1 9.8 10.1 7.5
Slovenia 11.4 13.3 15.3 12.8 11.9 14.3 11.2 9.5 10.8 26.1 27.1 21.6
Nordic 10.0f 11.7| 11.2| 10.4| 12.5| 13.6/ 10.3| 11.4| 102 17.4| 210/ 18.1
Denmark 10.6 10.9 9.0 10.2 10.9 9.4 16.5 16.8 9.1 18.4 18.5 10.4
Finland 10.1 10.6 9.9 9.9 12.3 11.8 11.0 12.2 11.0 23.9 22.7 19.7
Sweden 9.6 12.7 13.2 10.9 13.6 17.0 6.2 7.8 10.3 131 21.6 21.7
Southern 24.3| 25.6| 27.0/ 249| 268 27.00 227 16.3| 11.0{ 282 218 152
Cyprus 13.5 13.7 11.6 121 11.4 14.0 46.9 36.8 17.6 53.2 42.4 26.5
Greece 19.6 21.6 26.8 21.3 244 24.1 25.2 18.8 13.3 30.0 23.3 16.1
Italy 23.9 24.2 24.5 25.5 26.2 25.7 19.0 12.9 11.0 25.4 19.5 16.6
Portugal 23.1 249 25.2 24.4 19.8 26.1 27.5 17.5 12.6 27.8 235 16.9
Spain 26.6 28.7 31.1 25.3 29.9 29.9 25.5 19.4 10.0 31.3 23.6 12.5

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-2:  At-risk-of-poverty rate by place of birth

Parent’s place of birth: ~ Parent’s place of birth: People born in People born in a
reporting country Foreign-born reporting country non EU-28 country

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 na. 18.8 18.3 na.| 315 32.7 n.a. 14.6 15.2 na.| 288 30.5
Anglo-Saxon 209 19.1 16.7| 31.3| 23.4| 27.5 17.1 15.3 15.1 na.| 26.3 24.6
Ireland 21.2 19.6 15.6 30.1 17.0 19.3 18.1 13.6 13.7 n.a. 20.4 28.3
Malta 18.4 21.7 23.5 8.2 25.2 27.1 13.4 13.7 13.8 n.a. 15.8 219
United Kingdom 20.9 19.1 16.7 31.5 239 28.1 171 15.4 15.2 n.a. 26.8 24.3
Continental 11.6| 14.8 13.2 23.2| 29.4| 27.8| 11.2 12.4| 13.3 na.| 26.8 25.9
Austria 12.0 111 9.5 25.3 33.1 34.9 10.1 10.5 9.7 n.a. 32.0 31.1
Belgium 11.3 11.7 11.3 38.7 33.7 37.2 12.0 10.8 111 n.a. 39.2 44.7
France 11.3 15.1 13.9 25.2 30.6 34.5 11.0 10.7 10.7 n.a. 26.6 26.6
Germany 11.5 15.9 13.9 18.3 29.2 21.1 11.9 15.0 16.9 n.a. 26.9 22.3
Luxembourg 7.5 14.2 14.8 29.2 25.2 29.6 6.5 7.6 8.6 n.a. 33.5 35.0
Netherlands 13.0 11.6 10.0 29.0 20.9 24.3 8.5 8.3 9.6 n.a. 15.9 24.5
Eastern 24.8| 23.1| 24.7 18.3| 25.1| 25.0f 15.5 15.7 16.2 na.| 155 12.1
Bulgaria 25.8 26.0 30.6 5.6 22.1 n.a. n.a. 19.5 19.5 n.a. 23.3 12.7
Croatia n.a. 18.0 18.0 n.a. 24.5 33.0 n.a. 20.1 17.9 n.a. 26.8 29.6
Czech Republic 17.0 13.8 13.5 30.9 24.9 29.2 8.3 7.7 8.4 n.a. 6.4 10.8
Estonia 20.0 16.9 18.1 23.5 19.0 31.0 16.8 15.1 20.5 n.a. 17.4 32.4
Hungary 20.2 20.5 24.6 17.8 8.2 17.8 121 10.5 12.6 n.a. 7.7 1.1
Latvia 20.7 26.7 24.8 22.7 22.3 15.2 18.8 19.8 19.9 n.a. 17.9 23.8
Lithuania 27.3 24.5 22.3 25.8 15.4 36.2 18.8 19.8 18.1 n.a. 15.2 19.6
Poland 29.7 23.1 21.8 16.7 31.6 24.4 18.5 16.7 15.7 n.a. 17.7 10.5
Romania n.a. 31.5 39.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 18.8 22.1 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 189 18.5 19.4 17.6 25.8 20.7 11.9 10.6 11.2 n.a. 10.6 n.a.
Slovenia 10.7 11.3 11.3 18.3 19.8 33.4 119 12.2 12.8 n.a. 18.4 29.3
Nordic 7.9 8.2 8.3 21.2| 29.5| 26.1 10.1 121 12.6 na.| 299 289
Denmark 8.2 7.2 7.5 23.5 29.2 16.4 11.8 13.0 12.4 n.a. 28.6 20.8
Finland 8.8 8.9 9.5 213 34.0 21.8 11.8 129 12.8 n.a. 38.3 27.9
Sweden 7.2 8.4 8.1 19.7 27.1 34.2 8.0 11.2 12.5 n.a. 25.8 34.1
Southern 23.0) 22.4| 22.6/ 305 41.0/ 42.6| 182 16.5 17.2 na.| 33.4| 39.0
Cyprus 11.4 10.2 8.2 18.7 21.8 22.4 16.6 14.3 12.6 n.a. 34.8 29.8
Greece 18.0 16.7 19.6 32.3 46.4 48.9 19.0 17.3 19.1 n.a. 42.7 50.4
Italy 24.2 23.2 22.5 27.0 38.8 35.1 17.8 16.6 16.6 n.a. 31.2 34.0
Portugal 23.3 21.7 25.4 14.1 24.2 25.6 18.3 17.0 17.9 n.a. 17.2 21.2
Spain 229 23.0 23.1 38.8 46.7 55.1 18.6 16.2 17.5 n.a. 37.7 47.1

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-3:  At-risk-of-poverty rate by type of household

Single parent with Two adults with
Single Person dependent children dependent children

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 n.a. 25.4 25.1 n.a. 37.1 32.5 n.a. 15.0 14.9
Anglo-Saxon 27.3 26.7 26.9 38.3 36.5 29.1 13.8 12.4 13.2
Ireland 48.2 22.9 25.2 45.2 34.4 34.9 13.5 14.2 11.5
Malta 23.5 22.5 20.4 35.0 54.6 46.3 13.5 16.7 19.3
United Kingdom 25.9 27.0 27.1 37.9 36.5 28.6 13.8 12.2 13.3
Continental 20.6 23.2 25.0 26.3 37.8 31.8 8.7 9.7 9.9
Austria 19.5 24.7 23.6 26.4 30.4 31.6 12.3 9.7 9.8
Belgium 22.0 18.8 22.4 33.2 35.3 36.4 9.7 10.6 10.2
France 19.6 16.5 17.0 25.6 34.8 35.5 9.5 10.8 8.8
Germany 22.7 30.0 329 25.8 43.0 29.4 7.2 8.8 10.9
Luxembourg 15.7 16.4 15.3 33.1 46.4 44.6 18.0 14.5 16.5
Netherlands 13.7 17.6 20.6 26.8 29.1 25.6 10.2 8.7 8.9
Eastern 19.3 26.1 22.6 37.4 34.1 31.5 18.8 18.4 17.8
Bulgaria n.a. 50.9 31.0 n.a. 42.3 429 n.a. 16.3 24.1
Croatia n.a. 42.2 31.2 n.a. 35.9 29.6 n.a. 15.8 14.7
Czech Republic 16.4 18.0 15.4 41.0 37.7 35.9 11.0 8.7 8.3
Estonia 36.4 28.4 49.4 39.8 36.4 37.2 12.3 10.6 13.2
Hungary 18.6 13.2 12.7 27.1 28.1 29.7 15.4 14.6 14.2
Latvia 40.6 32.5 42.2 32.1 39.0 41.1 17.7 18.4 17.2
Lithuania 31.6 26.7 349 48.4 445 46.0 18.0 21.8 13.5
Poland 16.4 24.5 20.3 40.1 34.2 27.6 229 19.8 15.4
Romania n.a. 26.7 26.0 n.a. 319 30.7 n.a. 26.7 31.1
Slovakia 16.3 19.1 15.7 31.8 25.0 30.6 16.7 11.0 11.4
Slovenia 44.0 38.5 33.0 22.0 31.4 27.4 10.1 9.0 11.3
Nordic 23.8 28.9 31.4 20.5 26.6 24.7 4.6 6.5 5.4
Denmark 25.7 27.1 27.2 20.9 20.0 13.0 4.7 5.1 4.2
Finland 30.0 315 32.0 20.3 22.0 20.7 5.0 7.4 4.9
Sweden 19.1 28.5 33.6 20.4 33.1 33.7 4.4 6.9 6.3
Southern 29.9 271 22.2 36.4 42.0 38.3 221 22.3 229
Cyprus 47.8 34.0 26.5 35.2 22.2 27.9 8.8 10.5 7.5
Greece 27.9 27.2 22.6 43.5 33.4 27.8 18.2 20.3 22.0
Italy 27.6 25.0 23.0 33.9 39.1 37.5 22.4 21.7 22.2
Portugal 37.1 30.1 23.1 315 37.0 38.4 23.9 171 18.0
Spain 31.4 28.9 20.7 39.2 49.2 42.0 22.5 24.8 25.3

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-4:  At-risk-of-poverty rate by type of urbanization

Cities Towns and suburbs Rural areas

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010

EU-28 n.a. 15.2 16.4 n.a. 14.7 15.8 n.a. 20.6 20.2
Anglo-Saxon 18.6 18.0 18.2 15.4 14.6 14.5 16.9 13.8 15.0
Ireland 14.0 12.0 12.5 20.8 14.6 15.6 24.1 18.4 18.0
Malta 14.2 15.5 15.5 15.0 15.8 18.0 n.a. n.a. 44.3
United Kingdom 189 18.5 18.6 15.0 14.6 14.4 16.4 13.5 14.6
Continental 13.1 15.5 171 11.2 12.2 14.5 14.0 14.9 13.3
Austria 12.6 20.4 20.9 10.9 10.5 121 13.7 12.0 10.5
Belgium 17.5 17.2 22.1 11.2 11.5 12.3 18.2 12.6 14.2
France 13.5 15.1 14.2 11.7 11.3 15.2 14.0 12.7 11.6
Germany 12.7 16.2 19.3 11.2 13.6 15.2 129 18.8 15.3
Luxembourg 19.4 19.1 13.9 7.3 10.1 20.7 10.9 12.4 14.0
Netherlands 11.0 10.4 12.3 9.6 10.2 10.9 17.0 7.2 11.5
Eastern 11.6 8.9 9.8 15.5 14.9 15.6 22.6 23.2 26.0
Bulgaria 10.8 10.1 12.3 13.1 20.6 20.5 25.2 30.1 33.7
Croatia n.a. 11.8 12.7 n.a. 15.0 16.9 n.a. 29.0 244
Czech Republic 10.1 8.2 8.4 10.1 8.3 9.9 10.7 10.2 10.7
Estonia 14.1 13.1 20.2 13.2 14.2 22.5 22.1 18.5 23.3
Hungary 7.6 4.7 6.7 12.3 11.0 15.0 18.2 17.7 20.2
Latvia 11.6 16.4 14.9 6.1 10.3 20.2 26.6 25.5 27.0
Lithuania 9.3 14.3 11.9 n.a. n.a. 21.7 28.4 25.0 25.2
Poland 13.4 11.0 9.6 19.6 17.0 14.7 27.2 23.5 24.1
Romania n.a. 4.7 9.2 n.a. 16.2 18.0 n.a. 30.9 42.2
Slovakia 111 8.0 8.2 12.7 10.7 11.4 15.1 15.6 16.2
Slovenia 10.8 10.1 14.2 10.8 11.8 12.7 13.6 14.5 16.0
Nordic 11.2 14.0 14.8 9.5 11.5 12.4 111 13.0 13.9
Denmark 14.5 15.9 17.0 8.0 11.6 9.6 12.5 12.4 9.5
Finland 10.2 11.5 12.1 11.6 12.8 13.0 12.4 13.9 13.4
Sweden 9.7 14.2 15.1 9.1 10.7 13.8 9.5 129 16.7
Southern 16.2 17.0 18.7 20.3 19.9 20.0 25.7 23.8 26.0
Cyprus 14.8 15.0 12.6 13.3 13.3 16.7 19.5 17.6 16.1
Greece 12.8 16.0 19.1 24.5 17.0 19.0 24.3 24.8 27.0
Italy 17.5 17.9 18.5 18.7 18.4 18.4 24.7 21.4 24.8
Portugal 14.9 13.4 18.1 21.6 19.6 17.4 24.5 23.9 23.8
Spain 15.7 16.9 19.0 21.1 22.6 229 27.7 26.6 27.9

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-5:  In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate by age

From 18 to 24 years From 25 to 54 years From 55 to 64 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 10.9 12.7 n.a. 8.2 9.6 n.a. 7.0 8.3
Anglo-Saxon 10.6 5.6 9.3 7.6 6.8 8.2 8.3 6.3 8.9
Ireland 4.9 5.6 7.8 5.7 4.8 4.2 8.1 8.3 8.6
Malta 2.1 4.9 2.7 5.1 6.3 6.6 2.0 39 3.2
United Kingdom 11.1 5.6 9.5 7.7 6.9 8.5 8.4 6.2 9.0
Continental 6.9 10.3 12.1 5.2 6.3 8.3 5.7 5.8 7.3
Austria 6.5 8.0 8.0 6.9 7.5 7.2 6.0 6.0 6.5
Belgium 4.9 4.5 6.9 4.0 4.5 5.0 3.1 4.2 2.6
France 7.6 12.2 12.8 5.9 6.1 7.8 5.8 6.1 6.8
Germany 7.2 10.6 13.7 4.5 6.9 9.8 5.7 6.0 9.1
Luxembourg 15.2 9.1 13.1 9.8 11.4 11.3 49 45 8.1
Netherlands 3.5 6.9 7.5 5.9 5.0 5.4 6.9 5.0 4.1
Eastern 10.7 11.5 12.7 10.9 10.2 10.5 8.6 9.8 9.8
Bulgaria n.a. 7.5 9.6 n.a. 7.9 9.8 n.a. 7.0 6.9
Croatia n.a. 7.6 6.3 n.a. 6.2 6.0 n.a. 5.5 4.0
Czech Republic 1.7 2.6 1.3 3.9 4.1 4.0 2.3 2.2 2.3
Estonia 5.8 4.3 10.2 7.9 7.1 11.4 6.7 6.0 14.4
Hungary 10.4 6.4 7.5 8.9 5.8 6.6 6.1 2.6 5.4
Latvia 5.2 8.0 6.5 9.8 10.2 8.8 9.1 8.2 7.1
Lithuania 6.5 11.8 6.5 10.8 13.4 9.3 8.5 9.5 5.1
Poland 15.0 12.2 10.9 13.9 11.5 10.6 11.9 10.4 11.0
Romania n.a. 23.2 31.3 n.a. 16.0 18.9 n.a. 20.5 18.3
Slovakia 6.2 4.1 4.6 9.7 5.9 6.1 3.7 4.7 4.1
Slovenia 5.0 3.6 9.9 4.5 5.4 6.2 6.0 5.2 7.3
Nordic 17.9 18.3 16.6 4.3 5.1 5.5 2.6 3.6 3.6
Denmark 23.5 24.5 17.7 4.1 5.7 4.6 1.5 3.5 2.3
Finland 9.1 8.7 6.0 3.4 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.8 3.9
Sweden 19.7 20.1 219 4.9 5.9 7.2 2.8 3.5 4.2
Southern 9.0 13.1 18.2 10.0 10.5 11.9 10.3 8.9 9.5
Cyprus 8.5 8.5 6.4 6.4 7.8 8.2 5.4 45 6.1
Greece 12.7 11.9 20.2 11.7 13.5 12.7 19.9 16.6 15.1
Italy 9.1 12.8 16.4 9.0 9.9 11.3 6.9 6.6 8.8
Portugal 7.8 8.2 13.3 11.2 8.7 10.2 15.7 16.5 12.8
Spain 8.1 14.9 21.3 10.8 10.9 13.0 11.3 8.4 8.5

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-6:  People at risk of poverty by educational level

Levels 0 - 2 Levels 3 and 4 Levels 5 and 6
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 23.1 249 n.a. 13.4 14.9 n.a. 6.8 7.9
Anglo-Saxon 29.1 26.6 22,5 15.6 15.9 16.0 9.1 8.2 8.5
Ireland 29.1 18.7 17.9 13.2 13.8 15.1 5.9 7.8 7.7
Malta 15.7 17.2 19.3 5.7 8.2 8.0 3.2 5.6 2.7
United Kingdom 29.2 27.2 22.8 15.8 16.1 16.1 9.4 8.2 8.6
Continental 17.8 20.4 23.4 10.2 12.3 13.7 6.9 7.4 8.5
Austria 20.7 239 23.0 9.5 10.7 11.3 7.0 10.2 9.3
Belgium 21.7 23.0 25.4 11.5 10.7 13.3 4.7 5.5 6.7
France 18.2 16.0 19.3 10.2 11.0 11.4 6.3 6.6 6.2
Germany 18.2 25.3 29.1 10.2 14.1 16.0 7.5 7.9 10.5
Luxembourg 18.7 18.9 22.3 8.2 10.6 10.7 3.9 4.1 6.5
Netherlands 10.3 10.0 11.0 9.8 9.9 129 7.1 7.7 8.7
Eastern 22.4 28.2 30.7 15.3 13.4 14.6 4.6 3.7 3.8
Bulgaria n.a. 41.4 43.5 n.a. 11.4 12.9 n.a. 4.8 4.0
Croatia n.a. 38.3 34.3 n.a. 15.4 15.4 n.a. 5.7 5.9
Czech Republic 16.8 18.2 20.2 8.0 6.9 8.3 2.1 2.5 2.5
Estonia 27.5 24.5 34.1 17.4 17.8 23.3 9.6 6.0 14.4
Hungary 17.1 19.9 27.3 10.8 8.7 10.0 3.0 1.8 2.0
Latvia 30.1 31.3 35.5 17.5 19.6 20.0 5.6 6.6 7.7
Lithuania 27.4 25.1 31.6 20.3 219 20.3 4.9 9.8 5.8
Poland 24.8 28.2 28.0 18.8 16.5 16.3 5.2 4.6 4.0
Romania n.a. 33.2 39.2 n.a. 12.5 16.7 n.a. 1.1 3.0
Slovakia 18.0 20.2 23.4 11.6 10.2 10.8 7.0 4.3 4.6
Slovenia 23.4 27.0 28.2 7.9 10.2 14.0 2.0 33 4.9
Nordic 14.3 20.2 20.5 10.7 12.5 14.5 6.2 7.4 8.0
Denmark 14.8 18.2 13.3 11.2 12.1 14.1 7.7 8.6 8.9
Finland 18.3 20.9 20.4 129 14.5 15.7 3.2 4.4 4.5
Sweden 11.6 20.9 24.7 9.1 11.6 14.1 7.1 8.5 9.4
Southern 23.6 23.1 24.8 12.3 14.3 17.4 6.3 6.2 9.1
Cyprus 30.8 28.8 25.9 10.2 12.2 13.8 53 5.4 6.0
Greece 27.0 27.0 27.2 14.2 18.5 22.6 5.6 5.8 8.7
Italy 23.5 22.5 23.4 11.9 129 15.7 5.8 6.0 9.0
Portugal 18.4 18.9 229 9.3 8.9 119 3.1 3.1 5.1
Spain 24.1 23.8 26.5 13.2 16.4 19.7 7.9 7.4 10.2

Levels 0 - 2: pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; Levels 3 and 4: upper secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary education; Levels 5 and 6: first and second stage of tertiary education.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-7:  People at risk of poverty by educational level of their parents

Levels 0 - 2 Levels 3 and 4 Levels 5 and 6
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 47.7 50.5 n.a. 22.4 24.2 n.a. 7.6 8.0
Anglo-Saxon 51.4 44.7 34.3 22.8 24.5 23.8 13.1 8.9 11.4
Ireland 449 35.5 32.7 17.6 19.8 21.4 8.1 10.2 10.0
Malta 22.9 30.2 43.0 8.7 16.0 12.4 4.5 7.0 4.2
United Kingdom 52.0 45.5 34.4 23.2 24.9 24.0 13.5 8.8 11.6
Continental 35.5 49.5 49.8 15.1 21.7 21.2 6.9 7.4 6.9
Austria 35.0 44.6 46.2 14.1 17.6 18.2 11.6 13.6 11.2
Belgium 448 45.5 53.8 18.2 19.6 25.3 4.6 6.3 7.1
France 33.2 43.0 55.5 14.4 22.3 22.8 4.9 5.8 6.0
Germany 37.8 58.7 48.4 14.7 233 20.7 7.9 7.9 6.7
Luxembourg 43.6 43.0 51.6 18.0 18.8 22.5 5.1 7.6 8.8
Netherlands 26.7 34.2 33.0 18.6 15.5 16.2 8.5 8.3 8.7
Eastern 60.7 63.1 65.8 26.7 22.8 27.2 5.8 4.5 5.1
Bulgaria n.a. 67.5 76.4 n.a. 16.0 21.5 n.a. 3.8 2.7
Croatia n.a. 68.2 51.7 n.a. 16.2 219 n.a. 6.8 6.0
Czech Republic 58.3 70.0 57.4 19.0 14.1 171 4.4 49 2.4
Estonia 52.8 46.4 44.4 26.3 24.4 28.5 9.9 53 9.8
Hungary 51.9 60.5 68.5 17.1 17.0 20.6 2.9 31 1.8
Latvia 41.4 56.0 54.0 24.4 33.0 30.2 5.6 5.4 8.2
Lithuania 66.6 39.6 60.8 34.8 29.1 35.4 4.8 16.5 6.5
Poland 65.7 56.1 60.2 32.4 27.3 29.4 6.5 5.4 6.8
Romania n.a. 73.1 78.9 n.a. 249 35.7 n.a. 0.7 3.4
Slovakia 63.6 85.6 88.8 20.1 19.3 19.1 10.6 6.1 8.8
Slovenia 32.1 39.2 34.7 11.9 15.6 22.1 2.1 4.4 6.3
Nordic 23.0 35.3 45.3 12.1 13.1 15.4 5.4 7.4 5.7
Denmark 17.7 20.6 29.4 11.8 10.2 11.5 5.4 6.8 3.9
Finland 23.5 35.9 17.3 15.2 13.3 18.3 4.0 7.3 5.2
Sweden 25.8 43.6 70.4 10.4 14.8 16.1 6.2 7.9 7.1
Southern 39.6 45.6 50.4 19.8 24.5 28.6 8.1 8.4 9.7
Cyprus 27.1 26.8 35.0 15.5 14.9 15.3 4.9 53 6.6
Greece 43.6 40.2 57.4 18.3 30.5 321 6.7 7.2 8.3
Italy 41.1 459 46.8 18.6 20.2 23.3 7.2 7.7 9.3
Portugal 28.7 31.0 40.2 13.5 11.0 18.0 3.2 3.9 4.7
Spain 39.3 50.1 56.1 23.4 31.7 37.3 10.8 10.7 11.7

Levels 0 - 2: pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; Levels 3 and 4: upper secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary education; Levels 5 and 6: first and second stage of tertiary education.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-8:  At-risk-of-poverty rate by activity in the previous year

Unemployed persons Other inactive persons Employed persons

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 n.a. 45.4 47.2 n.a. 26.9 279 n.a. 8.3 9.5
Anglo-Saxon 53.9 46.1 55.4 35.4 31.1 31.4 8.0 6.7 8.4
Ireland 47.2 27.9 34.3 33.8 22.6 26.1 6.0 5.5 5.2
Malta 49.3 42.8 48.8 18.9 20.8 23.1 4.3 5.9 5.7
United Kingdom 54.4 47.4 57.0 35.6 31.8 31.8 8.2 6.8 8.6
Continental 35.2 49.9 48.9 21.3 26.1 28.5 5.4 6.6 8.4
Austria 46.0 39.2 44.6 22.8 25.1 26.1 6.8 7.5 7.2
Belgium 30.7 30.4 429 25.6 25.8 32.0 39 4.5 4.8
France 29.3 33.5 31.1 26.9 29.1 28.2 6.1 6.5 8.0
Germany 40.6 70.3 67.4 16.9 25.0 28.7 4.8 7.2 9.9
Luxembourg 48.7 43.3 50.0 15.0 17.8 22.8 9.8 10.6 111
Netherlands 27.5 31.8 36.3 19.0 20.9 27.7 5.8 5.1 53
Eastern 47.3 45.2 47.6 23.4 24.6 27.0 10.6 10.2 10.5
Bulgaria n.a. 48.3 50.2 n.a. 24.4 27.7 n.a. 7.7 9.2
Croatia n.a. 45.1 43.2 n.a. 37.2 31.0 n.a. 6.3 5.7
Czech Republic 51.1 40.6 47.8 16.1 12.9 14.7 35 3.7 3.6
Estonia 60.1 46.7 54.7 315 27.5 32.6 7.5 6.5 11.8
Hungary 48.8 44.8 52.4 19.4 19.5 23.8 8.7 53 6.4
Latvia 58.3 47.9 53.3 30.1 30.6 28.7 9.0 9.4 8.1
Lithuania 62.8 56.1 62.6 28.7 30.6 24.3 10.0 12.6 8.3
Poland 45.7 45.4 43.0 25.9 25.7 24.8 13.8 11.4 10.6
Romania n.a. 45.4 50.8 n.a. 29.8 41.3 n.a. 17.2 19.6
Slovakia 39.0 41.1 48.7 19.0 16.5 16.7 8.9 5.7 5.7
Slovenia 24.9 44.1 45.3 22.3 14.9 21.2 4.6 53 6.4
Nordic 28.9 38.7 39.0 27.7 30.8 36.0 4.8 5.8 5.9
Denmark 26.0 36.3 27.5 31.0 30.4 34.8 4.8 6.5 4.9
Finland 35.7 45.3 46.9 26.6 29.6 28.4 3.7 3.7 3.7
Sweden 26.7 36.3 41.3 26.4 31.7 41.1 5.5 6.5 7.8
Southern 38.4 42.1 47.2 28.1 27.4 25.8 10.0 10.4 11.7
Cyprus 37.1 35.8 32.6 19.3 19.1 17.9 6.5 7.3 7.8
Greece 32.3 38.5 45.9 25.2 27.4 28.4 129 13.8 13.4
Italy 44.1 45.2 48.1 28.4 27.8 26.6 8.7 9.5 11.0
Portugal 28.4 36.4 40.5 27.9 28.0 32.4 119 9.7 10.7
Spain 34.8 40.3 48.0 28.5 27.0 22.8 10.6 10.9 12.5

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-9:  In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate by work intensity

Very high intensity High intensity Medium intensity Low intensity
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 n.a. 4.4 5.2 n.a. 8.6/ 10.2 na.| 18.7 20.4 na.| 33.5| 36.5
Anglo-Saxon 3.5 3.2 3.6 9.5 89| 10.5| 19.5| 15.6| 22.8 41.6| 33.7| 38.1
Ireland 2.1 3.1 1.8 4.6 4.2 3.7 12.1 8.7 7.2 20.8 10.9 19.0
Malta 0.8 1.5 0.5 0.8 43 3.8 10.7 14.6 20.1 20.1 23.7 29.3
United Kingdom 3.6 3.2 3.8 9.9 9.3 11.0 20.1 16.1 239 43.2 35.4 39.5
Continental 3.1 3.6 5.2 5.3 7.1 10.0f 109 15.0f 16.2| 21.0{ 27.5| 30.0
Austria 3.7 49 4.3 5.4 6.8 7.9 16.9 14.2 11.5 334 30.6 334
Belgium 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.7 44 5.1 11.9 13.0 14.3 19.5 22.7 27.8
France 3.4 3.2 4.2 7.3 8.7 12.7 15.6 17.4 18.8 23.9 28.2 31.2
Germany 2.9 4.1 7.3 4.0 6.6 9.9 6.7 14.0 15.2 18.4 29.8 29.1
Luxembourg 6.7 6.8 6.0 11.3 11.1 14.6 16.9 23.6 25.2 24.1 32.7 33.7
Netherlands 3.0 3.0 1.8 5.9 5.1 4.6 10.7 11.5 14.0 17.7 15.3 29.1
Eastern 7.0 6.4 59| 10.8| 11.1| 11.6| 19.7| 19.1| 23.9| 34.0f 385 425
Bulgaria n.a. 3.0 2.7 n.a. 6.9 11.5 n.a. 16.4 26.6 n.a. 57.0 47.3
Croatia n.a. 1.9 1.1 n.a. 3.8 2.6 n.a. 16.0 14.2 n.a. 29.7 30.3
Czech Republic 1.4 1.9 2.1 4.3 3.8 4.7 12.3 10.9 11.1 36.2 29.1 22.8
Estonia 4.6 3.9 8.6 9.5 7.4 12.2 20.3 18.2 24.8 43.9 31.6 46.9
Hungary 5.9 1.6 2.6 10.3 6.8 6.7 19.2 12.8 15.1 28.3 28.6 43.3
Latvia 5.8 5.1 4.6 9.8 10.7 7.8 29.1 20.5 22.8 49.7 40.8 37.5
Lithuania 5.8 7.6 5.0 13.9 15.1 10.5 243 36.1 27.7 55.2 50.9 43.4
Poland 9.1 7.1 5.9 13.5 13.7 9.1 21.4 20.2 25.5 33.3 38.7 42.3
Romania n.a. 13.1 12.7 n.a. 16.8 27.0 n.a. 24.4 34.4 n.a. 45.2 56.2
Slovakia 7.9 3.7 3.0 6.5 5.2 5.6 16.5 15.0 18.5 28.4 27.6 37.0
Slovenia 2.0 3.2 3.0 4.3 5.7 6.8 16.1 18.4 21.1 18.6 27.5 334
Nordic 3.7 4.1 4.1 7.4 6.7 9.8 8.4| 11.3| 14.1| 14.6| 27.7 27.9
Denmark 4.2 5.2 3.3 6.9 9.5 7.7 6.3 6.9 9.7 9.3 325 30.3
Finland 1.9 2.0 2.5 5.2 4.2 3.4 8.6 9.4 9.5 13.7 22.8 20.2
Sweden 4.4 4.6 5.5 8.9 6.5 14.6 9.5 15.0 19.2 18.3 27.7 30.8
Southern 5.1 4.4 5.4 8.0 99| 10.7| 22.0f 239| 21.8 308 36.7| 38.7
Cyprus 3.2 5.5 5.6 6.3 5.7 5.2 15.8 14.2 13.4 25.9 27.3 19.8
Greece 8.3 7.5 4.1 12.1 13.4 11.3 19.8 27.0 17.9 29.3 43.2 41.9
Italy 3.6 3.6 5.3 5.7 8.0 9.3 21.3 22.8 22.5 29.4 36.5 38.9
Portugal 6.6 3.8 4.8 11.2 11.4 10.9 31.1 26.1 25.1 35.1 35.3 46.4
Spain 5.9 4.8 5.9 9.4 11.2 124 21.4 241 21.2 32.0 35.8 36.2

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 108



Table 10-10: At-risk-of-poverty before and reduction due to social transfers

At-risk-of-poverty rate before social transfers Reduction due to

social transfers [%]

Total Less than 18 years 65 years or over

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 na.| 26.0/ 26.1 na.| 352 34.6 na.| 19.9| 171 na.| 36.5| 34.1
Anglo-Saxon 30.6) 31.6| 29.8) 41.2| 44.9| 42.2| 34.00 28.0/ 24.4| 379 45.9| 43.7
Ireland 32.3 399 37.2 40.0 50.9 44.6 43.0 23.1 18.3 39.0 61.9 58.9
Malta 20.1 23.5 23.8 26.0 32.2 32.5 25.3 24.8 28.1 28.9 34.0 33.2
United Kingdom 30.6 31.0 29.3 41.4 44.5 42.1 33.4 28.4 24.8 379 448 42.7
Continental 24.4| 24.4| 24.5| 317, 33.5| 317 17.1| 14.6| 14.7| 487 418 39.6
Austria 25.5 26.0 25.4 37.3 37.8 37.7 16.2 19.5 16.6 50.6 43.5 44.5
Belgium 28.3 26.7 27.5 33.7 31.8 335 25.7 24.0 20.8 47.7 45.3 43.6
France 26.0 24.9 24.0 34.0 36.2 34.3 20.9 12.2 11.3 50.0 46.6 44.6
Germany 23.1 24.2 25.0 29.9 32.8 30.2 14.7 15.2 17.3 47.2 35.5 33.2
Luxembourg 23.8 29.1 27.6 35.7 43.1 42.6 10.5 10.6 8.9 42.4 50.2 40.6
Netherlands 21.7 21.1 21.3 27.5 25.2 24.1 9.9 12.6 10.6 50.7 51.2 45.5
Eastern 27.5| 25.2| 24.5| 373 34.1| 34.4| 128 189 16.3| 37.6| 33.1| 27.6
Bulgaria n.a. 27.1 27.3 n.a. 34.1 38.9 n.a. 37.7 27.4 n.a. 23.6 20.1
Croatia n.a. 30.0 29.9 n.a. 31.1 35.2 n.a. 39.9 329 n.a. 31.3 35.1
Czech Republic 21.2 18.1 17.2 333 26.0 25.7 11.2 12.6 10.0 50.9 50.3 43.6
Estonia 24.2 24.9 28.4 31.1 31.1 28.5 22.4 17.7 36.1 24.4 36.5 23.2
Hungary 29.4 28.4 26.3 44.2 47.4 45.6 11.5 8.6 7.1 54.1 56.7 44.5
Latvia 25.8 28.5 27.0 30.8 36.8 335 26.4 22.2 317 24.8 26.7 21.5
Lithuania 26.1 31.3 27.5 33.9 43.6 34.9 19.7 12.7 23.3 215 34.5 30.5
Poland 29.8 24.4 23.1 39.0 30.7 29.4 10.9 17.5 14.6 31.2 279 26.4
Romania n.a. 27.5 28.5 n.a. 39.4 43.2 n.a. 19.6 17.0 n.a. 23.3 10.9
Slovakia 219 19.8 19.6 29.4 29.3 30.1 12.4 119 9.0 39.3 39.4 35.7
Slovenia 25.9 24.2 25.1 28.2 25.9 27.5 32.7 321 27.3 529 47.5 42.2
Nordic 28.8| 27.4| 27.8/ 31.6/ 29.0/ 30.6| 288 269 215/ 628 52.3| 509
Denmark 29.9 29.1 26.9 25.2 24.0 23.8 42.2 34.8 16.8 60.5 54.3 55.0
Finland 28.0 27.0 27.6 30.9 29.7 32.3 27.3 25.1 22.0 58.2 51.5 53.6
Sweden 28.7 26.7 28.5 35.8 31.5 33.7 21.7 23.3 24.0 66.9 51.7 47.0
Southern 240, 25.8/ 27.3] 303 33.8/ 351 286 228 16.1| 185 24.2| 24.1
Cyprus 21.7 23.5 24.6 20.4 25.0 27.2 54.1 44.1 24.6 25.8 33.6 41.5
Greece 22.6 23.8 26.0 22.6 25.8 31.0 32.2 27.5 17.2 13.3 15.5 15.0
Italy 23.6 23.7 24.7 31.5 32.8 33.0 24.9 19.0 15.9 18.6 21.1 21.5
Portugal 25.7 26.4 26.7 31.0 32.2 33.6 31.8 24.9 18.5 24.5 32.2 27.0
Spain 24.5 28.8 31.1 30.6 37.5 39.3 31.3 25.7 15.3 18.0 28.1 28.6

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-11: Percent of children aged 4-schooling age in early education

EU-28 89.2 92.9 93.9
Anglo-Saxon 88.9 96.0 96.2
Ireland 70.9 100.0 97.2
Malta 98.2 98.6 100.0
United Kingdom 90.1 95.7 96.1
Continental 93.9 97.8 98.2
Austria 88.1 92.1 93.9
Belgium 99.9 99.1 98.1
France 100.0 100.0 100.0
Germany 93.0 96.2 97.0
Luxembourg 95.0 94.6 99.4
Netherlands 74.2 99.6 99.5
Eastern 75.8 82.8 85.5
Bulgaria 80.5 85.3 87.8
Croatia 64.1 70.4 71.4
Czech Republic 93.0 89.5 85.7
Estonia 94.7 90.4 90.4
Hungary 94.5 94.3 94.7
Latvia 88.4 90.3 94.1
Lithuania 78.1 83.8 86.5
Poland 64.0 76.3 83.8
Romania 82.9 87.2 86.4
Slovakia 78.7 76.9 77.5
Slovenia 81.6 88.5 89.8
Nordic 85.3 90.1 93.3
Denmark 92.0 98.1 98.3
Finland 68.1 73.1 84.0
Sweden 91.3 95.1 95.7
Southern 95.1 95.7 95.8
Cyprus 83.0 85.3 84.3
Greece 68.5 74.0 76.4
Italy 100.0 99.0 98.7
Portugal 84.5 91.1 93.9
Spain 98.2 97.9 97.1

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-12: Participants in upper sec. education related to the pop. aged 15-20

Females

EU-28 73.4 75.8 80.6 72.3 75.3 79.8 74.5 76.3 81.4
Anglo-Saxon 88.5 84.2 101.9 85.2 82.3 97.8 92.0 86.1 106.2
Ireland 47.9 54.7 55.8 44.7 52.2 54.2 51.3 57.4 57.5
Malta 36.5 39.9 69.7 37.6 45.2 67.6 35.2 34.3 72.1
United Kingdom 91.7 86.6 105.4 88.3 84.8 101.1 95.1 88.5 109.9
Continental 67.2 69.8 69.4 67.5 70.5 69.9 67.0 69.0 68.8
Austria 79.1 76.5 77.0 81.7 79.1 79.3 76.3 73.7 74.5
Belgium 1241 132.7 121.5 117.6 121.9 111.0 130.8 144.0 132.5
France 65.1 65.4 66.0 64.3 64.5 64.9 66.0 66.2 67.0
Germany 60.4 63.6 63.3 62.3 67.2 66.7 58.4 59.8 59.7
Luxembourg 72.1 76.1 76.0 69.5 74.8 74.6 74.8 77.4 77.4
Netherlands 67.4 72.5 73.2 66.9 71.5 72.7 67.9 73.6 73.8
Eastern 72.7 76.2 76.8 73.2 76.5 77.2 72.2 75.8 76.4
Bulgaria 74.0 76.0 84.6 74.7 77.3 86.1 73.3 74.7 83.0
Croatia 75.2 75.2 76.3 73.7 73.7 75.0 76.7 76.7 77.7
Czech Republic 75.8 76.8 85.5 74.3 75.6 84.9 77.4 78.0 86.0
Estonia 60.0 66.9 68.6 56.5 65.8 67.8 63.8 68.0 69.4
Hungary 86.9 89.8 88.3 85.8 89.0 87.1 88.2 90.7 89.4
Latvia 60.9 69.7 71.9 59.1 69.4 72.8 62.8 70.0 70.9
Lithuania 46.8 49.5 48.6 45.9 49.7 49.8 47.7 49.3 47.3
Poland 70.1 70.2 72.1 72.3 71.7 73.4 67.8 68.7 70.7
Romania 70.7 84.4 78.0 69.5 84.8 78.6 71.9 84.1 77.4
Slovakia 75.2 76.0 70.1 73.9 74.2 68.2 76.5 78.0 72.2
Slovenia 93.9 91.6 94.4 92.9 92.2 94.5 94.9 91.0 94.4
Nordic 93.2 90.9 95.7 85.0 85.5 89.8 101.9 96.5 102.1
Denmark 83.0 80.9 86.9 77.7 78.5 85.3 88.5 83.5 88.6
Finland 106.3 110.5 112.1 99.2 104.3 104.8 113.7 116.9 119.7
Sweden 91.8 85.5 91.7 81.2 78.9 83.9 103.0 92.5 99.9
Southern 73.0 76.6 85.2 71.2 75.7 84.7 74.9 77.6 85.8
Cyprus 56.7 52.6 54.9 56.1 52.3 54.8 57.4 53.0 54.9
Greece 58.3 62.0 67.9 59.3 63.6 69.2 57.3 60.4 66.6
Italy 97.0 97.8 98.4 96.7 97.8 98.6 97.3 97.8 98.3
Portugal 59.4 84.3 72.3 54.5 80.5 71.3 64.6 88.2 73.3
Spain 48.2 51.8 75.4 44.5 49.7 73.6 52.2 54.1 77.3

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-13: Participants in tertiary education related to the pop. aged 20-24

Females

2006 2010 2013 2006 2010 2013 2006 2010 2013

EU-28 58.7 63.7 63.7 51.9 55.9 57.1 65.7 71.7 70.4
Anglo-Saxon 58.3 59.1 56.5 49.8 51.8 49.5 66.9 66.5 63.6
Ireland 54.1 57.9 75.8 48.1 56.3 74.1 60.1 59.3 77.5
Malta 30.4 36.6 41.6 25.6 30.8 359 354 43.0 47.7
United Kingdom 58.8 59.4 55.2 50.1 51.6 47.9 67.5 67.2 62.7
Continental 51.6 55.8 60.0 48.6 51.7 57.7 54.5 59.9 62.4
Austria 48.0 67.3 78.5 43.9 62.4 71.9 52.2 72.2 85.3
Belgium 61.9 67.4 69.2 55.8 60.2 60.7 68.1 74.7 77.9
France 54.4 55.7 59.3 48.5 49.9 53.5 60.3 61.5 65.2
Germany 47.2 51.8 56.9 46.8 49.4 58.8 47.6 54.3 54.9
Luxembourg 9.6 n.a. 19.9 n.a. n.a. 19.0 n.a. n.a. 20.9
Netherlands 59.3 64.3 63.9 57.2 61.2 61.2 61.4 67.3 66.5
Eastern 62.9 69.0 63.2 52.3 56.5 52.2 74.0 82.1 74.8
Bulgaria 47.8 57.9 62.1 43.0 50.0 54.8 52.9 66.3 69.7
Croatia 47.7 52.4 64.9 42.9 41.5 55.2 52.8 63.8 75.0
Czech Republic 48.9 63.9 64.8 44.3 53.7 54.0 53.8 74.6 76.0
Estonia 69.1 68.5 70.3 51.8 51.9 56.5 87.4 86.2 85.0
Hungary 65.0 59.9 57.0 53.0 51.0 49.7 77.4 69.1 64.8
Latvia 77.0 68.8 65.8 55.2 50.2 52.5 99.7 88.4 79.9
Lithuania 85.2 87.6 74.3 67.1 70.3 60.2 103.8 105.4 89.2
Poland 64.7 74.4 71.2 54.2 59.6 56.1 75.6 89.8 87.0
Romania 52.6 72.1 48.5 45.8 60.8 43.1 59.7 84.1 54.4
Slovakia 44.6 56.7 54.0 36.9 44.8 42.7 52.6 69.1 65.7
Slovenia 82.5 86.9 83.2 66.8 69.8 68.4 99.0 105.9 98.9
Nordic 83.0 79.6 76.4 69.5 66.5 64.3 97.1 93.3 89.0
Denmark 78.6 73.7 81.0 66.1 60.6 68.5 91.4 87.2 93.8
Finland 92.5 93.6 90.9 83.5 84.4 82.4 102.0 103.1 99.9
Sweden 80.2 75.2 65.4 63.4 59.7 51.5 97.7 91.3 80.0
Southern 64.9 70.1 71.9 56.9 62.0 64.5 73.2 78.5 79.6
Cyprus 34.1 47.1 45.0 33.0 50.1 39.4 354 44.1 50.7
Greece 86.0 97.9 106.8 80.1 95.3 107.1 92.6 100.6 106.5
Italy 65.8 65.6 60.7 55.7 54.6 51.0 76.3 77.0 70.8
Portugal 53.8 64.8 64.9 47.6 59.9 60.3 60.2 69.9 69.5
Spain 61.6 70.8 80.6 55.4 64.1 73.7 68.0 77.8 87.7

Source: Eurostat, 2016.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 112



Table 10-14:

Educational attainment compared to parents’ educ. (people aged 25-34)

2012 (or nearest year)

EU 13.7 33.8 52.6
Anglo-Saxon
Ireland 11.6 44.6 43.8
Continental 18.2 28.9 53.0
Austria 21.3 21.2 57.5
France 10.4 39.9 49.7
Germany 24.4 18.7 56.8
Netherlands 17.0 38.2 44.8
Eastern 8.6 31.0 60.4
Czech Republic 11.8 17.2 71.1
Estonia 26.9 23.3 49.7
Poland 6.9 36.3 56.8
Slovakia 22.0 29.3 48.7
Nordic 17.9 27.9 54.2
Denmark 15.1 39.2 45.7
Finland 28.3 24.5 47.2
Sweden 7.5 43.5 49.0
Southern 5.5 45.4 49.1
Italy 10.1 41.1 48.8
Spain 13.7 33.8 52.6

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-15:

tertiary attainment

2012 (or nearest year)

EU 59.2
Anglo-Saxon
Ireland 59.6
Continental 49.2
Austria 58.5
France 57.6
Germany 40.8
Netherlands 52.1
Eastern 64.2
Czech Republic 529
Estonia 44.4
Poland 68.1
Slovakia 63.8
Nordic 45.2
Denmark 41.2
Finland 62.0
Sweden 38.1
Southern 75.3
Italy 77.6
Spain 72.3

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-16:

Direct costs of upper sec. vs. comp. education in €/year

2010 (or nearest year)

private public
EU 2,620.6 25,979.0
Anglo-Saxon 4,918.3 19,850.7
Ireland 1,084.0 25,625.0
United Kingdom 5,195.0 19,434.0
Continental 3,512.3 30,935.6
Austria 2,084.0 43,971.0
France 2,904.0 33,511.0
Germany 3,973.0 27,953.0
Netherlands 4,358.0 28,879.0
Eastern 1,406.9 18,661.9
Czech Republic 2,130.0 21,080.0
Estonia 249.0 19,081.0
Hungary 878.0 15,696.0
Poland 1,276.0 19,278.0
Slovakia 2,007.0 14,722.0
Slovenia 1,833.0 19,303.0
Nordic 271.6 28,332.6
Denmark 797.0 32,430.0
Finland 178.0 21,711.0
Sweden 16.0 29,675.0
Southern 1,202.4 26,036.4
Greece 1,780.0 22,045.0
Italy 986.0 32,919.0
Portugal 0.0 26,371.0
Spain 1,613.0 18,107.0

Source: OECD, 2014.
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Table 10-17: Direct costs of upper sec. vs. comp. education in € /year

2010 (or nearest year)

private public
EU 8,498.3 24,677.7
Anglo-Saxon 19,241.0 8,229.5
Ireland 6,478.0 28,066.0
United Kingdom 20,162.0 6,798.0
Continental 6,862.0 32,184.2
Austria 6,199.0 44,819.0
France 2,780.0 24,413.0
Germany 6,963.0 31,533.0
Netherlands 5,813.0 31,421.0
Eastern 14,646.0 37,254.0
Czech Republic 6,308.9 17,337.8
Estonia 5,029.0 18,717.0
Hungary 3,924.0 12,037.0
Poland 4,664.0 16,393.0
Slovakia 7,343.0 17,653.0
Slovenia 6,183.0 14,559.0
Nordic 3,564.0 19,698.0
Denmark 3,375.3 50,483.1
Finland 4,509.0 85,578.0
Sweden 1,873.0 42,400.0
Southern 3,560.0 34,448.0
Greece 7,076.8 22,392.9
Italy 690.0 20,179.0
Portugal 7,285.0 17,538.0
Spain 4,627.0 10,295.0

Source: OECD, 2014.
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Table 10-18: Benefit-cost ratios for upper sec. compared to comp. education 2010

Females
private public
EU 4.4 2.9 3.5 31
Anglo-Saxon 4.7 8.7 2.0 9.1
Ireland 8.8 3.6 4.2 1.1
United Kingdom 4.4 9.0 1.8 9.7
Continental 2.5 1.8 2.1 2.4
Austria 4.1 3.0 2.6 2.0
France 2.9 1.4 2.5 1.7
Germany 21 1.7 1.8 2.9
Netherlands 1.7 2.8 1.6 n.a.
Eastern 5.7 1.8 5.7 1.7
Czech Republic 6.3 2.9 5.7 3.1
Estonia 13.0 1.5 4.8 0.6
Hungary 6.8 2.5 5.7 2.3
Poland 3.6 1.1 4.2 1.2
Slovakia 16.4 3.7 18.3 2.3
Slovenia 4.1 2.5 3.0 2.4
Nordic 3.8 2.2 2.8 1.9
Denmark 3.0 2.1 2.3 1.3
Finland 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.5
Sweden 53 2.7 39 2.5
Southern 6.1 2.0 5.2 1.6
Greece 1.5 2.5 3.0 1.7
Italy 2.6 1.9 2.9 1.6
Portugal 6.5 1.6 5.4 0.8
Spain 11.7 2.1 8.6 1.8

n.a. not available
Source: OECD, 2014.
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Table 10-19: Benefit-cost ratios for tertiary compared to upper sec. education 2010

Females
private public
EU 5.5 5.1 4.2 4.3
Anglo-Saxon 5.0 9.7 4.2 12.0
Ireland 10.3 9.1 5.7 5.5
United Kingdom 4.7 9.8 4.1 12.4
Continental 4.3 3.8 3.0 2.4
Austria 3.5 2.7 2.8 2.3
France 4.0 6.1 4.0 5.9
Germany 4.7 3.3 3.7 2.4
Netherlands 45 4.4 2.5 2.1
Eastern 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.0
Czech Republic 12.3 5.9 8.0 4.2
Estonia 8.9 7.7 5.5 5.1
Hungary 10.5 3.5 8.3 31
Poland 15.4 10.9 8.9 6.5
Slovakia 12.8 4.1 8.6 33
Slovenia 11.2 5.4 7.3 3.7
Nordic 8.8 7.4 6.8 5.8
Denmark 2.8 1.8 2.0 1.0
Finland 2.3 1.2 1.6 0.6
Sweden 3.9 2.8 2.4 1.5
Southern 2.5 1.7 2.0 1.0
Greece 4.3 4.7 4.2 3.3
Italy 2.6 4.3 3.4 4.8
Portugal 3.7 6.2 2.4 3.2
Spain 10.4 10.0 9.6 7.3

n.a. not available
Source: OECD, 2014.
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Table 10-20: Increase in likelihood of reporting good health

2012 (or nearest year)

Upper secondary vs. below upper Tertiary vs. below upper secondary
secondary education education
EU 4.9 8.4
Anglo-Saxon
Ireland 1.0 2.0
Continental 4.2 7.9
Austria 9.0 11.0
France 5.0 10.0
Germany 2.0 5.0
Netherlands 9.0 12.0
Eastern 9.2 13.9
Czech Republic 10.0 12.0
Estonia 10.0 21.0
Poland 8.0 13.0
Slovakia 16.0 22.0
Nordic 7.9 12.0
Denmark 8.0 13.0
Finland 6.0 11.0
Sweden 9.0 12.0
Southern 3.6 6.0
Italy 4.0 6.0
Spain 3.0 6.0

Controlling for age, gender and income
Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-21: Increase in likelihood of reporting to trust others

2012 (or nearest year)

Upper secondary vs. below upper Tertiary vs. below upper secondary
secondary education education
EU 3.5 13.8
Anglo-Saxon
Ireland 3.0 11.0
Continental 2.8 13.6
Austria 7.0 16.0
France 3.0 11.0
Germany 1.0 13.0
Netherlands 9.0 26.0
Eastern 0.6 12.6
Czech Republic -2.0 10.0
Estonia 0.0 8.0
Poland 1.0 14.0
Slovakia 3.0 9.0
Nordic 8.1 24.4
Denmark 10.0 29.0
Finland 8.0 22.0
Sweden 7.0 23.0
Southern 5.1 12.6
Italy 6.0 10.0
Spain 4.0 16.0

Controlling for age, gender and income
Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-22: Employment rates by age

15 - 64 years 55 - 64 years 15 - 24 years 25 - 54 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 63.4| 64.1| 649 42.2| 46.2| 51.8 359| 33.8 325 77.00 777 775
Anglo-Saxon 71.3| 68.7| 71.2| 563 56.6/ 603 54.0f 458 468 809 79.1| 814
Ireland 67.6 59.6 61.7 51.6 50.2 53.0| 487 31.5 284 779 70.3 72.6
Malta 53.6 56.2 62.3 319 31.9 37.7| 45.0 44.2 46.1 63.1 68.6 75.8
United Kingdom 71.7 69.4| 719 56.8 57.2 61.0 54.4| 46.8 48.1 81.2 79.8 82.1
Continental 65.4| 683 69.5| 41.6| 49.0f 56.0f 39.6/ 41.0/ 39.7| 79.3| 82.0/ 82.0
Austria 67.4 70.8 71.1 29.9 41.2 45.1 51.6 52.8 52.1 81.6| 833 83.4
Belgium 61.1 62.0 61.9 31.8 37.3 42.7 27.5 25.2 23.2 78.3 80.0 79.1
France 63.8 64.0 64.3 385 39.7| 47.0 30.4 30.1 28.4| 80.8| 820 80.4
Germany 65.5 71.1 73.8| 45.5 57.7 65.6| 419 46.2 46.1 77.4| 815 83.5
Luxembourg 63.6 65.2 66.6 31.7 39.6| 425 249 21.2 20.4| 80.7| 823 83.7
Netherlands 73.2 74.7 73.1 46.1 53.7 59.9 65.2 63.0 58.8 82.9 84.7 81.7
Eastern 56.8) 59.5| 62.3| 34.4| 388 449 24.1| 243 24.5| 73,5 767 783
Bulgaria 55.8 59.7 61.0 34.7| 435 50.0 21.6 22.2 20.7 73.0 75.7 74.5
Croatia 55.0 57.4| 54.6 32.6 39.1 36.2 25.8 24.2 18.3 71.8 72.6| 71.2
Czech Republic 64.8 65.0 69.0 44.5 46.5 54.0 27.5 25.2 27.1 82.0/ 822 83.8
Estonia 64.8 61.2 69.6 55.7 53.8 64.0 30.7 25.3 33.3 79.1 74.9 80.9
Hungary 56.9 54.9 61.8 33.0 33.6| 417 21.8 18.3 235 73.7 72.5 79.2
Latvia 62.1 58.5 66.3 48.3 47.8 56.4 32.2 25.4 32.5 77.1 72.6 78.2
Lithuania 62.9 57.6 65.7| 49.6| 483 56.2 21.2 18.3 27.6 80.9 73.6 80.8
Poland 52.8 58.9 61.7 27.2 34.1 42.5 22.5 26.4 25.8 69.6 77.2 78.4
Romania 57.6 60.2 61.0 39.4| 407 43.1 249 24.3 22.5 73.3 76.8 77.1
Slovakia 57.7 58.8 61.0 30.3 40.5| 448 25.6 20.6 21.8 75.3 75.8 76.8
Slovenia 66.0 66.2 63.9 30.7 35.0 35.4 34.1 34.1 26.8 83.8| 837 81.9
Nordic 72.3| 71.4| 72.7| 622 634 67.1| 457 44.1| 454| 83.5| 83.0/ 83.2
Denmark 75.9 73.3 72.8 59.5 58.4| 63.2 62.3 58.1 53.7 84.5 82.8 82.0
Finland 68.4 68.1 68.7 52.7 56.2 59.1 40.5 38.8 41.4| 817 816 80.5
Sweden 72.5 72.1 74.9 69.4 70.4| 74.0 38.7 38.8 42.8 83.9 84.0 85.4
Southern 60.8)| 58.5| 559 382 40.7| 44.6| 310 227/ 164 741 716 68.1
Cyprus 68.5 68.9 62.1 50.6 56.3 46.9 36.7 33.8 25.8 81.8| 822 76.2
Greece 59.6 59.1 49.4| 420/ 424 34.0 25.0 20.1 13.3 74.0 73.2 62.4
Italy 57.6 56.8 55.7 31.4 36.5| 46.2 25.7 20.2 15.6| 723 71.1 67.9
Portugal 67.3 65.3 62.6 50.4| 49.5| 478 35.3 27.9 22.4| 80.7 79.2 77.4
Spain 63.6 58.8 56.0/ 43.1 43.5| 44.3 385 25.0 16.7 74.8 70.0 67.4

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-23: Employment rates by gender

Females
2005
EU-28 70.7 70.0 70.1 56.1 58.2 59.6
Anglo-Saxon 77.6 73.7 76.1 65.1 63.8 66.3
Ireland 76.9 63.5 66.9 58.3 55.8 56.7
Malta 73.5 72.5 74.9 334 395 49.3
United Kingdom 77.7 74.4 76.8 65.8 64.5 67.1
Continental 71.3 73.1 73.5 59.5 63.5 65.4
Austria 73.7 76.0 75.2 61.1 65.7 66.9
Belgium 68.3 67.4 65.8 53.8 56.5 57.9
France 69.3 68.3 67.7 58.4 59.8 60.9
Germany 71.3 76.0 78.1 59.6 66.1 69.5
Luxembourg 73.3 73.1 72.6 53.7 57.2 60.5
Netherlands 79.9 80.0 78.1 66.4 69.3 68.1
Eastern 62.8 65.5 68.4 50.8 53.6 56.1
Bulgaria 60.0 63.0 63.9 51.7 56.4 58.2
Croatia 61.7 62.7 59.1 48.6 52.1 50.0
Czech Republic 73.3 73.5 77.0 56.3 56.3 60.7
Estonia 66.7 61.7 73.0 63.1 60.8 66.3
Hungary 63.1 59.9 67.8 51.0 50.2 55.9
Latvia 66.4 57.9 68.4 58.2 59.0 64.3
Lithuania 66.4 56.5 66.5 59.6 58.5 64.9
Poland 58.9 65.3 68.2 46.8 52.6 55.2
Romania 63.7 67.9 68.7 51.5 52.5 53.3
Slovakia 64.6 65.2 67.6 50.9 52.3 54.3
Slovenia 70.4 69.6 67.5 61.3 62.6 60.0
Nordic 74.8 73.5 74.5 69.8 69.3 70.9
Denmark 79.8 75.6 75.8 71.9 71.1 69.8
Finland 70.3 69.4 69.5 66.5 66.9 68.0
Sweden 74.4 74.6 76.5 70.4 69.7 73.1
Southern 72.4 67.0 62.8 49.2 50.0 49.0
Cyprus 79.2 75.3 66.0 58.4 63.0 58.6
Greece 73.4 70.3 58.0 46.0 48.0 411
Italy 69.9 67.5 64.7 45.4 46.1 46.8
Portugal 73.3 69.8 65.8 61.6 61.0 59.6
Spain 75.1 64.8 60.7 51.8 52.8 51.2

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-24: Employment rates by education

Upper secondary and post-

Less than primary, primary and secondary non-tertiary

lower secondary education Tertiary education

education

EU-28 47.3 45.1 43.3 68.1 68.3 68.4 82.6 82.3 82.0
Anglo-Saxon 60.6 51.0 53.6 76.9 70.6 72.0 87.3 83.7 84.0
Ireland 49.5 36.9 33.9 73.2 61.0 62.7 85.5 79.4 80.2
Malta 45.8 47.0 50.4 65.2 63.1 69.8 82.8 83.0 86.7
United Kingdom 61.5 521 55.0 77.2 71.4 72.7 87.4 84.0 84.3
Continental 45.8 46.4 44.7 69.9 72.2 72.2 81.5 84.0 84.7
Austria 45.9 48.3 47.5 72.1 75.7 73.8 83.5 84.6 83.3
Belgium 40.4 39.1 37.3 65.5 65.7 63.8 82.8 81.9 81.9
France 48.0 45.4 41.2 69.1 68.0 65.7 78.3 80.3 81.2
Germany 42.3 45.4 46.0 69.4 74.7 77.7 82.8 86.7 87.7
Luxembourg 49.1 43.7 42.0 67.1 66.8 65.9 82.5 83.8 83.0
Netherlands 58.4 59.2 55.6 77.4 78.7 76.0 85.4 86.6 86.8
Eastern 279 28.2 28.7 62.5 63.3 65.2 82.5 81.8 82.4
Bulgaria 29.3 29.7 29.7 65.0 65.3 65.2 80.3 82.7 81.7
Croatia 35.2 35.2 26.9 59.4 60.9 57.0 79.7 80.2 78.4
Czech Republic 21.8 22.0 23.0 71.8 70.4 73.6 84.6 81.0 82.2
Estonia 29.1 26.3 37.0 68.4 63.5 70.5 83.9 78.4 83.2
Hungary 28.0 25.4 315 64.9 60.7 66.7 82.5 77.5 80.8
Latvia 32.8 27.2 32.7 68.2 60.6 67.7 83.6 80.1 83.4
Lithuania 25.7 14.0 19.5 67.2 57.5 64.6 86.3 85.3 88.4
Poland 23.0 23.6 22.7 56.7 61.8 62.9 81.1 82.5 83.9
Romania 39.6 44.2 44.4 63.8 63.9 65.0 84.0 83.4 82.5
Slovakia 13.3 14.3 17.7 66.4 65.1 66.9 83.2 78.0 75.6
Slovenia 42.0 39.7 36.1 69.8 68.6 64.9 86.6 86.6 82.0
Nordic 52.6 48.2 46.4 76.9 76.1 76.8 85.6 85.4 85.8
Denmark 59.4 58.6 54.2 78.8 77.6 77.1 86.2 85.4 85.5
Finland 45.8 41.1 39.3 72.0 71.2 70.6 84.2 84.0 83.3
Sweden 52.5 46.0 45.9 78.6 78.0 80.2 86.0 86.3 87.3
Southern 51.5 47.3 43.4 65.7 63.3 59.2 80.1 77.8 75.1
Cyprus 53.0 51.7 40.4 72.1 70.5 62.5 85.0 82.7 77.3
Greece 50.0 49.5 39.0 59.9 58.0 47.0 80.9 78.8 67.6
Italy 46.0 43.4 41.8 66.8 65.6 62.6 78.5 76.5 75.5
Portugal 65.5 61.5 55.4 63.1 65.8 65.9 85.6 82.8 79.4
Spain 55.8 48.3 44.0 66.1 60.9 56.0 80.5 77.9 75.3

People from 15 to 64 years. ISCED 11: Level 0 - 2: Less than primary, primary and lower secondary education; Level 3 and 4:
Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education; Level 5 - 8: Tertiary education.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-25: Part-time employment by age

15 - 64 years 55 - 64 years 15 - 24 years 25 - 59 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 17.2| 18.5| 19.6| 21.7| 22.3| 225 24.7| 29.1| 318 159 169 17.9
Anglo-Saxon 241 25.4| 25.1| 31.4| 313 315 33.7| 39.8 384 202 21.0f 222
Ireland n.a. 22.2 23.0 n.a. 27.6 27.6 n.a. 42.5 45.2 0.0 0.0 20.3
Malta 9.0 11.6 15.5 10.6 14.8 16.8 14.1 17.8 26.6 7.5 9.9 131
United Kingdom 24.2 25.7 25.3 31.5 31.7 31.9 33.8 39.7 38.0 21.7 22.6 22.4
Continental 23.0/ 24.6| 25.6| 26.3| 279 29.4| 23.7| 259 288 225 24.00 24.6
Austria 21.0 24.4 26.9 25.2 27.8 28.2 15.9 19.3 23.5 21.5 24.7 27.0
Belgium 21.7 23.7 23.7 24.7 31.3 31.7 229 241 26.5 21.5 23.5 23.2
France 17.1 17.6 18.6 21.0 22.0 23.5 22.0 22.3 249 16.3 16.7 17.4
Germany 23.4 25.5 26.5 26.2 27.7 29.9 17.2 19.8 22.4 23.9 26.0 26.5
Luxembourg 17.4 17.5 18.5 20.6 20.1 22.1 8.5 16.6 28.2 18.0 17.3 17.8
Netherlands 45.7 48.3 49.6 48.8 50.0 49.2 68.3 74.7 78.9 40.9 42.6 43.8
Eastern 7.4 7.2 6.8/ 154| 13.6/ 10.8| 14.0, 13.7| 139 6.1 6.0 5.7
Bulgaria 1.9 2.2 2.5 3.8 3.5 3.4 3.0 5.0 6.0 1.6 1.8 2.1
Croatia 7.8 7.0 5.3 18.6 12.5 9.5 9.0 8.2 12.4 6.6 6.5 4.3
Czech Republic 4.4 5.1 5.5 8.3 8.4 8.0 3.3 9.0 10.7 3.9 4.2 4.7
Estonia 6.8 9.8 8.3 9.0 14.3 9.9 15.0 22.2 20.1 5.3 8.0 6.8
Hungary 3.9 5.5 6.0 9.9 10.5 10.3 43 9.2 7.0 3.4 4.8 5.5
Latvia 7.6 9.4 6.8 11.4 10.7 9.6 10.3 14.0 10.8 6.8 8.7 6.1
Lithuania 6.9 7.8 8.6 11.7 11.5 11.2 8.4 11.4 13.7 6.5 7.2 7.8
Poland 9.8 7.7 7.1 22.0 16.9 11.4 22.5 15.5 15.4 7.9 6.2 5.8
Romania 9.2 9.9 8.7 16.9 17.6 15.3 15.9 17.8 17.1 7.8 8.4 7.3
Slovakia 2.4 3.8 5.1 6.8 5.7 6.2 2.8 7.4 11.0 2.1 3.4 4.5
Slovenia 7.8 10.3 10.0 14.9 17.8 14.3 30.1 40.9 42.4 5.0 6.5 7.2
Nordic 20.5| 22.6| 218/ 23.0/ 249 21.7| 45.4| 505 52.0{ 164 17.6/ 16.6
Denmark 21.5 25.6 24.6 19.5 24.6 20.2 56.0 62.4 66.9 15.7 18.6 16.9
Finland 13.3 13.9 14.1 19.3 19.2 17.3 39.4 39.9 41.2 9.0 9.3 9.3
Sweden 24.0 25.8 24.6 27.3 28.3 25.0 42.6 49.6 49.5 21.2 21.7 20.5
Southern 11.3| 12.8| 159| 109 11.4| 13.1| 16.6] 245/ 319 107 119 151
Cyprus 7.6 8.3 13.5 13.0 11.0 17.3 8.1 14.9 22.7 7.2 7.0 12.3
Greece 4.8 6.3 9.3 5.0 6.3 7.7 11.1 16.5 21.9 4.2 5.6 8.7
Italy 12.7 14.8 18.1 10.5 11.7 13.7 15.9 24.2 30.2 12.4 14.2 17.6
Portugal 8.2 8.5 10.1 19.1 18.1 18.1 8.8 13.0 22.3 7.2 7.1 8.3
Spain 12.0 12.9 15.8 10.8 10.8 12.3 209 29.7 38.9 10.9 11.6 14.8

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-26: Part-time employment rates by gender

Females
2010 2014 2005
EU-28 6.7 7.9 8.8 30.3 31.3 32.2
Anglo-Saxon 9.0 11.0 11.3 41.7 41.7 40.8
Ireland n.a. 11.4 13.1 n.a. 34.4 34.4
Malta 4.1 49 7.0 20.2 24.4 28.8
United Kingdom 9.0 11.0 11.2 41.8 42.3 41.3
Continental 7.7 9.2 10.1 41.3 42.2 43.1
Austria 5.7 8.0 9.6 39.3 43.2 46.3
Belgium 7.1 8.4 8.4 40.4 42.1 41.2
France 5.6 6.4 7.4 30.3 30.0 30.5
Germany 6.9 8.7 9.2 43.4 45.0 46.3
Luxembourg 2.4 3.4 4.7 38.2 35.8 35.6
Netherlands 21.8 24.2 26.1 75.0 76.2 76.7
Eastern 5.6 5.4 4.8 9.5 9.3 9.1
Bulgaria 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.5 2.8
Croatia 5.4 5.1 4.2 10.7 9.4 6.7
Czech Republic 1.6 2.2 2.5 8.0 9.1 9.5
Estonia 45 6.1 5.7 9.1 13.4 11.2
Hungary 2.4 3.7 4.1 5.6 7.7 8.3
Latvia 5.6 7.6 4.7 9.7 10.9 8.9
Lithuania 5.1 6.4 6.4 8.8 8.9 10.6
Poland 7.0 5.0 4.4 13.3 10.9 10.3
Romania 9.1 9.8 8.2 9.2 10.0 9.5
Slovakia 1.2 2.6 3.7 3.9 5.2 6.8
Slovenia 6.1 7.4 6.8 9.8 13.6 13.7
Nordic 10.2 12.1 12.5 31.8 34.1 31.9
Denmark 11.7 14.0 15.2 32.6 38.1 35.0
Finland 8.6 8.9 9.2 18.2 19.0 19.3
Sweden 10.3 12.7 12.8 39.2 40.3 37.3
Southern 4.1 5.0 7.7 22.2 23.5 26.4
Cyprus 3.2 5.1 10.3 13.2 11.8 16.8
Greece 2.2 3.5 6.5 9.1 10.3 13.0
Italy 43 5.1 7.8 25.5 28.8 321
Portugal 3.8 5.0 7.6 13.3 12.4 12.6
Spain 44 5.2 7.7 234 22.6 25.5

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-27: Involuntarily part-time employment

Females

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 n.a. 27.0 29.6 n.a. 36.2 40.2 n.a. 24.3 26.3
Anglo-Saxon 9.7 19.7 20.3 17.4 36.4 36.7 7.3 14.7 15.3
Ireland 11.9 325 41.4 21.2 51.9 59.5 9.0 25.7 33.6
Malta 219 19.6 15.1 29.4 34.7 259 19.1 13.9 11.0
United Kingdom 9.5 18.8 18.8 17.1 35.3 35.1 7.1 13.9 14.0
Continental 22.1 23.9 23.8 31.4 33.1 30.4 20.3 21.9 22.2
Austria 11.7 11.6 11.5 17.2 17.4 16.4 10.8 10.3 10.3
Belgium 16.5 11.4 10.1 20.8 15.1 15.2 15.5 10.5 8.9
France 30.0 34.8 42.4 33.7 38.8 48.9 29.3 33.9 40.8
Germany 21.4 21.9 14.5 37.3 37.8 22.3 18.4 18.7 12.8
Luxembourg 11.2 7.9 12.9 n.a. n.a. 13.0 10.9 7.9 12.8
Netherlands 4.3 5.7 10.9 6.4 7.5 15.2 3.6 5.1 9.4
Eastern 36.6 31.8 38.1 39.3 35.5 40.9 33.2 27.8 35.0
Bulgaria 73.0 52.7 63.2 73.3 59.6 61.5 72.8 46.0 64.7
Croatia 22.5 23.1 25.5 34.1 34.2 28.0 15.2 15.9 23.7
Czech Republic 18.0 15.8 21.1 9.8 11.4 18.5 20.1 17.2 21.9
Estonia 19.5 22.1 15.1 20.2 18.8 13.4 19.3 23.6 16.1
Hungary 22.8 35.8 411 24.0 40.5 46.1 221 33.3 38.2
Latvia 38.9 42.3 38.1 48.0 47.5 40.9 335 39.1 36.7
Lithuania 49.2 39.2 31.3 50.5 38.7 32.6 48.4 39.5 30.5
Poland 31.8 21.7 323 32.7 22.3 31.9 31.3 21.4 325
Romania 55.8 53.0 56.9 68.0 64.1 69.5 41.2 38.9 42.5
Slovakia 20.4 27.7 334 19.2 34.8 39.5 20.8 234 29.1
Slovenia 7.2 7.5 9.6 5.2 6.7 9.2 8.7 8.1 9.9
Nordic 24.1 24.6 26.1 24.0 24.9 26.1 24.3 24.6 26.2
Denmark 16.8 15.6 16.9 15.0 15.4 14.0 17.6 15.7 18.3
Finland 29.2 27.9 29.0 26.6 27.0 28.5 30.5 28.3 29.2
Sweden 25.5 28.1 29.8 28.0 29.3 31.8 24.7 27.7 29.1
Southern 37.7 49.8 64.1 45.3 58.8 73.1 35.8 47.3 61.1
Cyprus 323 34.7 64.9 36.3 44.0 70.3 31.1 30.3 61.6
Greece 51.4 54.7 71.2 57.5 65.4 74.7 49.1 49.4 68.8
Italy 39.8 50.2 65.4 56.0 64.4 80.6 35.7 46.6 60.4
Portugal 32.7 42.1 49.3 26.9 38.3 42.3 34.6 43.8 53.7
Spain 32.8 50.1 64.0 32.6 55.1 70.0 329 48.7 61.8

People aged 15 to 64 years. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-28: Temporary employees by gender and age [% of total employees]

Males$ Females$ 15 - 24 years 55 - 64 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 13.5| 13.3 13.6| 14.5| 14.6) 14.4| 40.1| 424 434 6.6 6.9 6.6
Anglo-Saxon 5.0 5.8 6.0 6.1 6.7 7.0 12.2 149 16.5 5.2 5.1 5.4
Ireland 3.1 8.9 9.2 4.3 10.2 9.4 11.6 30.1 33.9 2.3 6.6 5.9
Malta 3.6 4.2 6.6 5.9 7.0 9.3 10.8 13.9 19.0 n.a. 3.3 6.3
United Kingdom 5.1 5.6 5.8 6.2 6.4 6.8 12.3 13.8 15.2 5.4 5.0 5.4
Continental 13.2| 13.9| 139| 14.2| 15.2 14.9| 51.0f 53.1] 529 4.9 6.1 5.6
Austria 9.2 9.8 9.2 8.8 8.9 9.2 34.5 37.0 35.1 3.3 3.0 2.9
Belgium 6.8 6.7 7.6 11.4 9.6 9.7 321 30.4 34.2 4.4 2.9 3.1
France 13.0 14.1 15.0 14.8 16.1 16.9 49.5 55.1 57.3 5.6 8.7 8.7
Germany 14.5 14.5 13.1 14.1 15.0 13.2 58.2 57.2 53.4 4.5 4.6 3.6
Luxembourg 4.9 6.2 7.1 5.8 8.3 9.2 29.3 36.5 45.4 n.a. n.a. 4.6
Netherlands 14.1 16.9 20.2 16.9 19.8 22.0 41.7 48.3 55.5 5.9 6.8 6.0
Eastern 13.5| 13.6| 14.8/ 12.5| 13.6| 14.6/ 33.5| 34.0/ 40.0 118/ 13.7| 123
Bulgaria 6.6 49 5.6 6.1 3.9 4.9 13.9 9.3 14.5 7.8 43 4.5
Croatia 12.4 11.7 16.6 12.3 14.1 17.1 38.0 40.0 57.2 3.3 4.1 6.8
Czech Republic 6.9 6.8 8.4 9.2 9.8 11.3 18.3 22.5 323 12.9 11.4 7.9
Estonia 3.5 5.0 3.3 1.9 2.6 3.0 8.5 12.3 11.2 n.a. 1.9 1.3
Hungary 7.5 10.2 11.2 6.4 9.2 10.3 17.2 25.0 25.1 4.8 7.0 9.5
Latvia 11.2 9.4 4.3 6.2 5.2 2.4 17.8 13.3 8.4 4.9 7.3 3.4
Lithuania 7.6 3.3 3.6 3.4 1.7 2.0 13.1 7.6 8.5 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Poland 26.5 27.4 28.5 24.6 27.0 28.0 65.1 64.5 71.2 16.0 21.1 18.2
Romania 2.8 1.1 1.7 1.9 0.9 1.2 7.1 3.6 7.0 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 5.0 5.5 9.0 4.8 5.8 8.5 12.6 17.1 28.2 10.1 5.6 7.0
Slovenia 15.4 15.2 16.0 19.1 19.2 17.1 62.5 69.6 72.7 8.7 8.9 8.5
Nordic 12.1| 12.0f 123 16.5| 15.5| 16.0/ 44.5| 43.3| 43.1 5.8 5.8 5.8
Denmark 8.4 8.1 8.2 11.3 8.8 9.0 26.9 21.1 21.3 4.4 3.6 3.5
Finland 129 12.3 12.3 20.0 18.4 18.2 44.1 43.0 42.5 6.3 7.5 6.7
Sweden 13.9 14.1 14.7 17.6 17.9 18.8 55.4 56.7 56.2 6.4 6.1 6.7
Southern 18.6| 16.6| 17.4| 22.5| 19.5| 184 46.9| 50.2 58.9 9.6 8.0 7.5
Cyprus 9.0 7.1 13.1 19.5 20.8 24.4 19.9 20.3 31.1 5.7 45 9.7
Greece 10.2 11.1 11.0 14.5 14.6 124 26.1 30.2 29.4 8.7 7.7 7.8
Italy 10.4 11.3 13.1 14.6 14.4 14.2 36.9 46.8 56.0 6.5 6.1 5.4
Portugal 18.6 22.2 21.6 20.4 235 21.1 46.2 56.4 63.0 9.0 9.6 10.5
Spain 31.8 23.6 23.6 35.6 26.1 24.6 66.3 58.4 69.1 14.1 10.2 9.5

§ From 15 to 64 years. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-29:

Females$

gender and age

Less than
30 years

50 years
and over

30 to 49
years

2006 2010 2006 2010 2006 2010 2006 2010 2006 2010
EU-28 12.6 13.3 219 21.0 40.9 30.7 13.5 14.3 14.1 13.5
Anglo-Saxon 15.1 16.7 28.3 27.3 49.8 40.5 18.4 18.2 14.4 14.9
Ireland 15.9 17.6 26.7 23.6 49.9 39.4 18.4 17.4 15.9 17.4
Malta 13.2 15.6 16.6 22.4 311 27.7 10.7 16.7 10.4 13.0
United Kingdom 15.0 16.7 28.5 27.6 50.0 40.6 18.5 18.3 14.4 14.7
Continental 10.5 11.1 19.3 19.2 36.7 27.6 11.5 12.4 11.8 11.3
Austria 6.8 8.2 25.3 24.8 29.6 24.3 10.9 12.5 11.5 11.9
Belgium 5.2 33 111 10.3 18.5 15.3 53 3.0 7.1 4.7
France 5.4 4.5 9.3 7.9 19.9 12.4 5.6 4.7 6.5 5.0
Germany 14.7 17.0 27.4 28.7 48.7 38.1 17.9 20.8 17.5 18.0
Luxembourg 7.9 9.3 22.8 20.2 31.7 22.7 9.3 9.2 11.8 11.0
Netherlands 15.5 15.3 20.4 21.2 58.8 46.1 7.1 8.5 8.0 8.0
Eastern 20.9 20.6 26.3 25.1 40.0 28.3 19.6 21.4 23.1 21.5
Bulgaria 18.3 22.5 19.5 21.6 40.2 27.7 9.7 19.9 22.7 21.4
Croatia n.a. 15.7 n.a. 20.7 n.a. 26.3 n.a. 12.1 n.a. 18.2
Czech Republic 10.9 129 25.1 24.5 25.6 211 17.7 19.1 14.7 16.6
Estonia 15.0 15.5 29.8 30.1 20.5 213 29.6 31.2 17.7 19.1
Hungary 22.7 18.1 21.1 21.5 36.1 23.1 17.6 18.7 23.0 19.4
Latvia 29.5 26.7 32.1 28.7 31.7 28.6 32.7 28.6 29.0 26.9
Lithuania 27.7 24.5 30.4 29.4 33.2 28.0 28.8 28.3 28.5 26.3
Poland 21.8 21.8 28.0 26.8 47.1 31.3 21.3 23.8 23.0 21.8
Romania 26.0 25.5 27.9 25.8 44.3 32.7 18.8 20.5 28.6 25.6
Slovakia 12.1 14.6 24.9 23.7 23.5 20.9 18.7 19.8 17.1 18.0
Slovenia 15.6 15.3 23.5 19.3 33.6 24.3 17.5 14.3 18.6 16.4
Nordic 3.0 3.2 6.2 6.2 17.4 15.4 21 2.6 3.0 31
Denmark 6.4 5.4 12.4 9.8 30.9 27.8 3.4 3.7 5.6 5.6
Finland 2.5 33 6.8 8.0 14.8 13.2 3.7 4.7 3.9 4.2
Sweden 1.4 1.9 2.2 31 10.9 9.5 0.4 0.7 0.9 1.0
Southern 8.8 10.0 18.3 17.9 32.2 25.3 8.6 9.9 12.7 12.4
Cyprus 12.3 14.9 34.2 31.4 56.5 37.6 16.2 171 19.8 18.8
Greece 12.5 11.2 20.2 14.6 52.7 35.7 6.7 5.8 15.5 9.7
Italy 7.5 10.3 14.0 15.1 31.0 25.0 6.5 9.1 111 11.6
Portugal 15.4 10.2 26.4 221 42.0 25.0 15.2 12.8 19.7 14.2
Spain 8.0 9.2 21.2 21.0 26.2 23.3 10.2 11.0 12.5 13.6

Low-wage earners as a proportion of all employees (excluding apprentices). Company size: 10 employees or more.

§ From 15 to 64 years. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-30: Low-wage earners by education

Upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary

Pre-primary, primary and
lower secondary education

First and second stage of
tertiary education

education
2010 2006 2010 2006
EU-28 26.7 29.0 18.0 19.2 4.8 5.8
Anglo-Saxon 44.9 34.4 28.0 30.7 6.4 11.5
Ireland 32.0 30.9 27.4 25.6 12.9 129
Malta 22.0 29.5 7.8 11.3 1.3 2.7
United Kingdom 46.0 34.6 28.1 31.3 6.0 11.4
Continental 27.9 34.2 12.2 13.2 3.2 2.4
Austria 29.9 35.2 11.8 12.4 3.5 3.2
Belgium 14.5 13.0 8.9 7.4 1.5 0.2
France 14.5 11.9 7.1 6.5 2.4 2.8
Germany 38.5 54.6 16.3 19.1 3.8 2.1
Luxembourg 26.8 33.7 12.2 9.8 1.1 0.7
Netherlands 36.5 37.1 13.8 15.7 3.9 3.8
Eastern 40.0 44.5 25.6 28.2 5.5 5.0
Bulgaria 26.1 40.7 239 27.9 5.0 5.7
Croatia n.a. 355 n.a. 214 n.a. 2.6
Czech Republic 39.1 40.9 17.0 19.2 1.8 2.2
Estonia 40.0 44.1 27.8 30.9 8.8 7.0
Hungary 36.7 40.8 249 21.6 3.8 2.1
Latvia 45.8 42.6 37.8 35.5 13.2 12.0
Lithuania 44.2 44.1 39.0 39.4 14.8 13.3
Poland 39.3 449 25.5 31.6 5.4 6.1
Romania 439 49.4 30.2 31.9 6.8 5.0
Slovakia 52.2 51.5 18.6 20.9 3.4 33
Slovenia 39.3 40.0 18.4 18.3 2.9 1.5
Nordic 8.4 9.0 4.7 59 1.6 2.2
Denmark 17.8 14.8 7.1 9.3 3.4 2.9
Finland 8.2 11.5 6.6 8.4 1.4 1.7
Sweden 3.1 4.2 2.2 2.6 0.8 2.1
Southern 18.5 21.6 11.4 12.1 4.8 3.5
Cyprus 339 339 28.5 33.6 8.0 4.5
Greece 20.7 18.3 21.6 19.2 8.1 4.3
Italy 16.1 20.9 7.8 8.5 3.6 2.6
Portugal 30.8 25.3 12.0 10.1 1.3 1.0
Spain 18.0 22.4 13.0 15.3 6.4 5.0

ISCED97, Level 0 - 2: Pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; Level 3 and 4: Upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary education; Level 5 and 6: First and second stage of tertiary education.

Low-wage earners as a proportion of all employees (excluding apprentices). Company size: 10 employees or more.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-31:

Long-term unemployment rates by age

15 - 64 years 55 - 64 years 15 - 24 years 25 - 54 years
2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014
EU-28 46.2| 40.0/ 49.6| 629 54.1| 63.2| 309 28.6| 356/ 49.7| 419 517
Anglo-Saxon 22.0) 33.7| 37.3| 393| 43.6/ 50.0 13.4| 249 287 26.0 379 409
Ireland 334 49.1 59.2 46.4 56.0 75.0 221 42.0 39.4 38.2 50.9 62.2
Malta 48.6 45.0 46.9 n.a. 49.6 59.0 37.4 29.2 27.0 56.0 52.6 54.4
United Kingdom 21.0 325 35.7 38.8 42.7 48.1 12.6 23.6 279 25.0 36.9 39.3
Continental 46.1| 42.0, 43.3| 66.5| 60.2| 624 26.7| 263 25.6] 49.3| 43.6| 444
Austria 25.5 25.5 27.2 56.0 56.3 51.0 13.4 17.0 13.5 28.1 26.6 29.3
Belgium 51.7 48.8 49.9 74.8 80.0 71.8 27.2 30.1 34.4 58.6 52.4 52.3
France 40.6 39.9 44.2 63.3 56.6 62.8 239 29.9 30.5 44.6 41.7 45.7
Germany 53.0 47.4 44.3 69.8 62.4 62.7 31.8 26.9 23.0 54.4 48.4 44.2
Luxembourg 26.4 29.3 27.3 n.a. n.a. 58.9 n.a. 25.7 n.a. 289 29.5 28.4
Netherlands 40.2 27.5 39.4 62.5 52.1 59.5 17.7 11.6 19.2 46.5 30.5 42.7
Eastern 56.0/ 39.3| 46.6| 654 474 54.2| 44.4| 311 351 594 411 486
Bulgaria 59.8 46.1 60.3 67.2 53.1 65.2 48.8 40.7 49.4 61.8 46.1 61.0
Croatia 58.5 56.3 58.5 79.4 71.2 68.0 43.0 49.5 49.9 63.6 57.5 60.2
Czech Republic 53.0 41.0 43.6 58.0 39.5 48.8 38.3 31.7 27.8 57.0 43.9 46.6
Estonia 54.2 45.2 45.2 58.7 41.4 61.1 34.7 37.1 29.7 59.3 48.4 46.2
Hungary 45.1 49.0 47.4 56.4 53.5 62.4 349 38.9 32.7 47.3 50.7 49.1
Latvia 44.5 45.1 43.0 50.9 50.9 45.5 22.2 331 241 49.4 47.9 46.7
Lithuania 52.9 41.7 44.6 69.4 46.7 57.1 n.a. 30.3 22.6 57.0 43.7 46.9
Poland 57.7 31.1 42.7 68.5 41.8 53.2 44.7 20.5 31.1 61.7 33.8 44.8
Romania 56.3 34.6 41.1 61.9 44.1 40.3 49.7 32.6 36.4 59.0 34.5 43.0
Slovakia 72.0 64.0 70.2 80.7 71.1 77.3 60.3 54.7 57.2 74.9 66.0 72.3
Slovenia 47.3 43.3 54.5 65.3 60.7 68.7 37.0 33.8 37.5 50.1 44.5 56.0
Nordic 24.6| 20.5| 21.6| 49.2| 36.7| 38.6 7.0 7.1 6.5| 27.2| 24.7| 26.5
Denmark 23.4 20.2 25.2 48.5 36.8 42.1 n.a. 6.4 8.9 24.5 239 29.9
Finland 25.8 24.0 22.4 50.0 43.5 43.5 7.0 7.5 5.0 30.0 28.0 25.7
Sweden n.a. 18.6 19.0 n.a. 32.8 33.7 n.a. 7.3 5.9 n.a. 23.3 24.9
Southern 40.7| 43.9| 59.1| 547 57.7| 708 327/ 368 508 42.3| 445 594
Cyprus 23.4 20.3 47.7 47.0 24.3 60.0 11.9 16.9 29.8 25.7 21.1 51.3
Greece 51.8 44.6 73.4 52.8 52.0 81.2 45.1 35.4 60.1 54.0 46.2 74.8
Italy 49.7 48.4 61.4 56.4 58.9 67.8 45.3 44.5 59.7 51.0 49.0 61.3
Portugal 48.2 52.2 59.5 67.6 72.7 78.9 31.5 30.2 36.3 50.8 54.1 61.8
Spain 24.4 36.6 52.8 49.9 54.7 70.7 13.4 29.2 40.5 25.9 36.6 52.8

Long-term unemployment (12 months or more) as a percentage of the total unemployment.

n.a. not available

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-32: Long-term unemployment rates by gender

Females
2010 2014 2005
EU-28 45.8 40.6 50.1 46.6 39.3 49.1
Anglo-Saxon 26.3 38.3 419 15.6 26.7 31.5
Ireland 414 53.9 65.3 21.0 38.6 49.1
Malta 54.2 50.0 52.3 39.3 36.1 36.7
United Kingdom 25.1 37.1 40.2 15.1 25.8 30.2
Continental 46.0 43.0 44.7 46.2 40.7 41.6
Austria 26.0 28.0 28.3 24.9 22.4 25.8
Belgium 50.6 49.6 51.9 52.7 47.8 47.3
France 39.5 414 45.3 41.6 38.2 43.0
Germany 53.0 48.1 46.2 53.0 46.4 41.9
Luxembourg 33.8 32.3 269 20.5 26.5 27.8
Netherlands 43.1 27.5 39.7 37.0 27.4 39.1
Eastern 55.9 39.6 47.2 55.9 38.8 45.8
Bulgaria 58.8 46.0 62.3 61.1 46.2 57.4
Croatia 56.4 53.4 58.2 60.6 59.3 58.8
Czech Republic 52.2 40.1 439 53.7 42.0 433
Estonia 49.8 48.2 50.4 60.1 41.0 38.9
Hungary 46.5 49.4 47.9 43.5 48.5 46.8
Latvia 48.1 48.2 44.8 40.8 41.0 40.8
Lithuania 51.4 42.6 44.3 54.3 40.4 45.0
Poland 56.1 30.8 42.8 59.3 31.6 42.6
Romania 59.0 36.8 41.8 52.3 31.1 40.0
Slovakia 72.4 63.1 72.9 71.6 65.0 67.1
Slovenia 48.4 45.0 55.0 46.3 41.2 54.0
Nordic 26.5 229 229 22.7 17.4 19.9
Denmark 24.1 219 25.9 22.7 17.8 24.4
Finland 29.0 27.8 24.4 22.6 19.1 19.8
Sweden n.a. 20.7 20.4 n.a. 16.2 17.4
Southern 37.4 42.6 58.3 43.3 45.3 60.0
Cyprus 19.2 20.8 48.5 26.9 19.7 46.6
Greece 42.1 38.3 72.7 57.5 49.8 74.2
Italy 47.6 47.2 60.2 51.6 49.8 62.7
Portugal 47.5 51.7 60.6 48.9 52.7 58.4
Spain 20.5 36.0 52.0 27.6 37.3 53.7

People from 15 to 64 years. n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-33: Participation tax rates

Two-earner married couple,2  Two-earner married couple, 2  Two-earner married couple, 2
children, 33% of AW children, 67% of AW children, 100% of AW

EU-28 76.9 78.8 79.8 71.7 72.8 72.5 68.7 68.7 68.2
Anglo-Saxon 51.6 57.9 59.5 419 44.9 46.2 39.0 41.8 41.5
Ireland 80.9 75.1 75.5 52.7 62.9 64.7 45.2 54.7 53.5
Malta 77.0 76.2 64.7 50.1 48.9 40.7 46.6 41.7 37.1
United Kingdom 49.4 56.6 58.3 41.1 43.6 449 38.6 40.9 40.7
Continental 85.9 83.0 83.6 83.1 79.2 79.1 81.2 79.2 79.7
Austria 92.3 86.7 95.7 74.9 77.2 74.8 75.4 76.8 75.4
Belgium 72.0 73.2 74.5 75.5 79.5 79.1 68.6 71.6 71.2
France 87.7 87.2 89.0 79.0 74.8 75.0 75.3 75.2 75.9
Germany 90.3 86.0 85.6 89.9 85.2 85.8 89.5 84.6 85.6
Luxembourg 86.9 83.1 83.2 86.3 86.1 86.5 87.6 87.7 88.2
Netherlands 62.5 56.9 52.2 73.7 67.3 65.2 72.4 73.9 73.4
Eastern 70.7 66.1 64.8 70.1 67.6 67.0 63.3 60.3 60.3
Bulgaria n.a. 80.9 81.6 n.a. 80.9 81.6 n.a. 80.9 81.6
Croatia n.a. n.a. 83.8 n.a. n.a. 88.9 n.a. n.a. 80.5
Czech Republic 85.7 97.5 84.8 74.8 86.4 79.4 73.8 82.7 84.0
Estonia 64.3 64.3 63.7 64.3 62.7 63.7 64.3 62.7 63.7
Hungary 73.0 74.8 88.4 62.4 79.9 78.8 60.5 67.6 64.2
Latvia 83.8 87.0 86.4 87.8 89.9 89.4 89.1 90.8 90.4
Lithuania 85.4 107.7 102.2 80.7 77.8 71.4 79.1 61.0 56.7
Poland 68.4 56.5 53.3 71.6 65.2 64.3 59.5 53.7 53.1
Romania n.a. 57.2 50.6 n.a. 51.7 48.8 n.a. 47.1 45.2
Slovakia 38.4 334 439 47.4 46.8 50.1 49.8 49.5 51.7
Slovenia 80.0 78.1 84.4 84.1 86.9 93.3 76.1 82.1 79.3
Nordic 94.9 90.3 90.3 85.2 78.0 76.9 73.9 66.5 66.4
Denmark 1239 122.0 122.6 91.5 89.6 89.7 75.5 73.7 73.8
Finland 81.6 79.6 78.6 75.3 71.9 73.6 71.8 70.5 73.6
Sweden 85.2 77.6 78.0 87.1 74.7 71.3 74.2 60.1 58.0
Southern 85.0 89.4 94.4 72.2 77.3 78.6 73.5 72.0 721
Cyprus n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece 61.2 81.3 80.1 37.1 445 47.3 34.3 37.7 43.2
Italy 66.1 76.7 91.7 71.3 79.3 81.5 73.6 70.6 71.1
Portugal 110.6 103.5 102.8 84.1 82.8 87.2 88.2 88.0 93.7
Spain 110.1 104.4 99.6 79.3 81.2 80.3 79.7 78.4 75.3

Participation Tax Rates for a transition into full-time work for persons receiving unemployment benefits at the initial level.
Participation tax rates measure the extent to which taxes and benefits reduce the financial gain of moving into work. The
estimates here relate to the situation of a person who has just become unemployed and receives unemployment benefits
(following any waiting period) based on previous earnings equal to earnings in the new job. No social assistance "top-ups" or
cash housing assistance are assumed to be available in either the in-work or out of work situation. Any benefits payable on
moving into employment are assumed to be paid. The percentage of AW relates to the earnings from full-time employment
of the individual moving into work. For married couples the percentage of AW relates to one spouse only; the second spouse
is assumed to be inactive with no earnings in a one-earner couple and to have full-time earnings equal to 67% of AW in a two-
earner couple. Calculations for families with children assume two children aged 4 and 6 and neither childcare benefits nor
childcare costs are considered.

n.a. not available.

Source: OECD, 2016.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation Page 132



Table 10-34:

Unemployment trap single person

previous 100%,
earnings 100%

previous 100%,
earnings 67%

previous 100%,
earnings 33%

EU-28 69.6 68.8 69.0 86.0 85.2 84.8 134.5 132.8 129.8
Anglo-Saxon 56.7 54.4 52.7 68.4 65.6 62.7 76.1 76.3 74.2
Ireland 59.6 65.0 60.0 74.2 78.2 72.8 134.5 142.7 122.2
Malta 54.4 51.1 51.8 60.3 58.6 57.7 102.0 98.8 94.3
United Kingdom 56.5 53.6 52.1 68.1 64.8 62.0 71.9 71.4 70.6
Continental 76.5 76.2 76.4 91.9 92.5 92.6 133.8 128.7 129.0
Austria 69.9 69.9 70.5 81.8 82.0 82.4 128.7 125.7 123.3
Belgium 75.6 79.3 80.6 85.2 91.0 92.9 114.1 123.3 126.2
France 76.9 75.8 76.1 97.5 97.5 97.4 160.5 139.3 139.5
Germany 77.1 75.0 75.1 88.3 87.7 87.7 117.6 120.3 120.4
Luxembourg 88.6 88.5 89.4 112.6 111.5 110.6 174.3 169.5 164.4
Netherlands 76.3 84.3 84.1 97.3 102.8 101.7 126.7 132.5 132.4
Eastern 65.4 64.3 63.5 80.5 81.2 79.8 115.2 116.7 112.4
Bulgaria n.a. 80.9 81.6 n.a. 110.4 111.2 n.a. 202.7 194.7
Croatia n.a. n.a. 79.9 n.a. n.a. 99.1 n.a. n.a. 170.3
Czech Republic 62.0 76.9 78.1 78.4 95.4 95.6 123.8 144.6 143.7
Estonia 64.3 62.7 63.7 83.0 82.2 83.1 141.4 1429 143.9
Hungary 60.5 67.6 64.5 62.4 81.9 79.2 95.0 126.8 122.2
Latvia 89.1 90.8 89.8 117.4 119.4 118.3 205.6 208.8 207.1
Lithuania 79.1 55.7 50.4 100.4 69.8 61.5 166.7 114.6 97.2
Poland 67.1 64.7 64.1 83.0 81.6 80.7 102.8 89.8 85.3
Romania n.a. 51.0 46.3 n.a. 61.7 54.6 n.a. 96.2 81.4
Slovakia 46.8 46.7 47.9 67.4 67.2 69.1 139.9 134.8 139.1
Slovenia 77.0 82.0 78.3 94.1 101.5 95.9 138.7 156.7 138.5
Nordic 73.6 66.2 67.7 89.5 79.9 82.2 125.3 117.1 112.0
Denmark 77.8 75.7 75.2 91.5 89.6 89.2 141.6 139.7 139.5
Finland 68.4 67.1 79.9 80.6 78.9 97.3 98.8 106.3 140.1
Sweden 74.2 60.1 56.4 93.4 74.7 69.5 131.0 110.0 80.1
Southern 70.2 68.4 68.9 88.0 84.9 82.8 147.4 1394 134.3
Cyprus 61.7 n.a. n.a. 86.2 n.a. n.a. 168.4 n.a. n.a.
Greece 50.3 45.8 45.9 55.5 51.5 50.5 70.5 84.4 80.4
Italy 71.6 70.5 72.9 88.6 86.1 85.5 144.4 134.2 134.5
Portugal 86.8 80.6 81.8 113.0 103.2 100.9 208.0 187.8 176.3
Spain 69.5 68.4 66.1 89.5 87.2 82.9 155.8 148.3 137.3

Previous earnings as % of average; earnings if taking up work as % of average.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-35:

Unemployment trap for two-earner couples with two children

previous 100%,
earnings 100%

previous 100%,
earnings 67%

previous 100%,
earnings 33%

EU-28 69.1 68.9 68.5 85.4 85.7 84.2 138.3 139.9 134.4
Anglo-Saxon 38.8 37.9 35.2 39.4 409 36.9 46.2 47.3 41.9
Ireland 45.6 52.0 48.6 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.7
Malta 45.1 40.0 37.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
United Kingdom 38.3 36.9 34.3 4.7 4.9 45 5.3 5.5 49
Continental 82.1 81.2 80.2 100.4 100.2 98.6 156.8 158.8 154.2
Austria 77.6 79.1 77.7 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.5 2.6 2.4
Belgium 68.7 101.2 74.6 1.6 2.7 1.9 2.0 4.1 2.4
France 76.3 75.8 75.8 12.4 12.5 12.6 20.3 20.4 20.2
Germany 90.3 84.6 86.3 18.0 16.6 16.7 27.6 25.7 26.0
Luxembourg 87.8 88.0 88.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2
Netherlands 73.1 73.6 73.1 3.1 2.9 2.8 4.7 4.7 4.6
Eastern 61.6 59.7 60.1 74.6 74.5 74.2 101.6 105.0 103.0
Bulgaria n.a. 80.9 91.9 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.0 3.0 2.8
Croatia n.a. n.a. 85.4 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.6
Czech Republic 72.4 81.5 81.1 1.9 2.2 2.2 3.2 3.9 3.9
Estonia 64.3 62.7 63.7 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.4
Hungary 60.5 67.6 64.5 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.9 2.5 2.4
Latvia 89.1 90.8 89.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.8
Lithuania 79.1 55.7 50.4 0.7 0.4 0.4 1.1 0.7 0.6
Poland 55.8 53.7 52.9 5.1 4.9 48 5.3 4.3 3.9
Romania n.a. 43.9 41.4 0.0 2.0 1.8 0.0 2.9 2.5
Slovakia 54.9 54.9 54.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 1.5 1.6 1.7
Slovenia 79.9 84.8 78.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.6
Nordic 74.3 66.5 67.9 90.8 81.2 83.3 146.7 130.9 134.6
Denmark 76.8 73.7 73.4 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.5 1.5
Finland 71.8 70.5 82.7 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.8
Sweden 74.2 60.1 56.4 1.7 1.4 1.3 2.8 2.3 2.1
Southern 72.9 72.5 73.4 91.9 90.7 89.2 156.0 153.3 147.7
Cyprus 68.7 n.a. n.a. 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Greece 34.3 37.7 41.3 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.8 1.6
Italy 71.5 71.0 74.2 10.2 10.0 10.3 15.9 15.6 16.2
Portugal 92.8 92.1 95.0 2.6 2.5 2.5 4.5 4.4 4.0
Spain 79.7 78.4 75.1 9.2 9.4 8.8 16.8 17.0 15.6

Previous earnings as % of average; earnings if taking up work as % of average.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-36: Gini coefficients of and correlation between income and wealth

Correlation net

income
EU-28 0.68 0.42 0.33
Anglo-Saxon 0.60 0.37 0.19
Ireland n.a. n.a. n.a.
Malta 0.60 0.37 0.19
United Kingdom n.a. n.a. n.a.
Continental 0.71 0.41 0.37
Austria 0.76 0.42 0.27
Belgium 0.61 0.48 0.18
France 0.68 0.38 0.44
Germany 0.76 0.43 0.36
Luxembourg 0.66 0.42 0.47
Netherlands 0.65 0.32 0.25
Eastern 0.47 0.39 0.31
Bulgaria n.a. n.a. n.a.
Croatia n.a. n.a. n.a.
Czech Republic n.a. n.a. n.a.
Estonia n.a. n.a. n.a.
Hungary n.a. n.a. n.a.
Latvia n.a. n.a. n.a.
Lithuania n.a. n.a. n.a.
Poland n.a. n.a. n.a.
Romania n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 0.45 0.36 0.29
Slovenia 0.53 0.48 0.38
Nordic 0.66 0.38 0.59
Denmark n.a. n.a. n.a.
Finland 0.66 0.38 0.59
Sweden n.a. n.a. n.a.
Southern 0.60 0.41 0.39
Cyprus 0.70 0.45 0.42
Greece 0.56 0.40 0.42
Italy 0.61 0.40 0.48
Portugal 0.67 0.45 0.48
Spain 0.58 0.41 0.25

n.a. not available.
Source: Arrondel et al,, 2014.
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Table 10-37: Women's share of parental leave by duration

3 months or From 3 to 6 From 6 to 12
less months months Over 12 months
EU-28 0.63 0.89 0.95 0.97
Anglo-Saxon 0.54 0.98 1.00 0.97
Ireland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Malta n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.00
United Kingdom 0.54 0.98 1.00 0.98
Continental 0.58 0.87 0.93 0.89
Austria n.a. 0.36 0.88 0.99
Belgium 0.84 0.96 n.a. n.a.
France n.a. 1.00 0.98 0.96
Germany 0.49 0.80 0.95 0.98
Luxembourg n.a. 0.86 n.a. n.a.
Netherlands 0.86 0.93 0.70 0.69
Eastern 0.86 0.98 0.96 0.90
Bulgaria n.a. n.a. 0.95 0.97
Croatia 0.54 0.95 n.a. 1.00
Czech Republic 0.52 1.00 0.94 0.99
Estonia n.a. n.a. 0.85 0.99
Hungary 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.98
Latvia 0.79 n.a. 0.91 1.00
Lithuania n.a. n.a. 0.96 0.99
Poland 0.95 0.99 0.97 0.98
Romania n.a. n.a. 0.96 0.95
Slovakia n.a. n.a. 0.93 1.00
Slovenia n.a. 0.79 0.97 1.00
Nordic 0.26 0.57 0.86 0.78
Denmark 0.34 0.76 0.93 n.a.
Finland 0.29 0.75 0.88 0.89
Sweden 0.21 0.35 0.80 0.98
Southern 0.87 0.98 0.99 0.98
Cyprus n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece 0.95 0.93 0.99 n.a.
Italy 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.99
Portugal 0.66 0.97 n.a. n.a.
Spain 0.92 0.98 0.98 0.98

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-38: Part-time employment of people with children less than 6 years

Females

2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013

EU-28 18.6 19.6 20.2 3.9 4.9 5.6 40.0 39.1 38.7
Anglo-Saxon 29.8 29.4 28.7 4.6 6.8 7.2 62.7 57.6 55.7
Ireland n.a. 20.5 20.2 n.a. 7.3 8.6 n.a. 36.4 34.3
Malta 8.5 14.4 18.1 n.a. n.a. 3.8 30.1 37.3 37.9
United Kingdom 29.9 30.2 29.4 4.6 6.8 7.1 62.9 59.3 57.3
Continental 25.9 27.4 28.2 5.0 6.1 6.6 56.4 55.6 54.3
Austria 279 31.9 35.2 3.8 5.5 7.6 59.5 64.1 67.1
Belgium 23.4 24.0 23.2 4.2 6.2 6.1 46.3 443 42.7
France 17.7 18.5 18.4 3.4 4.2 5.1 36.3 35.6 33.6
Germany 28.1 30.0 32.2 4.8 5.9 6.0 66.1 65.4 65.5
Luxembourg 20.8 211 20.8 n.a. n.a. 2.7 48.1 459 40.9
Netherlands 47.4 49.8 47.4 12.8 14.7 15.5 89.3 88.2 83.6
Eastern 6.5 6.5 5.8 4.2 3.7 31 11.4 11.9 10.8
Bulgaria 2.0 29 2.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. 29 n.a. n.a.
Croatia 4.5 4.3 2.9 2.5 31 1.9 7.0 5.8 4.1
Czech Republic 5.7 7.0 7.0 0.5 0.8 1.0 18.4 22.2 189
Estonia 5.6 8.9 8.7 n.a. 3.1 4.1 12.7 171 15.4
Hungary 3.8 5.0 6.7 1.1 2.2 2.5 9.9 11.3 15.3
Latvia 8.0 9.7 5.0 3.9 6.8 2.0 14.0 12.7 8.5
Lithuania 6.1 6.2 6.4 n.a. n.a. 4.3 9.3 7.6 8.5
Poland 7.8 6.0 5.5 3.6 2.3 1.8 14.1 11.3 10.5
Romania 9.6 9.8 6.8 9.1 9.1 6.9 10.4 10.7 6.6
Slovakia 1.2 3.4 5.6 n.a. 1.7 3.5 3.0 7.0 9.8
Slovenia 39 7.4 8.8 1.6 2.0 3.1 6.4 129 15.3
Nordic 8.2 18.9 17.2 2.5 6.9 5.5 16.2 31.0 30.0
Denmark n.a. 16.8 13.7 n.a. 6.8 4.8 n.a. 22.1 23.1
Finland 8.2 10.2 9.6 2.5 3.7 3.0 16.2 19.5 19.0
Sweden n.a. 25.1 23.5 n.a. 8.7 7.3 n.a. 42.8 40.2
Southern 13.0 13.8 16.4 2.4 3.0 5.8 30.2 29.5 30.6
Cyprus 5.9 7.0 10.3 n.a. 1.9 6.1 12.5 129 14.9
Greece 4.4 5.7 7.5 1.1 2.2 4.9 10.2 11.2 11.6
Italy 15.4 16.3 18.7 2.7 33 5.5 36.9 37.1 37.7
Portugal 5.5 4.2 5.8 1.7 1.9 3.5 9.8 6.8 8.1
Spain 13.8 14.8 17.9 2.4 3.0 6.8 315 29.6 31.1
People aged 20 to 49.

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-39: Employment rates of native and foreign-born people

Total Native-born Foreign-born
EU-28 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 71.7 73.7 69.3
Ireland n.a. n.a. n.a.
Malta 62.1 61.8 64.9
United Kingdom 71.8 73.8 69.3
Continental 64.7 66.0 58.2
Austria 71.1 72.6 64.9
Belgium 61.9 63.5 53.9
France 64.3 65.6 58.0
Germany n.a. n.a. n.a.
Luxembourg 66.2 61.2 71.4
Netherlands n.a. n.a. n.a.
Eastern 62.0 62.0 64.8
Bulgaria 60.8 60.8 58.2
Croatia 54.6 55.0 52.0
Czech Republic 69.0 68.9 70.7
Estonia 70.2 70.4 69.2
Hungary 61.3 61.2 69.2
Latvia 66.6 66.6 66.7
Lithuania 65.1 65.1 70.4
Poland 61.0 61.0 64.3
Romania 61.2 61.3 :
Slovakia 60.7 60.7 63.9
Slovenia 64.5 64.9 60.6
Nordic 72.5 74.2 64.8
Denmark n.a. n.a. n.a.
Finland 68.5 69.0 63.6
Sweden 74.9 77.2 65.4
Southern 55.9 56.2 56.6
Cyprus 62.3 60.4 68.6
Greece 49.4 49.2 50.3
Italy 55.7 55.2 59.1
Portugal 62.6 62.2 66.8
Spain 56.1 57.6 52.3

Data from 2014. People aged 15 to 64.
n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.

SIM Europe Reform Barometer - Statistical Documentation

Page 138



Table 10-40: Corruption Perceptions Index and Shadow Economy

Corruption Perceptions Index Shadow Economy as % of GDP
2014 2015 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. n.a. n.a. 21.8 19.9 18.6
Anglo-Saxon 75.6 77.6 80.4 12.3 10.9 9.8
Ireland 72.0 74.0 75.0 14.8 13.0 11.8
Malta 56.0 55.0 56.0 26.9 26.0 24.0
United Kingdom 76.0 78.0 81.0 12.0 10.7 9.6
Continental 75.4 75.3 77.1 14.4 12.4 11.2
Austria 69.0 72.0 76.0 10.3 8.2 7.8
Belgium 75.0 76.0 77.0 20.1 17.4 16.1
France 71.0 69.0 70.0 13.8 11.3 10.8
Germany 78.0 79.0 81.0 15.0 13.5 11.6
Luxembourg 80.0 82.0 81.0 9.9 8.4 8.1
Netherlands 83.0 83.0 87.0 12.0 10.0 9.2
Eastern 52.3 53.3 54.7 27.5 25.6 23.8
Bulgaria 41.0 43.0 41.0 34.4 32.6 31.0
Croatia 48.0 48.0 51.0 31.5 29.8 28.0
Czech Republic 48.0 51.0 56.0 18.5 16.7 15.3
Estonia 68.0 69.0 70.0 30.2 29.3 27.1
Hungary 54.0 54.0 51.0 24.5 23.3 21.6
Latvia 53.0 55.0 55.0 29.5 27.3 24.7
Lithuania 57.0 58.0 61.0 31.1 29.7 27.1
Poland 60.0 61.0 62.0 27.1 25.4 23.5
Romania 43.0 43.0 46.0 32.2 29.8 28.1
Slovakia 47.0 50.0 51.0 17.6 16.4 14.6
Slovenia 57.0 58.0 60.0 26.0 24.3 23.5
Nordic 89.5 88.9 89.8 17.0 14.5 13.2
Denmark 91.0 92.0 91.0 16.5 14.0 12.8
Finland 89.0 89.0 90.0 16.6 14.0 129
Sweden 89.0 87.0 89.0 17.5 15.0 13.6
Southern 50.2 50.8 50.8 23.3 21.1 20.0
Cyprus 63.0 63.0 61.0 28.1 26.2 25.7
Greece 40.0 43.0 46.0 27.6 25.4 23.3
Italy 43.0 43.0 44.0 24.4 21.8 20.8
Portugal 62.0 63.0 63.0 21.2 19.2 18.7
Spain 59.0 60.0 58.0 21.3 19.4 18.5

n.a. not available.
Source: Transparency International, 2016 and Schneider, 2016.
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Table 10-41: Gini coefficient and reduction of income inequality by social transfers

Gini coefficient before social transfers Reduction by social transfers (pensions
(pensions excluded) excluded) in %
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 36.2 36.5 n.a. -15.7 -15.3
Anglo-Saxon 42.8 42.3 40.4 -19.6 -22.5 -21.9
Ireland 41.8 46.8 45.6 -23.7 -34.4 -32.7
Malta 30.2 33.0 324 -10.6 -13.3 -14.5
United Kingdom 429 42.0 40.1 -19.3 -21.7 -21.2
Continental 33.8 35.5 35.6 -20.6 -18.6 -17.8
Austria 32.5 34.4 33.9 -19.1 -17.7 -18.6
Belgium 37.7 34.8 34.5 -25.7 -23.6 -24.9
France 34.3 36.3 35.1 -19.2 -17.9 -16.8
Germany 33.1 35.9 37.1 -21.1 -18.4 -17.3
Luxembourg 32.1 349 35.5 -17.4 -20.1 -19.2
Netherlands 33.7 31.8 32.3 -20.2 -19.8 -18.9
Eastern 38.1 34.7 34.7 -16.0 -12.9 -11.2
Bulgaria n.a. 359 38.0 n.a. -7.5 -6.8
Croatia n.a. 37.0 36.5 n.a. -14.6 -17.3
Czech Republic 325 29.8 29.6 -20.0 -16.4 -15.2
Estonia 379 35.3 39.2 -10.0 -11.3 -9.2
Hungary 36.5 329 34.6 -24.4 -26.7 -19.4
Latvia 39.4 39.0 38.5 -8.1 -7.9 -7.8
Lithuania 39.9 42.4 39.4 -9.0 -12.7 -11.2
Poland 41.1 34.7 34.0 -13.4 -10.4 -9.4
Romania n.a. 37.2 37.7 n.a. -10.5 -8.0
Slovakia 31.7 30.0 30.0 -17.4 -13.7 -13.0
Slovenia 30.7 29.8 31.0 -22.5 -20.1 -19.4
Nordic 34.6 34.3 34.9 -29.9 -26.5 -25.2
Denmark 35.8 38.0 38.2 -33.2 -29.2 -27.5
Finland 35.5 33.9 34.1 -26.8 -25.1 -24.9
Sweden 33.3 324 334 -29.7 -25.6 -24.0
Southern 34.9 35.6 37.1 -5.3 -8.3 -9.4
Cyprus 31.0 335 37.5 -7.4 -10.1 -7.2
Greece 34.7 34.9 37.0 -4.3 -5.7 -6.8
Italy 34.1 33.7 34.8 -4.1 -5.9 -6.9
Portugal 41.3 38.3 38.7 -7.7 -12.0 -10.9
Spain 34.4 37.7 39.9 -6.4 -11.1 -13.0

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-42: Income quintile share ratio by age

Income quintile share ratio for Income quintile share ratio for
people less than 65 years people 65 years and over
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 5.1 5.5 n.a. 4.0 4.1
Anglo-Saxon 59 5.4 5.2 4.4 4.3 4.2
Ireland 5.1 4.8 4.8 3.4 4.0 4.1
Malta 3.9 4.4 4.2 3.8 3.7 3.2
United Kingdom 6.0 5.5 5.2 4.5 4.3 4.2
Continental 3.9 4.4 4.7 3.8 4.0 4.2
Austria 3.8 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.2 4.0
Belgium 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.0 3.7 3.0
France 3.9 4.4 4.2 4.5 4.4 4.5
Germany 3.8 4.7 5.4 3.5 3.8 4.2
Luxembourg 4.0 4.3 4.5 3.2 3.2 3.7
Netherlands 4.1 3.8 3.9 33 31 3.4
Eastern 6.0 5.2 5.6 3.2 3.5 3.6
Bulgaria n.a. 5.9 7.6 n.a. 4.5 4.2
Croatia n.a. 5.5 5.2 n.a. 53 4.5
Czech Republic 3.9 3.6 3.7 2.3 2.4 2.4
Estonia 6.4 5.4 7.1 33 2.9 33
Hungary 4.3 3.6 4.5 2.6 2.6 2.7
Latvia 7.3 7.7 6.9 4.0 3.8 4.3
Lithuania 7.5 8.4 6.6 3.5 3.6 4.0
Poland 7.2 5.2 5.2 3.6 35 3.4
Romania n.a. 6.4 7.7 n.a. 4.1 4.8
Slovakia 4.1 4.0 4.2 2.5 2.3 2.3
Slovenia 3.3 3.4 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5
Nordic 3.5 3.8 3.9 2.8 3.2 3.5
Denmark 3.5 4.4 4.2 2.5 3.6 3.8
Finland 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.0 3.1 3.2
Sweden 3.4 3.6 3.9 2.8 31 3.5
Southern 5.9 6.1 6.8 4.7 4.5 4.4
Cyprus 4.0 4.3 5.4 4.6 4.7 4.8
Greece 5.9 6.0 7.3 5.0 4.1 4.1
Italy 5.8 5.8 6.3 4.5 4.2 4.4
Portugal 7.1 5.7 6.6 5.7 5.0 4.9
Spain 5.7 6.5 7.5 4.6 4.8 4.3

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-43:

Gender pay gap in % of average wage

2007 2010 2013
EU-28 n.a. 16.1 16.3
Anglo-Saxon 20.5 19.0 19.6
Ireland 17.3 139 n.a.
Malta 7.8 7.2 5.1
United Kingdom 20.8 19.5 19.7
Continental 19.9 18.8 18.1
Austria 25.5 24.0 23.0
Belgium 10.1 10.2 9.8
France 17.3 15.6 15.1
Germany 22.8 22.3 21.6
Luxembourg 10.2 8.7 8.6
Netherlands 19.3 17.8 16.0
Eastern 15.9 10.5 11.5
Bulgaria 12.1 13.0 13.5
Croatia n.a. 5.7 7.4
Czech Republic 23.6 21.6 22.1
Estonia 30.9 27.7 29.9
Hungary 16.3 17.6 18.4
Latvia 13.6 15.5 14.4
Lithuania 22.6 14.6 13.3
Poland 14.9 4.5 6.4
Romania 12.5 8.8 9.1
Slovakia 23.6 19.6 19.8
Slovenia 5.0 0.9 3.2
Nordic 18.4 16.8 16.4
Denmark 17.7 15.9 16.4
Finland 20.2 20.3 18.7
Sweden 17.8 15.4 15.2
Southern 11.5 10.8 12.6
Cyprus 22.0 16.8 15.8
Greece 21.5 15.0 n.a.
Italy 5.1 53 7.3
Portugal 8.5 12.8 13.0
Spain 18.1 16.2 19.3

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-44: Tax revenue as % of GDP

Tax revenue from taxes on Tax revenue from taxes on
income, profits and capital gain property
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 12.9 12.2 11.5 3.9 3.8 4.0
Ireland 119 10.6 121 2.2 1.4 2.3
Malta n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
United Kingdom 13.0 12.3 11.4 4.1 39 4.1
Continental 10.2 10.0 11.2 1.9 1.9 2.2
Austria 11.7 11.5 12.7 0.5 0.5 0.6
Belgium 15.7 14.6 16.1 3.0 3.1 3.5
France 10.1 9.1 10.5 33 3.5 3.9
Germany 9.5 10.0 11.0 0.8 0.8 0.9
Luxembourg 13.2 13.8 13.1 3.3 2.7 3.0
Netherlands 10.1 10.1 n.a. 1.9 1.4 n.a.
Eastern 7.1 6.5 6.7 1.1 1.0 0.7
Bulgaria n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Croatia n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Czech Republic 8.4 6.6 7.1 0.4 0.4 0.5
Estonia 6.9 6.6 7.6 0.3 0.3 0.3
Hungary 8.7 7.8 6.5 0.8 1.2 1.3
Latvia n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Lithuania n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Poland 6.4 6.3 n.a. 1.5 1.3 n.a.
Romania n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 5.9 5.4 6.3 0.5 0.4 0.4
Slovenia 8.2 7.4 6.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
Nordic 20.8 18.6 19.9 1.4 1.3 1.4
Denmark 29.7 28.0 33.2 1.8 1.9 1.9
Finland 16.1 14.5 15.3 1.2 1.1 1.3
Sweden 18.2 15.3 14.8 1.4 1.0 1.1
Southern 10.9 10.9 11.8 2.2 1.9 2.3
Cyprus n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece 7.9 7.0 8.7 1.3 1.5 1.9
Italy 12.4 13.7 14.2 2.0 2.0 2.6
Portugal 7.8 8.3 10.7 1.1 1.1 1.3
Spain 10.4 9.0 9.6 3.0 2.0 2.3

n.a. not available.
Source: OECD, 2016.
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Table 10-45: Tax rates for different income levels

Single person, 67% of AW Single person, 167% of AW
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 26.0 26.0 25.4 34.7 34.5 34.4
Anglo-Saxon 23.1 22.2 19.2 30.6 30.4 30.2
Ireland 14.1 15.1 13.8 32.2 335 33.1
Malta 11.7 12.0 129 25.1 23.6 23.3
United Kingdom 23.8 22.8 19.6 30.5 30.3 30.0
Continental 31.7 30.4 30.7 41.0 39.6 40.1
Austria 26.8 26.8 28.7 374 37.4 39.2
Belgium 35.0 35.4 35.9 48.8 49.0 49.2
France 25.9 25.9 26.7 33.1 333 34.3
Germany 36.3 34.2 34.6 46.9 43.8 43.8
Luxembourg 18.9 19.1 21.8 34.2 34.7 37.8
Netherlands 319 27.7 25.4 38.3 38.7 39.3
Eastern 24.0 23.6 24.2 29.9 27.7 27.0
Bulgaria 17.0 20.9 21.6 25.6 209 21.6
Croatia n.a. n.a. 25.0 n.a. n.a. 35.1
Czech Republic 21.7 18.2 19.2 27.3 259 26.3
Estonia 17.3 17.5 18.2 21.8 209 20.8
Hungary 22.2 27.5 34.5 41.6 39.2 34.5
Latvia 27.8 29.9 28.7 30.2 31.5 30.7
Lithuania 24.7 19.7 19.9 315 24.0 24.0
Poland 27.0 23.5 23.9 29.5 25.4 25.5
Romania 24.0 27.1 24.5 28.5 29.9 26.5
Slovakia 17.7 17.3 19.4 24.8 24.7 25.7
Slovenia 30.2 28.6 28.7 38.8 38.8 37.6
Nordic 30.7 26.0 26.3 42.1 38.1 38.2
Denmark 38.9 36.7 36.4 49.2 44.5 43.6
Finland 25.0 22.1 23.8 38.6 36.3 37.8
Sweden 29.2 219 21.8 40.0 35.3 35.1
Southern 19.3 20.8 21.2 29.6 31.5 34.6
Cyprus 6.3 n.a. n.a. 15.8 n.a. n.a.
Greece 16.0 16.0 18.9 26.0 25.7 34.5
Italy 23.1 25.5 23.9 34.0 36.8 39.0
Portugal 15.9 16.9 19.5 28.6 30.5 35.0
Spain 16.0 17.3 18.5 25.1 26.3 28.7

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-46: Formal childcare by age group

From 3 years to minimum compulsory

school age Less than 3 years
2010 2013 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 39.0 35.0 n.a. 14.0 13.0
Anglo-Saxon 63.8 67.2 51.1 23.2 30.2 25.5
Ireland 64.0 73.0 68.0 14.0 21.0 19.0
Malta 32.0 26.0 32.0 4.0 6.0 17.0
United Kingdom 64.0 67.0 50.0 24.0 31.0 26.0
Continental 60.1 49.0 42.2 14.0 14.5 14.0
Austria 53.0 57.0 52.0 4.0 6.0 9.0
Belgium 50.0 36.0 21.0 23.0 17.0 21.0
France 56.0 47.0 46.0 16.0 17.0 13.0
Germany 61.0 46.0 35.0 8.0 7.0 9.0
Luxembourg 48.0 42.0 36.0 14.0 17.0 23.0
Netherlands 82.0 76.0 71.0 36.0 44.0 40.0
Eastern 14.5 19.7 16.3 0.8 1.3 1.8
Bulgaria n.a. 4.0 6.0 n.a. 1.0 0.0
Croatia n.a. 14.0 13.0 n.a. 0.0 1.0
Czech Republic 30.0 32.0 21.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
Estonia 9.0 6.0 9.0 3.0 2.0 3.0
Hungary 30.0 14.0 17.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
Latvia 7.0 6.0 9.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
Lithuania 11.0 9.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 n.a.
Poland 8.0 10.0 9.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Romania n.a. 49.0 36.0 n.a. 4.0 5.0
Slovakia 10.0 8.0 13.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Slovenia 10.0 14.0 10.0 2.0 4.0 3.0
Nordic 26.8 23.1 19.3 15.8 13.2 12.2
Denmark 15.0 15.0 7.0 13.0 10.0 2.0
Finland 25.0 21.0 20.0 8.0 8.0 7.0
Sweden 35.0 29.0 26.0 22.0 18.0 21.0
Southern 32.1 29.3 32.1 13.3 10.4 114
Cyprus 40.0 34.0 34.0 7.0 10.0 3.0
Greece 27.0 46.0 39.0 3.0 3.0 8.0
Italy 21.0 17.0 21.0 9.0 6.0 8.0
Portugal 12.0 11.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 2.0
Spain 53.0 45.0 51.0 24.0 19.0 19.0

Duration of formal childcare up to 29 hours a week.
n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-47: Participation rate in education and training

Both sexes Females

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014

EU-28 9.6 9.1 10.7 8.8 8.2 9.8 10.3 10.0 11.6
Anglo-Saxon 26.2 18.6 15.1 21.9 15.7 13.6 30.3 21.4 16.7
Ireland 7.4 6.8 6.7 6.2 6.3 6.0 8.6 7.2 7.3
Malta 5.2 6.0 7.1 5.8 5.8 6.8 4.7 6.2 7.5
United Kingdom 27.6 19.5 15.8 23.1 16.4 14.2 32.0 22.5 17.4
Continental 8.1 7.8 12.8 8.1 7.5 11.9 8.1 8.0 13.7
Austria 12.9 13.8 14.2 12.3 12.7 13.2 13.6 14.8 15.3
Belgium 8.3 7.2 7.1 8.2 7.0 6.7 8.5 7.4 7.6
France 5.9 5.0 18.3 5.6 4.5 15.9 6.2 5.4 20.7
Germany 7.7 7.7 7.9 8.0 7.7 8.0 7.4 7.6 7.8
Luxembourg 8.5 13.4 14.0 8.5 12.8 13.4 8.5 14.0 14.5
Netherlands 15.9 16.6 17.8 15.6 16.0 17.5 16.1 17.2 18.2
Eastern 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.6 3.7 3.7 4.6 4.5 4.3
Bulgaria 1.3 1.2 1.8 1.3 1.1 1.6 1.2 1.3 2.0
Croatia 2.1 2.5 2.5 2.0 2.6 2.4 2.1 2.5 2.6
Czech Republic 5.6 7.5 9.3 5.2 7.3 9.1 5.9 7.7 9.6
Estonia 6.0 10.9 11.5 4.5 8.5 9.2 7.3 13.1 13.7
Hungary 3.9 2.7 3.2 3.2 2.6 2.9 4.6 2.8 3.5
Latvia 7.8 5.1 5.5 4.8 3.5 4.8 10.6 6.6 6.2
Lithuania 6.1 39 5.0 4.3 3.1 4.5 7.8 4.7 5.4
Poland 49 5.2 4.0 4.3 4.7 3.6 5.4 5.7 4.3
Romania 1.6 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.1 1.6 1.6 1.2 1.3
Slovakia 4.6 2.8 3.0 4.3 2.2 2.8 5.0 33 3.1
Slovenia 15.3 16.2 11.9 13.6 14.1 10.4 17.2 18.3 13.6
Nordic 21.5 26.2 28.7 17.5 20.4 23.0 25.6 32.1 34.5
Denmark 27.4 325 31.7 23.6 26.0 26.0 31.2 39.1 37.5
Finland 22.5 23.0 25.1 19.0 18.9 21.6 26.1 27.1 28.8
Sweden 17.4 24.4 289 13.0 18.0 22.1 21.9 30.9 36.0
Southern 7.1 7.6 8.3 6.5 7.1 8.0 7.6 8.1 8.7
Cyprus 5.9 7.7 6.9 5.4 7.4 6.3 6.3 7.9 7.3
Greece 1.9 3.1 3.0 2.0 3.2 3.1 1.8 2.9 2.8
Italy 5.8 6.2 8.0 5.4 5.8 7.7 6.2 6.5 8.3
Portugal 4.1 5.7 9.6 4.0 5.7 9.3 4.2 5.7 9.9
Spain 10.8 11.0 9.8 9.8 10.1 9.2 11.7 11.9 10.5

People aged 25 to 64. Participation within the last 4 weeks.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-48: Employment rates by migration status and educational attainment

Levels 0 - 2 Levels 3 and 4 Level 5-8
Native-  Foreign- Native-  Foreign- Native-  Foreign-
Total born born Total born born Total born born
EU-28 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 56.3 57.2 51.7 72.7 73.5 67.9 84.3 85.7 79.2
Ireland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Malta 50.8 50.2 58.7 67.1 67.5 60.9 87.5 89.8 74.7
United Kingdom 56.3 57.2 51.7 72.7 73.5 67.9 84.3 85.7 79.2
Continental 41.2 40.4 45.5 66.9 67.7 60.0 81.3 83.0 71.1
Austria 47.3 47.7 46.3 74.2 75.0 70.2 82.6 84.2 75.9
Belgium 35.6 34.9 37.8 64.4 65.3 58.5 81.9 84.0 70.5
France 41.3 40.5 46.6 66.4 67.2 58.9 81.0 82.7 70.5
Germany n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Luxembourg 419 32.2 53.7 65.4 65.9 64.6 83.0 83.1 83.0
Netherlands n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Eastern 28.6 28.3 41.0 65.0 65.1 60.2 82.5 82.5 80.6
Bulgaria 29.5 29.5 n.a. 64.9 64.9 56.9 81.2 81.5 66.0
Croatia 26.2 25.0 37.9 57.2 57.8 51.9 78.8 79.5 72.5
Czech Republic 221 21.4 36.3 74.0 74.0 75.5 82.2 82.1 82.8
Estonia 36.4 35.4 60.8 71.5 72.3 66.2 84.0 85.8 74.1
Hungary 30.7 30.5 45.1 66.4 66.4 68.3 80.8 80.7 81.3
Latvia 31.8 31.4 41.5 68.1 68.1 67.0 84.1 84.7 74.5
Lithuania 17.5 17.4 n.a. 65.1 65.0 71.7 88.6 89.4 74.3
Poland 22.1 22.1 n.a. 62.5 62.6 52.7 83.6 83.6 85.0
Romania 45.6 45.6 n.a. 64.7 64.8 n.a. 82.7 82.7 n.a.
Slovakia 17.5 17.3 n.a. 66.6 66.6 66.4 76.3 76.3 78.3
Slovenia 35.9 35.5 38.2 65.4 65.1 67.5 83.6 84.1 76.7
Nordic 46.2 46.5 48.9 76.3 77.5 68.1 85.9 87.9 76.5
Denmark n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Finland 38.3 37.6 49.6 70.6 71.1 65.2 83.2 83.8 74.1
Sweden 50.8 51.6 48.5 79.6 81.2 69.7 87.5 90.3 77.8
Southern 43.3 42.4 49.3 59.2 59.0 60.3 74.8 75.8 66.8
Cyprus 40.7 333 65.3 63.3 61.5 69.7 77.0 79.0 70.1
Greece 38.5 36.4 51.6 47.3 47.2 48.0 68.0 68.7 53.7
Italy 415 39.9 51.6 63.0 62.7 64.7 75.2 75.9 68.9
Portugal 55.1 55.0 57.6 66.6 66.2 69.0 79.8 80.1 77.8
Spain 44.1 44.2 43.7 55.4 55.4 55.3 74.8 76.3 64.5

ISCED 2011: ISCED 0: Early childhood education, ISCED 1: Primary education, ISCED 2: Lower secondary education, ISCED 3:
Upper secondary education, ISCED 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education, ISCED 5: Short-cycle tertiary education, ISCED
6: Bachelor’s or equivalent level, ISCED 7: Master’s or equivalent level, ISCED 8: Doctoral or equivalent level.

All data from 2014.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-49: Employment rates for people aged 50 or over by place of birth

Birth in EU-28-countries except
Birth in reporting country reporting country Birth extra EU-28

2006 2010 2014 2006 2010 2014 2006 2010 2014

EU-28 32.4 34.2 36.3 31.3 34.5 38.9 39.2 43.4 45.6
Anglo-Saxon 39.0 40.0 41.3 33.3 371 41.7 44.5 46.9 48.4
Ireland 39.3 39.6 40.5 44.0 449 45.5 53.3 57.0 56.9
Malta 25.6 27.3 29.0 27.8 24.6 33.2 n.a. 36.5 459
United Kingdom 39.1 40.1 41.4 32.6 36.6 41.5 439 46.2 47.8
Continental 32.7 35.1 38.3 30.3 32.8 35.5 371 38.2 39.3
Austria 27.1 32.1 35.1 25.9 30.7 33.2 439 42.3 41.5
Belgium 25.7 29.4 31.3 25.4 27.9 30.6 30.2 33.2 34.0
France 30.0 31.4 34.0 30.1 31.0 32.8 36.4 37.3 37.7
Germany 35.2 38.2 42.4 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Luxembourg 23.4 27.9 30.6 36.6 41.2 45.4 43.8 50.0 48.5
Netherlands 37.7 40.2 42.2 36.3 44.1 50.3 40.7 42.7 47.7
Eastern 32.3 31.5 35.0 18.9 19.6 19.2 18.0 21.8 28.2
Bulgaria 29.1 33.6 35.4 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 58.6
Croatia 28.5 30.8 29.6 n.a. 24.1 15.0 24.4 28.7 30.1
Czech Republic 39.3 38.2 38.3 24.9 29.6 35.7 35.0 36.6 58.9
Estonia 44.0 43.2 46.8 46.2 45.2 45.9 36.8 39.4 35.5
Hungary 26.8 28.2 31.0 23.2 27.8 33.0 26.3 39.4 25.6
Latvia 419 39.5 42.8 29.6 31.8 30.3 33.6 325 32.2
Lithuania 34.6 36.8 40.8 n.a. n.a. n.a. 29.1 35.9 39.3
Poland 29.6 33.1 34.7 12.8 11.4 8.5 6.7 8.4 8.8
Romania 35.6 34.3 34.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 34.8 37.7 38.4 28.0 25.5 27.7 n.a. n.a. 51.7
Slovenia 31.2 31.7 32.2 28.4 26.3 24.9 419 50.2 46.2
Nordic 49.1 48.5 48.2 51.6 52.4 57.5 42.7 50.0 52.5
Denmark 41.8 40.2 40.8 42.4 48.5 49.2 38.5 47.8 41.8
Finland 39.9 40.1 39.1 63.1 65.0 70.8 42.0 48.1 54.3
Sweden 58.8 58.2 57.7 50.5 47.6 54.9 45.6 52.5 57.7
Southern 27.3 29.0 30.9 32.7 39.4 45.7 51.2 57.6 60.1
Cyprus 419 449 40.9 31.4 38.1 35.9 51.7 51.3 56.2
Greece 27.6 28.2 25.8 429 61.0 54.4 52.1 58.2 55.6
Italy 23.8 25.3 29.0 32.2 41.1 49.0 47.7 55.0 59.0
Portugal 40.5 40.2 37.6 n.a. 39.1 40.1 52.5 56.3 56.6
Spain 28.4 31.2 33.0 30.8 32.2 40.8 55.4 61.2 63.4

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-50: Confidence, satisfaction, volunteering and charity

Confidence in

national Volunteer  Giving
government$ Satisfaction with...§§ ing$ss Indexssss
financial accomo- overall enl‘l/‘il:,grglm
Total Youth  situation dation job life - 2006 2013
EU-28 n.a. n.a. 6.0 7.5 7.1 7.1 7.3 31.7 n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 46.9 55.7 6.2 7.9 7.0 7.3 7.8 16.6 55.3
Ireland 35.5 36.7 5.5 8.0 7.2 7.4 8.0 17.2 60.0
Malta n.a. n.a. 6.0 7.9 7.5 7.1 7.1 10.5 49.0
United Kingdom 47.8 57.1 6.2 7.9 7.0 7.3 7.8 n.a. 55.0
Continental 47.5 59.1 6.5 7.6 7.2 7.3 7.7 26.5 37.2
Austria 41.0 61.5 7.0 8.3 8.0 7.8 8.4 29.3 48.0
Belgium 52.1 67.2 6.9 7.8 7.5 7.6 7.6 11.8 36.0
France 47.4 52.3 6.4 7.5 7.2 7.1 7.6 14.2 26.0
Germany 44.8 60.5 6.3 7.5 6.9 7.3 7.7 319 42.0
Luxembourg 80.0 80.1 6.9 7.8 7.5 7.5 7.8 30.8 31.0
Netherlands 60.8 71.6 7.4 8.1 7.7 7.8 8.0 54 53.0
Eastern 28.3 30.6 5.6 7.2 7.1 6.8 7.2 319 23.1
Bulgaria n.a. n.a. 3.7 6.0 6.0 4.8 5.2 2.3 19.0
Croatia n.a. n.a. 4.6 6.9 7.0 6.3 6.3 n.a. 18.0
Czech Republic 17.8 22.5 6.0 7.7 7.4 6.9 7.5 3.5 22.0
Estonia 30.8 44.6 5.4 7.1 7.3 6.5 6.8 28.8 23.0
Hungary 23.0 16.1 5.2 6.8 7.1 6.1 6.5 8.6 29.0
Latvia n.a. n.a. 5.0 6.6 7.3 6.5 7.2 31.1 26.0
Lithuania n.a. n.a. 5.8 7.4 7.5 6.7 7.8 11.7 21.0
Poland 30.5 36.3 5.7 7.4 7.3 7.3 7.6 51.7 22.0
Romania n.a. n.a. 6.2 7.4 7.1 7.2 7.4 n.a. 23.0
Slovakia 43.2 33.6 5.5 7.6 7.2 7.0 6.9 28.3 26.0
Slovenia 24.6 20.6 5.6 7.6 7.3 7.0 7.7 75.4 40.0
Nordic 61.7 65.4 7.6 8.3 7.9 8.0 7.9 25.8 42.2
Denmark 55.4 59.8 7.6 8.4 8.1 8.0 8.2 2.3 47.0
Finland 62.0 69.8 7.5 8.4 8.1 8.0 7.8 34.7 43.0
Sweden 65.3 66.1 7.6 8.2 7.7 8.0 7.7 34.8 39.0
Southern 30.1 30.1 5.5 7.2 6.9 6.7 6.5 27.5 28.9
Cyprus n.a. n.a. 5.2 7.7 7.2 6.2 6.0 67.4 43.0
Greece 13.6 7.6 4.3 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.2 15.7 21.0
Italy 29.6 29.6 5.7 7.2 7.0 6.7 6.0 18.7 28.0
Portugal 25.5 30.5 4.5 7.3 7.0 6.2 6.3 28.4 28.0
Spain 35.8 35.9 5.8 7.3 6.9 6.9 7.2 41.3 32.0

§ Data from 2012. Youth = people aged 15 to 24 years. Source: OECD, 2016.

8§ Data from 2013. n.a. not available. Source: Eurostat, 2016.

§88 Participation of young people aged 16 to 29 years in informal voluntary activities. Without data of Croatia, Romania and
United Kingdom. Source: Eurostat, 2016.

§88§ The giving’s report worldwide ranks the countries within the categories “helping a stranger”, “donating money” and
“volunteering time” and calculates an overall index. In 2013, the leading countries (Myanmar and USA) reached 64 points,
and Ireland (60 points) was the best European country (fourth place). Source: Charities Aid Foundation, 2014.

n.a. not available.
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Table 10-51: Life expectancy at birth, 1970 and 2013

Females

EU 68.2
Anglo-Saxon 68.7 79.2 74.9 82.9
Ireland 68.8 79.0 73.5 83.1
United Kingdom 68.7 79.2 75.0 82.9
Continental 68.1 78.8 74.7 84.1
Austria 66.5 78.6 73.5 83.8
Belgium 67.9 78.1 74.2 83.2
France 68.4 79.0 75.9 85.6
Germany 67.5 78.6 73.6 83.2
Luxembourg 66.2 79.8 73.0 83.9
Netherlands 70.8 79.5 76.5 83.2
Eastern 66.4 73.3 73.1 80.9
Czech Republic 66.1 75.2 73.1 81.3
Estonia 65.5 72.8 74.5 81.7
Hungary 66.3 72.2 72.1 79.1
Poland 66.6 73.0 73.3 81.2
Slovakia 66.8 72.9 73.1 80.1
Slovenia 65.0 77.2 72.4 83.6
Nordic 70.3 79.1 76.3 83.5
Denmark 70.7 78.3 75.9 82.4
Finland 66.5 78.0 75.0 84.1
Sweden 72.3 80.2 77.3 83.8
Southern 68.9 79.9 74.5 85.3
Greece 71.6 78.7 76.0 84.0
Italy 69.0 80.3 74.9 85.2
Portugal 63.6 77.6 69.7 84.0
Spain 69.2 80.2 74.8 86.1

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-52: ood health

2013 (or nearest year)

Percent reporting to be in

highest income quintile lowest income quintile
EU 78.2 60.0
Anglo-Saxon 89.0 64.9
Ireland 90.7 77.0
United Kingdom 88.9 64.0
Continental 77.2 57.4
Austria 79.8 59.6
Belgium 86.2 58.3
France 73.5 62.0
Germany 77.3 51.6
Luxembourg 79.6 67.3
Netherlands 84.0 65.8
Eastern 71.6 53.1
Czech Republic 77.1 47.8
Estonia 78.3 38.5
Hungary 68.8 52.9
Poland 69.4 54.2
Slovakia 77.7 60.3
Slovenia 76.4 51.5
Nordic 84.2 63.4
Denmark 83.0 66.5
Finland 76.8 49.0
Sweden 89.0 69.8
Southern 76.4 64.3
Greece 82.6 75.4
Italy 74.2 63.2
Portugal 61.9 40.0
Spain 80.9 68.6

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-53: Age-standardized mortality per 100,000 population

Per 100,000 population in 2013 (or nearest year)

heart diseases

cerebrovascular diseases

cancer

EU 97.3 60.0 211.3
Anglo-Saxon 100.2 53.1 222.4
Ireland 135.9 60.5 221.7
United Kingdom 97.6 52.6 222.4
Continental 81.2 46.8 205.8
Austria 139.5 48.5 197.1
Belgium 62.6 50.7 207.0
France 42.5 38.1 203.5
Germany 115.2 521 204.8
Luxembourg 65.6 46.3 189.1
Netherlands 49.8 51.2 224.3
Eastern 185.2 96.6 2429
Czech Republic 260.0 96.7 229.8
Estonia 259.5 68.1 233.3
Hungary 297.4 118.4 286.3
Poland 106.4 86.4 234.2
Slovakia 404.4 136.7 247.2
Slovenia 93.9 91.6 257.3
Nordic 108.3 57.2 199.8
Denmark 70.6 54.3 246.1
Finland 153.9 64.7 175.8
Sweden 104.7 54.6 186.2
Southern 71.0 64.1 198.6
Greece 83.3 105.9 198.2
Italy 84.1 67.2 205.4
Portugal 50.5 88.1 195.0
Spain 55.9 449 190.8

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-54: Percent of adults smoking dail

2013 (or nearest year)

women
EU 26.3 18.1
Anglo-Saxon 21.9 18.9
Ireland 20.0 17.0
United Kingdom 22.0 19.0
Continental 25.9 18.2
Austria 27.3 19.4
Belgium 21.6 16.4
France 28.7 20.2
Germany 25.1 171
Luxembourg 17.6 13.9
Netherlands 20.9 16.3
Eastern 30.7 17.8
Czech Republic 27.2 17.4
Estonia 36.2 18.3
Hungary 31.9 21.7
Latvia 52.0 17.6
Lithuania 33.0 13.0
Poland 30.9 17.9
Slovakia 27.1 12.5
Slovenia 22.6 18.4
Nordic 14.6 13.1
Denmark 18.6 15.5
Finland 19.1 13.2
Sweden 9.8 11.7
Southern 28.6 18.6
Greece 43.7 34.0
Italy 26.7 15.9
Portugal 27.2 11.0
Spain 27.9 20.2

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-55: Alcohol consumption per capita

2013 (or nearest year)

litre alcohol
EU 9.8
Anglo-Saxon 9.8
Ireland 10.6
United Kingdom 9.7
Continental 10.8
Austria 12.2
Belgium 9.8
France 11.1
Germany 10.9
Luxembourg 11.0
Netherlands 9.1
Eastern 11.0
Czech Republic 11.5
Estonia 11.8
Hungary 11.1
Latvia 10.2
Lithuania 14.3
Poland 10.8
Slovakia 9.9
Slovenia 9.5
Nordic 8.4
Denmark 9.5
Finland 9.1
Sweden 7.4
Southern 7.9
Greece 7.4
Italy 6.1
Portugal 10.3
Spain 9.8

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-56: Percent of adults suffering from obesi

2013 (or nearest year)

litre alcohol
EU 18.0
Anglo-Saxon 24.8
Ireland 23.0
United Kingdom 24.9
Continental 18.1
Austria 12.4
Belgium 13.7
France 14.5
Germany 23.6
Luxembourg 22.7
Netherlands 111
Eastern 19.1
Czech Republic 21.0
Estonia 19.0
Hungary 28.5
Latvia 23.6
Lithuania 25.7
Poland 15.8
Slovakia 16.9
Slovenia 18.3
Nordic 15.8
Denmark 14.2
Finland 24.8
Sweden 11.7
Southern 13.8
Greece 19.6
Italy 10.3
Portugal 15.4
Spain 16.6

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-57: Health expenditure 2013 (or nearest year)

‘ in % of GDP per capita $ PPP

public private total public private
EU 9.3 3,478 2,699 779
Anglo-Saxon 8.5 6.9 1.5 3,264 2,682 581
Ireland 8.1 5.5 2.6 3,663 2,509 1,154
United Kingdom 8.5 7.0 1.4 3,235 2,695 540
Continental 109 8.5 2.4 4,552 3,567 986
Austria 10.1 7.7 2.4 4,553 3,469 1,084
Belgium 10.2 8.0 2.3 4,255 3,311 944
France 10.9 8.6 2.3 4,124 3,247 877
Germany 11.0 8.4 2.6 4,818 3,677 1,141
Luxembourg 6.6 5.5 1.2 4,371 3,608 763
Netherlands 11.1 9.7 1.4 5131 4,495 636
Eastern 6.7 4.8 1.9 1,686 1,219 467
Czech Republic 7.1 6.0 1.1 2,040 1,716 324
Estonia 6.0 4.6 1.3 1,542 1,198 344
Hungary 7.4 4.8 2.6 1,719 1,111 608
Poland 5.3 3.2 2.1 1,216 730 486
Slovakia 6.1 4.1 2.0 1,571 1,045 526
Slovenia 6.4 4.5 1.9 1,528 1,081 447
Nordic 7.6 5.6 2.0 2,011 1,492 519
Denmark 8.7 6.2 2.5 2,511 1,783 728
Finland 10.2 8.4 1.8 4,425 3,643 782
Sweden 10.4 8.8 1.6 4,554 3,841 713
Southern 8.6 6.5 2.2 3,442 2,583 859
Greece 11.0 9.2 1.7 4,905 4,126 779
Italy 8.9 6.5 2.4 2,903 2,139 764
Portugal 9.2 6.0 3.1 2,349 1,551 798
Spain 8.8 6.8 2.0 3,077 2,381 696

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-58: Out-of-pocket health expenditure (in % of total household expenditure

2013 (or nearest year)

litre alcohol
EU 2.3
Anglo-Saxon 1.5
Ireland 3.2
United Kingdom 14
Continental 1.7
Austria 29
Belgium 3.0
France 1.4
Germany 1.8
Luxembourg 1.8
Netherlands 13
Eastern 2.7
Czech Republic 21
Estonia 2.4
Hungary 4.0
Poland 2.5
Slovenia 2.0
Nordic 3.1
Denmark 2.6
Finland 2.9
Sweden 3.4
Southern 3.4
Greece 4.1
Italy 3.2
Portugal 3.9
Spain 3.4

Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-59: Percent of population facing unmet needs for medical and dental care

medical examination dental care

lowest income quintile | highest income quintile lowest income quintile | highest income quintile

EU 5.7 14 9.7 1.6
Anglo-Saxon 1.7 1.3 3.9 1.1
Ireland 3.8 1.5 6.5 2.8
United Kingdom 1.5 1.3 3.7 1.0
Continental 4.0 0.6 6.7 11
Austria 1.0 0.2 3.3 0.4
Belgium 5.5 0.1 8.3 0.4
France 5.7 0.7 10.9 2.2
Germany 3.3 0.8 4.3 0.5
Luxembourg 2.5 0.1 49 0.2
Netherlands 0.8 0.3 2.8 0.4
Eastern 8.9 4.0 8.3 2.0
Czech Republic 1.9 0.7 2.8 0.7
Estonia 10.8 6.3 16.2 1.4
Hungary 6.5 0.3 10.0 0.7
Latvia 25.4 4.3 35.8 4.2
Lithuania 4.6 2.0 8.8 1.6
Poland 11.8 6.3 7.9 2.8
Slovakia 29 1.3 1.5 0.3
Slovenia n.a. n.a. 10.1 1.5
Nordic 3.5 1.3 10.7 0.4
Denmark 1.6 0.7 6.3 3.1
Finland 6.0 2.3 11.8 1.2
Sweden 3.2 1.0 17.7 2.5
Southern 9.1 1.1 15.1 1.9
Greece 14.9 1.0 19.2 2.9
Italy 14.6 1.8 23.7 3.5
Portugal 5.1 0.9 15.1 1.8
Spain 1.6 0.2 8.8 6.3

n.a. not available
Source: OECD, 2015.
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Table 10-60: Public family spending as % of GDP

EU-28 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 3.1 3.5 4.0
Ireland 2.8 3.5 3.9
Malta n.a. n.a. n.a.
United Kingdom 31 3.5 4.0
Continental 2.4 2.4 2.5
Austria 2.8 2.7 2.7
Belgium 2.6 2.6 29
France 3.0 29 2.9
Germany 2.1 2.0 2.2
Luxembourg 3.6 4.1 3.6
Netherlands 1.6 1.6 1.6
Eastern 1.6 1.6 1.8
Bulgaria n.a. n.a. n.a.
Croatia n.a. n.a. n.a.
Czech Republic 1.7 1.7 1.6
Estonia 3.0 29 3.2
Hungary 3.1 3.4 3.3
Latvia n.a. n.a. n.a.
Lithuania n.a. n.a. n.a.
Poland 1.1 1.1 1.3
Romania n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 1.9 1.7 2.1
Slovenia 1.9 1.8 2.2
Nordic 3.3 3.4 3.6
Denmark 3.6 3.8 4.0
Finland 3.0 2.9 3.2
Sweden 33 3.5 3.6
Southern 1.2 1.4 1.4
Cyprus n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece 1.1 1.2 1.4
Italy 1.3 1.5 1.5
Portugal 1.2 1.3 1.2
Spain 1.2 1.4 1.4

n.a. not available.
Source: OECD, 2016.
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Table 10-61: Heirsand family businesses

Heirss$ Family businesses$

EU-28 n.a. n.a.
Anglo-Saxon n.a. 0.66
Ireland n.a. 0.75
Malta 0.32 0.70
United Kingdom n.a. 0.65
Continental 0.36 0.74
Austria 0.35 0.80
Belgium 0.35 0.70
France 0.40 0.75
Germany 0.34 0.75
Luxembourg 0.29 0.70
Netherlands 0.32 0.61
Eastern n.a. 0.73
Bulgaria n.a. 0.70
Croatia n.a. n.a.
Czech Republic n.a. 0.87
Estonia 0.30 0.90
Hungary n.a. 0.70
Latvia n.a. 0.58
Lithuania n.a. 0.38
Poland n.a. 0.75
Romania n.a. 0.65
Slovakia 0.38 0.90
Slovenia 0.30 0.70
Nordic n.a. 0.68
Denmark n.a. 0.77
Finland n.a. 0.80
Sweden n.a. 0.55
Southern n.a. 0.79
Cyprus 0.44 0.90
Greece 0.31 0.80
Italy n.a. 0.75
Portugal 0.30 0.75
Spain n.a. 0.85

§ as % of all registered businesses. Data from 2013. Source: European Family Businesses, 2016.
5§ as % of total population. Source: Fessler and Schiirz, 2015.
n.a. not available.
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Table 10-62: Public debt, financial deficit and government guarantees as % of GDP

Public debt Financial surplus (+) /deficit (-) Government guarantees

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2010 2012 2014

EU-28 61.8 78.4 86.8 -2.6 -6.4 -3.0 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 40.7 77.2 89.4 -3.2 -11.2 -5.6 323 14.1 9.2
Ireland 26.1 86.8 107.5 1.3 -32.3 -3.9 96.0 66.1 13.3
Malta 70.1 67.6 68.3 -2.7 -3.2 -2.1 11.8 16.5 16.8
United Kingdom 41.5 76.6 88.2 -3.5 -9.7 -5.7 27.8 10.3 8.9
Continental 66.9 80.3 83.9 -3.0 -5.2 -1.8 15.9 13.2 11.2
Austria 68.3 82.4 84.2 -2.5 -4.4 -2.7 53.4 38.9 26.5
Belgium 94.6 99.6 106.7 -2.6 -4.0 -3.1 17.2 17.6 11.6
France 67.2 81.7 95.6 -3.2 -6.8 -3.9 6.7 45 4.5
Germany 66.9 81.0 74.9 -3.4 -4.2 0.3 20.3 17.9 16.4
Luxembourg 6.3 19.6 23.0 0.2 -0.5 1.4 5.1 8.7 7.6
Netherlands 48.9 59.0 68.2 -0.3 -5.0 -2.4 10.7 7.9 4.0
Eastern 35.0 45.2 49.6 -3.0 -6.3 -2.8 4.4 4.2 4.2
Bulgaria 26.6 15.5 27.0 1.0 -3.2 -5.8 1.3 0.9 0.6
Croatia 40.7 57.0 85.1 -3.7 -5.9 -5.6 9.0 2.6 2.3
Czech Republic 28.0 38.2 42.7 -3.1 -4.4 -1.9 0.8 0.5 0.5
Estonia 45 6.6 10.4 1.1 0.2 0.7 2.6 1.9 1.6
Hungary 60.5 80.6 76.2 -7.8 -4.5 -2.5 9.5 8.4 7.8
Latvia 11.8 47.5 40.6 -0.4 -8.5 -1.5 29 29 1.3
Lithuania 17.6 36.2 40.7 -0.3 -6.9 -0.7 1.4 0.8 0.8
Poland 46.7 53.3 50.4 -4.0 -7.5 -3.3 5.3 6.7 7.0
Romania 15.7 29.9 39.9 -1.2 -6.9 -1.4 2.4 2.1 2.3
Slovakia 339 40.8 53.5 -2.9 -7.5 -2.8 0.1 0.0 0.0
Slovenia 26.3 38.2 80.8 -1.3 -5.6 -5.0 19.7 13.4 12.4
Nordic 43.0 41.6 48.7 2.9 -1.4 -1.3 17.1 13.3 14.0
Denmark 374 429 45.1 5.0 -2.7 1.5 14.6 7.4 9.2
Finland 40.0 47.1 59.3 2.6 -2.6 -3.3 19.6 21.4 25.9
Sweden 48.2 37.6 449 1.8 0.0 -1.7 17.1 12.1 10.2
Southern 78.3 96.0 124.0 -2.6 -7.3 -4.5 5.7 14.3 8.9
Cyprus 63.2 56.3 108.2 -2.2 -4.8 -8.9 7.5 14.5 n.a.
Greece 107.3 146.2 178.6 -6.2 -11.2 -3.6 3.2 30.9 28.0
Italy 101.9 115.3 132.3 -4.2 -4.2 -3.0 0.8 6.2 2.7
Portugal 67.4 96.2 130.2 -6.2 -11.2 -7.2 4.6 13.6 7.2
Spain 42.3 60.1 99.3 1.2 -9.4 -5.9 12.7 209 12.8

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-63: Total R&D, business enterprise R&D and gross capital formation as % of GDP

Total R&D Business enterprise R&D Gross capital formation

2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2014 2005 2010 2013

EU-28 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 n.a. 3.5 3.0
Anglo-Saxon 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.6 3.2 2.6
Ireland 1.2 1.6 1.6 0.8 1.1 1.1 3.5 3.3 1.8
Malta 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.5 4.7 2.1 2.7
United Kingdom 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.5 3.2 2.7
Continental 2.2 2.4 2.5 1.4 1.5 1.7 2.9 3.2 3.0
Austria 2.4 2.7 3.0 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.9 3.2 3.0
Belgium 1.8 2.1 2.5 1.2 1.4 1.8 2.1 2.3 2.2
France 2.0 2.2 2.3 1.3 1.4 1.5 4.0 4.2 4.0
Germany 2.4 2.7 2.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 2.3 2.2
Luxembourg 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.0 0.7 4.8 4.6 3.5
Netherlands 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.0 0.8 1.1 3.7 4.2 3.6
Eastern 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.3 0.3 0.5 3.7 5.1 4.1
Bulgaria 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.1 0.3 0.5 3.7 4.8 4.2
Croatia 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.4 5.6 3.3 3.7
Czech Republic 1.2 1.3 2.0 0.7 0.8 1.1 49 4.7 3.5
Estonia 0.9 1.6 1.5 0.4 0.8 0.6 4.6 49 5.5
Hungary 0.9 1.2 1.4 0.4 0.7 1.0 4.2 3.7 4.4
Latvia 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.2 3.6 4.8 4.4
Lithuania 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 3.6 5.0 3.7
Poland 0.6 0.7 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.4 3.5 5.7 4.1
Romania 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.8 5.7 4.6
Slovakia 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.3 3.6 3.6 3.1
Slovenia 1.4 2.1 2.4 0.8 1.4 1.9 3.8 49 4.3
Nordic 3.1 3.3 3.1 2.2 2.2 2.1 3.6 4.0 4.2
Denmark 2.4 2.9 3.1 1.6 2.0 2.0 2.7 3.3 3.7
Finland 3.3 3.7 3.2 2.4 2.6 2.2 3.7 3.7 4.2
Sweden 3.4 3.2 3.2 2.5 2.2 2.1 4.1 45 4.5
Southern 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.5 0.7 0.6 3.6 3.8 2.3
Cyprus 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.4 4.2 2.0
Greece 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.2 : 0.3 n.a. 3.2 2.7
Italy 1.1 1.2 1.3 0.5 0.7 0.7 3.0 2.9 2.4
Portugal 0.8 1.5 1.3 0.3 0.7 0.6 4.1 5.3 2.2
Spain 1.1 1.4 1.2 0.6 0.7 0.6 4.2 4.7 2.1

n.a. not available.
Source Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-64: Public spending on environmental protection as % of GDP

EU-28 n.a. 0.9 0.8
Anglo-Saxon 0.6 1.0 0.8
Ireland 0.9 0.9 0.6
Malta 1.4 1.9 1.4
United Kingdom 0.6 1.0 0.8
Continental 0.7 0.8 0.8
Austria 0.5 0.6 0.5
Belgium 0.7 0.7 1.0
France 0.9 1.0 1.0
Germany 0.5 0.6 0.6
Luxembourg 1.1 1.1 1.2
Netherlands 1.5 1.6 1.5
Eastern 0.6 0.7 0.8
Bulgaria 0.7 0.7 0.9
Croatia 0.3 0.4 0.4
Czech Republic 1.1 1.0 1.0
Estonia 0.9 -0.2 0.7
Hungary 0.6 0.6 0.9
Latvia 0.7 0.3 0.7
Lithuania 0.6 1.3 0.5
Poland 0.7 0.7 0.7
Romania 0.3 0.8 0.7
Slovakia 0.7 0.9 0.9
Slovenia 0.8 0.7 0.7
Nordic 0.4 0.3 0.3
Denmark 0.6 0.4 0.4
Finland 0.3 0.3 0.3
Sweden 0.4 0.3 0.3
Southern 0.9 0.9 0.8
Cyprus 0.3 0.3 0.4
Greece n.a. 0.7 0.8
Italy 0.9 0.9 0.9
Portugal 0.6 0.6 0.4
Spain 0.9 1.1 0.8

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-65: Pension expenditures as % of GDP

Overall Early pension Invalidity Pension

2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013 2005 2010 2013

EU-28 n.a. 12.3 n.a. n.a. 0.7 n.a. n.a. 0.9 n.a.
Anglo-Saxon 9.8 10.9 11.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.3 1.0
Ireland 4.8 6.9 6.8 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.7 1.1 1.1
Malta 8.6 9.4 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.6 0.5
United Kingdom 10.1 11.2 11.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.3 1.0
Continental 12.7 13.1 13.3 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.8
Austria 13.7 14.6 14.8 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.5 1.5 1.4
Belgium 10.9 11.8 12.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.6 1.7
France 129 14.3 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.0 1.1
Germany 129 12.4 11.9 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2
Luxembourg 9.7 9.3 9.6 1.5 1.9 2.0 1.6 1.0 0.9
Netherlands 11.8 12.0 13.3 0.6 0.4 0.3 2.2 1.9 2.0
Eastern 9.3 10.2 8.9 1.0 1.0 0.4 1.1 1.0 0.8
Bulgaria 7.3 8.8 8.6 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.8
Croatia n.a. 10.6 10.9 n.a. 0.7 1.2 n.a. 3.1 3.0
Czech Republic 7.7 8.8 9.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 1.0 1.1 1.0
Estonia 5.8 8.7 7.5 1.0 1.0 1.6 0.6 1.2 1.1
Hungary 9.6 10.7 9.4 0.9 1.3 0.5 1.3 1.1 0.0
Latvia 6.0 10.1 8.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.9 0.8
Lithuania 6.5 8.4 7.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.9 1.3 0.9
Poland 12.5 11.6 n.a. 2.1 1.9 n.a. 1.5 1.0 n.a.
Romania 6.2 9.3 83 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.7 0.4
Slovakia 7.3 8.2 8.5 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.8 1.0 1.1
Slovenia 10.2 11.0 11.7 2.4 2.7 2.9 0.9 0.8 0.6
Nordic 111 11.9 12.7 0.9 0.8 0.8 2.1 1.3 1.1
Denmark 10.7 12.7 13.9 1.8 1.2 1.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
Finland 10.7 12.2 13.0 0.5 0.6 0.6 2.0 1.9 1.7
Sweden 11.5 11.3 119 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.4 1.7 1.3
Southern 11.8 13.4 14.9 1.4 1.6 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.9
Cyprus 6.1 7.5 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.4
Greece 11.8 13.7 n.a. 2.5 2.9 n.a. 0.7 0.8 n.a.
Italy 14.1 15.5 16.5 2.0 2.2 1.8 0.3 0.3 0.3
Portugal 12.0 13.7 15.7 0.3 0.5 0.5 2.0 1.8 1.9
Spain 8.8 10.6 12.6 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.1 1.3 1.4

n.a. not available.
Source Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-66: Patent applications to the European Patent Office

2005 2010 2013
EU-28 115.5 1121 113.3
Anglo-Saxon 91.8 83.2 83.8
Ireland 66.8 68.9 86.8
Malta 279 8.5 9.7
United Kingdom 94.0 84.7 84.1
Continental 216.3 208.8 208.2
Austria 185.8 210.4 224.0
Belgium 144.9 138.8 138.2
France 133.6 130.7 138.0
Germany 291.5 285.0 275.3
Luxembourg 213.4 151.6 107.2
Netherlands 215.2 183.4 203.4
Eastern 5.9 10.0 13.3
Bulgaria 3.0 2.3 49
Croatia 7.7 7.1 3.0
Czech Republic 10.6 18.3 23.2
Estonia 4.7 28.3 11.9
Hungary 13.4 19.4 25.3
Latvia 7.9 7.4 30.4
Lithuania 2.6 5.1 111
Poland 3.4 9.5 12.7
Romania 1.3 1.7 4.1
Slovakia 5.8 8.6 12.8
Slovenia 54.3 51.3 46.0
Nordic 252.7 269.3 285.6
Denmark 220.1 230.3 287.3
Finland 255.9 258.8 254.9
Sweden 270.4 298.4 302.0
Southern 52.8 48.0 46.0
Cyprus 229 9.4 5.2
Greece 10.1 5.9 7.0
Italy 84.8 75.6 70.6
Portugal 11.7 9.0 12.2
Spain 314 32.4 31.4

Per million inhabitants.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-67: Environmental tax revenues

As % of total revenues from taxes

As % of GDP and social contributions
2010 2013 2005 2010
EU-28 2.5 2.4 2.4 6.4 6.2 6.1
Anglo-Saxon 2.4 2.5 2.5 6.7 7.2 7.2
Ireland 2.5 2.5 2.5 8.0 8.6 8.3
Malta 3.1 2.9 2.7 9.3 9.0 7.9
United Kingdom 2.4 2.5 2.5 6.6 7.1 7.1
Continental 2.4 2.2 2.2 5.9 5.4 5.2
Austria 2.6 2.4 2.4 6.2 5.6 5.5
Belgium 2.5 2.2 2.1 5.4 4.9 4.3
France 2.0 1.9 2.0 4.4 43 4.3
Germany 2.4 2.1 2.0 6.3 5.6 5.2
Luxembourg 3.0 2.4 2.2 7.6 6.2 5.5
Netherlands 3.6 3.5 33 9.8 9.6 8.9
Eastern 2.6 2.5 2.4 7.9 8.0 7.4
Bulgaria 2.9 2.8 2.8 9.6 10.6 10.1
Croatia 3.9 3.7 3.5 10.6 10.2 9.6
Czech Republic 2.5 2.3 2.1 7.2 7.0 6.1
Estonia 2.3 29 2.5 7.6 8.7 8.0
Hungary 2.8 2.6 2.6 7.5 7.0 6.7
Latvia 2.5 2.4 2.5 9.0 8.6 8.5
Lithuania 2.3 1.8 1.6 7.8 6.4 6.0
Poland 2.7 2.6 2.4 7.9 8.0 7.3
Romania 2.0 2.1 2.1 7.1 7.8 7.5
Slovakia 2.3 1.8 1.7 7.5 6.5 5.6
Slovenia 3.2 3.6 3.9 8.2 9.5 10.5
Nordic 3.4 3.0 3.0 7.3 6.8 6.6
Denmark 4.9 4.0 4.3 10.0 8.7 8.7
Finland 3.0 2.7 2.9 7.0 6.6 6.7
Sweden 2.7 2.6 2.4 5.8 5.9 5.4
Southern 2.5 2.3 2.7 6.7 6.2 6.8
Cyprus 3.2 2.6 2.6 10.2 8.2 8.2
Greece n.a. 2.5 2.9 n.a. 7.2 7.7
Italy 2.9 2.8 3.4 7.4 6.7 7.8
Portugal 29 2.4 2.2 8.4 7.1 5.9
Spain 1.9 1.6 1.9 53 5.1 5.5

n.a. not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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Table 10-68: Replacement ratio and relative median income

Aggregate replacement ratio$ Relative median income ratio$$
2010 2014 2005 2010
EU-28 n.a. 52.0 56.0 n.a. 88.0 94.0
Anglo-Saxon 42.3 479 49.2 73.5 81.3 86.3
Ireland 46.0 47.0 38.0 66.0 85.0 91.0
Malta 47.0 44.0 56.0 75.0 81.0 78.0
United Kingdom 42.0 48.0 50.0 74.0 81.0 86.0
Continental 50.4 54.7 55.0 91.0 91.3 93.7
Austria 69.0 57.0 60.0 96.0 90.0 95.0
Belgium 42.0 46.0 47.0 73.0 75.0 77.0
France 57.0 65.0 69.0 90.0 98.0 102.0
Germany 46.0 49.0 45.0 94.0 89.0 90.0
Luxembourg 63.0 68.0 85.0 96.0 105.0 111.0
Netherlands 43.0 47.0 50.0 88.0 87.0 89.0
Eastern 56.2 56.3 58.6 98.8 90.3 95.5
Bulgaria n.a. 43.0 44.0 n.a. 74.0 82.0
Croatia n.a. 32.0 40.0 n.a. 78.0 88.0
Czech Republic 51.0 54.0 55.0 83.0 82.0 84.0
Estonia 47.0 55.0 47.0 73.0 73.0 63.0
Hungary 61.0 60.0 63.0 101.0 101.0 108.0
Latvia 61.0 47.0 44.0 75.0 78.0 71.0
Lithuania 47.0 58.0 45.0 81.0 93.0 77.0
Poland 58.0 57.0 63.0 109.0 93.0 99.0
Romania n.a. 65.0 64.0 n.a. 97.0 104.0
Slovakia 55.0 61.0 62.0 85.0 83.0 91.0
Slovenia 42.0 45.0 45.0 86.0 87.0 91.0
Nordic 49.4 53.0 53.6 76.1 76.5 80.6
Denmark 35.0 44.0 45.0 70.0 71.0 78.0
Finland 46.0 50.0 51.0 74.0 78.0 79.0
Sweden 60.0 60.0 60.0 81.0 79.0 83.0
Southern 56.8 49.8 62.0 80.8 88.9 100.0
Cyprus 29.0 37.0 39.0 57.0 65.0 75.0
Greece 49.0 42.0 60.0 79.0 84.0 100.0
Italy 58.0 53.0 64.0 85.0 92.0 99.0
Portugal 60.0 53.0 63.0 77.0 82.0 94.0
Spain 57.0 47.0 60.0 77.0 88.0 103.0

§ Ratio of income from pensions of persons aged between 65 and 74 years and income from work of persons aged between
50 and 59 years.

5§ Persons aged 65 years and over compared to persons aged less than 65 years.

n.a. not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2016.
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